
Improving motor imagery decoding methods for an
EEG-based mobile brain-computer interface in the context

of the 2024 Cybathlon

Isabel W. Tscherniak1,3†, Niels C. Thiemann1,3†, Ana McWhinnie-Fernández1,3†,
Iustin Curcean1,3, Leon L.J. Jokinen2,3, Sadat Hodzic2,3, Thomas E. Huber1,3,

Daniel Pavlov1,3, Manuel Methasani1,3, Pietro Marcolongo3,
Glenn V. Krafczyk1,3, Oscar Osvaldo Soto Rivera1,3, Thien Le3,

Flaminia Pallotti3, Enrico A. Fazzi1,3, neuroTUM e.V.3*

1Technical University of Munich, Arcisstrasse 21, 80333 Munich, Germany.
2Ludwig-Maximillian University of Munich, Geschwister-Scholl-Platz 1, 80539 Munich,

Germany.
3neuroTUM e.V., Karlstrasse 45, 80333 Munich, Germany.

*Corresponding author(s). E-mail(s): team@neurotum.com;
†These authors contributed equally to this work.

Abstract
Background: Brain-computer interfaces (BCIs) have shown significant promise over the past
decades, but often fail to meet the requirements for portability and usability in real-world scenarios.
Motivated by the Cybathlon 2024 competition, we developed a modular, online EEG-based BCI sys-
tem to address these challenges, thereby increasing accessibility for individuals with severe mobility
impairments, such as tetraplegia.
Methods: Our system uses three mental and motor imagery (MI) classes to control up to five control
signals. The pipeline consists of four modules: data acquisition, preprocessing, classification, and the
transfer function to map classification output to control dimensions. These modules run in parallel
to optimise the online delay. The preprocessing includes a linear phase filter bandpass, artefact
removal, and epoching with a sliding time window. The feature extraction was done using Morlet
wavelets and the common spatial pattern. As our deep learning classifier, we use three diagonalized
structured state-space sequence layers. We developed a training game for our pilot where the mental
tasks control the game during quick-time events. We implemented a mobile web application for live
user feedback. The components were designed with a human-centred approach in collaboration with
the tetraplegic user.
Results: We achieve up to 84% classification accuracy in offline analysis using an S4D-layer-based
model. In the live Cybathlon competition setting, our pilot successfully completed one task; we
attribute the reduced performance in this context primarily to factors such as stress and the chal-
lenging competition environment. Following the Cybathlon, we further validated our pipeline with
the original pilot and an additional participant, achieving a success rate of 73% in real-time game-
play. We also compare our model to the EEGEncoder, which is slower in training but has a higher
performance. The S4D model outperforms the reference machine learning models.
Conclusions: We provide insights into developing a framework for portable BCIs, bridging the
gap between the laboratory and daily life. Specifically, our framework integrates modular design,
real-time data processing, user-centred feedback, and low-cost hardware to deliver an accessible and
adaptable BCI solution, addressing critical gaps in current BCI applications.

Keywords: Brain-Computer Interfaces (BCI), Motor Imagery (MI), Electroencephalography (EEG),
Real-time Use, Human-Centered Design
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1 Introduction
Brain-computer interfaces (BCIs) enable direct communication between the brain and external devices
by decoding neural activity into control commands [1]. These systems offer transformative potential for
individuals with severe motor impairments, providing new avenues for restoring autonomy and enabling
control of assistive technologies such as robotic prostheses, wheelchairs, or virtual environments. Among
the various modalities available, non-invasive electroencephalography (EEG) remains the most widely
used due to its safety, portability, and relative affordability.

Over the past two decades, significant advances in signal processing and machine learning have
improved the performance of EEG-based BCIs [2]. However, major challenges persist that hinder their
translation from research laboratories to real-world use. BCIs must maintain reliability under variable
conditions, adapt to user-specific neural patterns, and operate robustly over time-dependent data shifts
[3]. Moreover, real-time performance, user comfort, and the integration of feedback mechanisms remain
critical factors affecting their long-term usability. Addressing these issues requires systems that are not
only technically accurate but also practical, modular, and designed with the end user’s needs in mind
[4], [5].

The Cybathlon Competition1, organized by ETH Zurich every four years, provides an international
platform to evaluate and accelerate the development of assistive technologies in realistic settings. During
the competition, individuals with physical disabilities, referred to as "pilots", compete in tasks that
simulate everyday challenges using advanced assistive devices, including BCIs, robotic prostheses, and
powered exoskeletons [6]. In the BCI race, pilots with tetraplegia control avatars in a virtual game
environment using invasive and noninvasive BCIs.

The BCI is built on the principle that the pilots can select commands by generating specific brain
signals. A common type used is motor imagery (MI), which involves imagining motor movements, such
as those of the upper and lower limbs, without actually performing them [7]. Neural responses from
MI have been shown to be highly comparable to those elicited by actual movements [8], [9]. MI relies
on internal activity, which is non-stimulus-dependent, and represents the activation of the sensorimotor
cortex when the user imagines physical movement [10]. For this reason, we selected MI as the primary
control strategy throughout the development of the BCI pipeline. The system was designed to produce
three continuous control signals and two binary control signals.

Motivated by the Cybathlon 2024, we developed a modular, mobile EEG-based BCI system tailored
to our pilot, but which can be easily adapted to other users. Our system was designed to address key chal-
lenges of portability, low latency, and user-centered adaptability while maintaining competitive decoding
performance. The architecture integrates distinct modules for data acquisition, preprocessing, classifi-
cation, and feedback, operating in both offline and online modes to optimize real-time performance.
Despite rapid advances in BCI technology, achieving robust and reliable control in real-world environ-
ments, such as the dynamic and high-pressure setting of the Cybathlon, remains a major challenge.
Leveraging recent advances in deep learning, we implement a classifier based on the linear recurrent
neural network diagonalized Structured State-Space Sequence (S4D) layer to enhance classification
accuracy and signal stability.

A crucial aspect of our approach is the incorporation of human-centered design principles throughout
the development process. Working closely with our tetraplegic pilot, we iteratively refined the selection
of mental tasks and feedback design. Additionally, we developed a game-based training environment to
enhance engagement, comfort, and consistency of control. By emphasizing usability and co-adaptation,
our system aims to bridge the gap between high-performing laboratory BCIs and accessible assistive
solutions for everyday use.

In this paper, we present the design, implementation, and evaluation of a motor imagery-based
BCI developed for the 2024 Cybathlon competition. The system integrates a human-centered design
framework with a robust signal processing and classification pipeline, enabling intuitive, reliable, and
user-adaptive control. We describe the offline training procedures, real-time architecture, and interactive
feedback modules that jointly support co-adaptation between user and decoder. Experimental results
demonstrate the system’s accuracy, responsiveness, and low-latency performance under real-world con-
ditions. Finally, we reflect on the insights gained from deploying the system in a competitive setting
and discuss the implications for the future development of portable, user-centered, and explainable BCI
systems. The main contributions of this work are as follows:

1See https://www.cybathlon.com (last accessed November 12, 2025)
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1. Human-centered system design: Integration of user feedback and iterative adaptation throughout the
development of the BCI interface, feedback, and task paradigms.

2. Closed-loop training environment: Development of an interactive game-based training paradigm that
maintains engagement while enabling precise monitoring and labeling of motor imagery performance.

3. Robust online processing pipeline: Implementation of a low-latency, real-time architecture for EEG
decoding, featuring artifact correction, adaptive re-referencing, and stable classification performance.

4. Real-world validation: Evaluation of system accuracy, responsiveness, and user adaptability dur-
ing the 2024 Cybathlon competition, providing insights into BCI performance under real-world
conditions.

2 Methods

2.1 Human-centered design
A human-centered design approach was adopted throughout this work. The BCI system, user inter-
faces, and game environments were developed in collaboration with the pilot to enhance usability and
engagement. Both the selection of the mental tasks and the design of the feedback screen were car-
ried out iteratively, incorporating continuous input from the team’s pilot. By directly involving users in
the selection and iterative refinement of mental tasks, BCIs can better support co-adaptation, reduce
cognitive workload, and enhance overall performance [11]. A tailored BCI system also enhances user
comfort, enabling longer sessions and facilitating the collection of larger datasets. Furthermore, this
approach helps address variability in user performance by adapting the system to individual preferences
and capabilities [4], [12].

2.2 Task design
For collecting data of different mental tasks, we employed an arrow cue paradigm (as shown in Figure
1b). In response to cues displayed on the screen, presented as arrows pointing in one of the four
cardinal directions, participants perform different mental imagery tasks. The arrow cue paradigm is
well-established in EEG-based BCI studies, indicating when to start and stop the mental imagery tasks
[13], [14]. The paradigm is executed as follows: First, the pilot sees a black screen with a cross marker.
Then, a cue marker appears for one second. Depending on the cue, the pilot performs a different task.
For example, a left arrow can denote left-hand motor imagery (MI), a right arrow right-hand MI, and
a circle rest. After the cue disappears, the pilot begins to perform the imagery or rest task for three
seconds. Finally, once the cross marker reappears, they take a three-second break.

In addition to mental imagery task data, we also collect calibration data for artefact removal, which
entails the participant sitting as relaxed and calm as possible, avoiding movement and eye blinks for
one minute [15].

Using this paradigm, we tested various mental tasks, including motor imagery, mental arithmetic,
mental rotation, singing, and imagining the taste of a lemon. For mental arithmetic, the pilot was asked
to multiply four-digit numbers shown on a sheet of paper, in order to avoid the task relying heavily on
memory. Several combinations of tasks were also evaluated, since different combinations can influence
performance, both for the user and the BCI classification [16].

To ensure our pilots can perform mental imagery, we analyzed whether a task-corresponding signal
could be found in the relevant frequency bands. Motor imagery, or the mental rehearsal of movement,
induces a localized reduction in power (event-related desynchronization) within the alpha (8-12 Hz)
and beta (15-30 Hz) frequency bands [17]. These bands can also be found in our pilots, as illustrated
in Figure 1c.

Through initial testing with our pilot, we determined that leg and hand MI tasks produced the most
consistent and distinguishable neural patterns, and the pilot expressed a clear preference for performing
these tasks. A third “Rest” class was also included as a baseline condition. As shown in Figure 1c, event-
related desynchronization and subsequent resynchronization are evident at electrode C3, with a clear
reduction in alpha and beta power following the onset of MI. Furthermore, the topographical maps
in Figure 1d demonstrate that the spatial distribution of neural activity differs across tasks, reflecting
task-specific cortical engagement. This shows that our pilot successfully generated neural activation
patterns characteristic of motor imagery, as described in the literature [17].

3
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Fig. 1 (a) The pilot wearing the Smarting EEG from mBrainTrain, which collects data and wirelessly sends it to the
computer via Bluetooth 2.1. (b) Time course for displaying cues to the pilot to collect data. First, the pilot sees a black
screen with a cross marker. Then, a cue marker appears for one second. Depending on the cue, the pilot performs a
different task. For example, a left arrow can denote left-hand motor imagery, a right arrow right-hand MI, and a circle rest.
After the cue disappears, the pilot begins to perform the imagery or rest task for three seconds. Finally, once the cross
marker reappears, they take a three-second break. (c) Event-related synchronisation (ERS) and desynchronization (ERD)
over the course of an epoch during left-hand MI at the C4 electrode and right-hand MI at the C3 electrode. (d) Topoplot
showing ERD/ERS activity over the entire brain before and during right-hand motor imagery. Activity is pronounced in
the left hemisphere around the motor cortex.

2.3 BCI System
Our BCI consists of a hardware component, the commercial 24-channel Smarting mobi EEG device
from mBrainTrain, which transmits EEG signals and markers (task cues) to a computer via Bluetooth
2.1 (as shown in Figure 1a), and a software component, our real-time pipeline (Figure 2). Our pipeline
supports two different modes: offline and online. In offline mode, we process previously collected labeled
EEG data and train our classifier, which can then be used in the real-time (online) system. The central
component of our pipeline is the asynchronous online processing, which receives the raw EEG signals
and sends control signals to an effector device. Data preprocessing is the same in the offline and online
modes of the pipeline. Both modes harness the preprocessing, feature extraction, and classifier modules
described in the following sections.

2.4 Preprocessing
The pipeline begins by reading the raw EEG data files and corresponding event markers. It also loads
one minute of calibration data and a mapping file that specifies which on-screen icons or marker labels
correspond to the pilot’s specific actions or motor imagery tasks. The raw EEG data are then band-pass
filtered between 1 and 40 Hz using a infinite impulse response (IIR) Chebyshev type 2 filter [18], [19],
[20]. The filter has an almost constant group delay of 500ms. We forgo a notch filter since the bandpass
filter sufficiently filters out the 50 Hz power line disturbance for our needs.

After filtering, we crop the signals to reduce perturbations (e.g., boundary and adaptation effects)
that may arise during filter initialization and transition periods [21]. The first 10 seconds of each
recording are removed. Then, Channel rejection is performed for channels exhibiting extreme artifacts
(e.g., flatlines, excessive noise, or non-physiological spikes) to prevent distortion of the new reference
estimate and to maintain the assumption of temporal independence underlying independent component
analysis [20].
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Fig. 2 Overview of the brain-computer interface processing pipeline. The blue section illustrates the online and offline
pipeline used for data processing, which includes EEG data preprocessing (bandpass filtering between 1-40 Hz, artifact
removal via ASR, average re-referencing, and normalization across sessions), as well as feature extraction using Morlet
wavelets and common spatial patterns (CSP). Classifier training (orange) is only performed in the offline pipeline. The red
sections depict the online pipeline, where EEG signals acquired from the pilot are streamed via LSL, processed through the
same preprocessing and feature extraction modules, and classified in real-time. The resulting predictions are transmitted
via UDP to the feedback/game module, enabling closed-loop interaction.

Artifacts such as eye blinks and muscle activity can significantly degrade the ability of a decoder
to classify motor imagery [22]. To mitigate these effects, we applied Artifact Subspace Reconstruc-
tion (ASR) [23], which was chosen due to its computational efficiency and suitability for real-time
applications. After ASR, the data are re-referenced using a common average reference (CAR) [24]. Re-
referencing is performed at this stage because ASR requires data of full rank, and applying the reference
afterward ensures that the rank is preserved during artifact removal [25]. Following re-referencing, addi-
tional channels may be removed if they were initially required for reference computation but fail to
meet the quality threshold for subsequent analyses. Subsequently, baseline correction and epoching are
applied to segment the continuous data. When working with multiple datasets, the resulting epochs are
further normalized to enable consistent comparisons across recordings.

2.5 Feature Extraction
During the development of our BCI pipeline, we integrated multiple feature extraction methods into
our system. We use stacked Morlet [26] and Common Spatial Pattern (CSP) [27], [28] features. Morlet
wavelets are a spectro-temporal feature. We calculate the single-trial power [18], [29], using two cycles
per frequency and only keeping every third output feature, discarding the rest. CSP is a supervised
method that requires labeled data and calculates spatial filters [30]. We calculate the CSP features [18],
[29], saving the trained supervised decomposition for future use. The results are log-transformed and
not regularized.

After the feature extraction, we perform a stratified 80/20 train-test split, maintaining prior data
distributions. Finally, we apply windowing to extract more data points for training the classifier on.

2.6 Classifiers
Our BCI system supports the training and use of different machine learning and deep learning classifiers.
We started with classical machine learning models. In particular, we utilized Support Vector Machines
(SVM) extensively during the development process [31]. SVM operates by finding a hyperplane that
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best separates different classes in a high-dimensional space, optimizing the margin between classes for
robust classification results [32]. This makes it suitable for generalizing to small datasets, such as ours.
In addition to traditional approaches, we implemented a classifier consisting of stacks of bidirectionally
running S4D layers [33] and a linear projection onto our set of classes. A state-space model, such as S4D,
maps the history of an input sequence onto a set of basis polynomials [34], [35], which can be Legendre
polynomials or sines and cosines [33], [36]. The history map corresponds to a linear recurrence, allowing
for online updates of the hidden states [34]. This approach is similar to classical signal processing
techniques (e.g., the Fourier transform).

We incorporate Monte Carlo (MC) dropout to estimate the confidence of our model’s predictions
[37]. By enabling dropout during inference, we generate multiple stochastic forward passes through the
model, each time dropping out different neurons, approximating Bayesian inference. This results in a
distribution of outputs from which we can calculate the mean prediction and its associated uncertainty.
The confidence estimates provided by MC dropout are particularly valuable for identifying uncertain
predictions, allowing for more informed decisions during both online and offline BCI tasks. We save the
classifier and can then use it in the real-time pipeline.

To benchmark our motor imagery classification results, we reimplemented the EEGEncoder archi-
tecture proposed by Liao et al. [38] and trained it on our dataset, following the model configuration
reported in the original publication. The EEG signals were first preprocessed by applying a 0.5-100 Hz
band-pass filter and a 50 Hz notch filter; afterward, each channel was standardized to have zero mean
and unit variance. The resulting signal was then segmented and fed into the model’s Downsampling
Projector, an input module comprising three convolutional layers with average pooling and dropout to
reduce the dimensionality and noise of the input signals. The projector’s output is subsequently passed
to multiple parallel Dual Stream Temporal Spatial (DSTS) blocks. These blocks combine a temporal
convolutional network (TCN) path with a stable Transformer path that employs pre-normalization via
Root Mean Square Layer Normalization (RMSNorm) and uses Swish-Gated Linear Unit (SwiGLU)
activations. In line with the authors’ reference architecture, we used five parallel DSTS branches, four
Transformer layers, and two attention heads.

For further comparison, we employed EEGNet, a compact convolutional neural architecture specif-
ically designed for EEG-based BCI applications [39]. EEGNet applies temporal convolutions to learn
frequency-specific filters, followed by depthwise and separable convolutions that extract spatial patterns
while remaining highly parameter-efficient. Batch normalization and average pooling complement the
convolutional blocks, after which a fully connected layer carries out the classification. Compared to more
recent deep-learning approaches, EEGNet is often outperformed on large-scale EEG datasets [38], [40].
Nevertheless, it remains a widely used and well-validated baseline due to its architectural simplicity,
its suitability for small-sample EEG scenarios, and its extensive evaluation across multiple BCI bench-
marks. In our study, the model was trained directly on normalized raw EEG windows extracted from
the participant’s recording. No additional preprocessing or feature extraction was applied, as EEGNet
is designed to operate on raw spatio-temporal EEG tensors. Training was performed using the Adam
optimizer with an initial decaying learning rate of 2 × 10−4 and a minibatch size of 64, with dropout
(0.2) used for regularization as well as early stopping based on validation performance. The best model
was obtained after 50 epochs.

2.7 Online/Real-time pipeline
Our real-time system consists of separate modules that run in parallel (Figure 2). The first is the
data receiving module. The Smarting EEG software uses the Lab Streaming Layer (LSL) ecosystem to
announce this data stream to machines in our network [41]. Our first module receives this announcement
and subscribes to the stream. As the Smarting software receives data from the EEG device, it creates
chunks of data and publishes them for our module to receive. This module was developed using PyLSL2

to receive our data, buffer it, and propagate it down our pipeline to the preprocessing module, which
utilizes ZeroMQ3, a brokerless asynchronous messaging library for inter-process communication within
our pipeline. The preprocessing module, which receives the chunk of data, applies the same processing
steps as in the offline pipeline and then publishes them for the next module to receive. The next module
contains the classifier trained using the offline pipeline. The classification output of the model on the
preprocessed and feature-extracted data snippet is sent to the transfer function.

2See https://github.com/labstreaminglayer/pylsl (last accessed November 12, 2025)
3See https://zeromq.org (last accessed November 12, 2025)
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The transfer function maps the three-class output of the classifier onto up to 5 control signals. Here,
we use only three control signals. The transfer function consists of a rolling buffer that fills up with
the probabilities of classification obtained by taking the average over the classification results given by
the model. The most probable class is chosen as an output to the model. This essentially constitutes
a downsampling and smoothing operation, since we have a high classification rate, which would be
unusable in real-world experiments.

2.7.1 Games

The first game, shown in Figure 3a, is an adapted version of the Chrome Dino game, developed as
part of a human-centered approach to BCI training. The design aimed to strike a balance between
experimental control and user engagement, enabling the pilot to remain actively involved in the training
process while allowing for systematic evaluation of decoding performance.

The game features a QuickTime mode, in which the character pauses or slows down before an
obstacle to create a temporally controlled interaction window. During this three-second phase, a cue
marker appears, prompting the pilot to perform a specific motor imagery task. The classifier output
is continuously monitored, and the character jumps only when the intended command is correctly
detected above a predefined threshold. When misclassifications occur, a visual control bar decays in
height, providing immediate and intuitive feedback on classifier performance.

This interactive paradigm reflects key human-centered design principles by integrating real-time
feedback, self-pacing, and user participation in the control loop. It allows the pilot to experiment with
different motor imagery strategies, understand the system’s responses, and develop a sense of agency
and control, factors known to enhance co-adaptation and sustained engagement. At the same time, the
paradigm retains the analytical rigor of cue-based tasks, as all events are time-stamped and synchronized
for detailed offline evaluation. The game thus serves as both a training tool and an experimental platform
for refining motor imagery decoding before deployment in the Cybathlon task.

The second game, shown in Figure 3, was developed for the 2024 Cybathlon BCI race and consists of
five distinct tasks, each repeated twice, for a total of ten tasks to be completed within an eight-minute
time frame. The tasks include navigating a wheelchair through a room, maneuvering the wheelchair
while avoiding a moving vacuum cleaner, performing a computer screen-based task, operating a key
lock, and collecting ice from an ice machine. Examples of these tasks are illustrated in Figure 3b.

Control across all tasks is achieved using four input signals: two continuous signals that govern
movement along the X-axis and Y-axis (both from −1 to 1), and two binary signals (A and B). The
continuous Y-axis input drives forward or backward motion of the avatar (wheelchair, cursor, or robot
arm), while the X-axis input rotates the avatar’s orientation clockwise or counterclockwise. The binary
inputs are used to activate task-specific buttons or functions depending on the context of each task.

2.7.2 Feedback screen

The feedback application was implemented as a web-based interface running alongside the main BCI
pipeline. It receives the output of the transfer function – the same control signal sent to the Cybathlon
game – along with relevant metadata, such as the most recent classification label. The application,
developed using the Flask framework, can dynamically render different visualization templates (e.g.,
bar or pie charts) based on the incoming data. Data transmission occurs via a secure local WebSocket
connection to ensure low-latency communication within the local network. Providing users with real-time
feedback has been shown to play a crucial role in improving BCI control performance and facilitating
motor imagery learning [17], [42], [43]. Feedback enables users to understand the system’s responses,
adapt their strategies, and reinforce successful mental states through operant conditioning. Moreover,
a feedback interface can be used to calibrate the threshold parameters of the transfer function before
or during real-time operation, ensuring more robust and individualized control. During the Cybathlon
competition, however, the feedback screen was not used. The competition setup required the pilot to
focus entirely on the official game display, and additional feedback could have introduced distraction or
cognitive overload under high-pressure conditions. Nevertheless, in training and development settings,
the feedback interface remains a valuable tool for performance optimization and calibration.
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Fig. 3 (a) This part of the figure shows one progression of the Dino game. In step 1, the dinosaur is running. When it
reaches an object it needs to jump over, such as the cactus, it stops, and a task is indicated via the arrow marker (step 2).
When the classifier classifies that the pilot is producing the imagery denoted by the marker, the bar fills up (step 3). If
the threshold is reached, the dino jumps over the object (step 4). Finally, the dino keeps running until it reaches the next
object (step 5). If the threshold is not reached, then the dino does not jump and loses one health point. (b) Three of the
possible sub-games/tasks of the cybathlon game as played in the competition. In the Cursor game, the pilot needs to move
the cursor to the highlighted block on the screen and use one of the binary commands to click on it. For the Wheelchair
task, the pilot navigates the wheelchair through the room to the exit marked with an arrow. In the Ice Machine task,
a robotic arm with a cup is placed under the sensor of an ice machine to collect a set amount of ice. Misclassification
leads to the cup tipping and ice falling out. (c) The feedback screen visualises the classification output and thresholds of
the transfer function to the pilot. On the left, the large circle shows the different classes being classified via the colourful
wedges. If one of them reaches over the threshold in their third, then the corresponding control signal is sent to the game.
The two circles on the right fill up based on the class that is classified, and once the circle is full, one of the binary signals
is sent to the game.

3 Results

3.1 Offline Classification
Training the S4D model on data from our Cybathlon pilot yielded an accuracy of 84% for three-class
motor imagery classification (Figure 4a). The data used for training correspond to the data used for
training the models during the two Cybathlon competition days, in five separate sessions. This data
comprises 190 cued samples, which corresponds to 760 samples input into the model, 80% of which are
used for training.

To contextualize this performance, we compared it with several machine learning baselines (SVM,
random forest, AdaBoost, k-NN, MLP) as well as EEGNet and the recently proposed Transformer-
based architecture tailored for motor imagery, EEGEncoder [38] (Figure 4b). The machine learning-
based models underperformed the deep learning-based classifiers, achieving accuracies from 48% for
the kNN and up to 68% for the SVM model. The EEGNet model achieved 69% accuracy, using the
same preprocessing parameters as the S4D-layer-based model. The EEGEncoder architecture achieved
an offline accuracy of 93% on this pilot’s data, outperforming the S4D-layer-based model.

We further validated the performance of the decoders on data from an additional pilot, where
the EEGEncoder and the S4D-layer-based model obtained 72% and 71% accuracy, respectively. The
data from this pilot were obtained on three consecutive days. The data consists of 720 cued samples,
corresponding to 2880 samples that are input into the model, 80% of which are used for training.

3.2 Real-time performance
As an assistive technology, BCIs are only useful if they function in real-time. To determine and quantify
the effectiveness of our S4D-based decoder in real-time, we examine the success rate of jumps in the Dino
game, as well as its online accuracy. We use the Dino game because it provides us with markers/labels
for the mental task the pilot was performing during a given time. In the preliminary testing (see Figure
5a), we gathered 42 trials while a pilot was playing the Dino game. Thirty-one of these were successful,
specifically 100 percent of the rest tasks, and 67% of the right and left hand motor imagery tasks were
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pilot achieves 73.17% accuracy, matching the results from offline training performed on the same day.

successful. When compared with the offline accuracy of 71%, we were able to translate this into a very
similar success rate of 73% online. While the Cybathlon game successfully emulates real-world scenarios,
it does not lend itself well to detailed online evaluation of the classifier since we do not have a ground
truth of what the person was thinking to compare the classification output to. With the Cybathlon
game, we can only examine the number of possible subtasks that were successfully completed. In the
competition itself, our pilot was able to solve one task in 8 minutes. With more training, playing the
game, and utilizing additional data to train our classifiers, he is now able to solve 3 subtasks in 8 minutes.

3.3 Latency Analysis
To assess the real-time performance of the system, we implemented an end-to-end computational latency
monitoring pipeline encompassing all modules of the BCI. Latency timestamps were recorded at four
key processing stages: (1) EEG acquisition, (2) preprocessing, (3) classification, and (4) transfer func-
tion. These timestamps were collected continuously during online operation, and the resulting timing
data were analyzed offline to characterize inter-module delays. Figure 6 summarizes the computational
latency distributions across consecutive modules. The median delay at the preprocessing stage was
23.52 ms (p95 = 30.84 ms), at the classification stage 46.76 ms (p95 = 54.99 ms), and at the transfer
function 17.45 ms (p95 = 23.28 ms). The total end-to-end computational latency, measured from EEG
acquisition to the transfer function output, was 117.24 ms (p95 = 143.83 ms).

Additional methodological latency stems from the group delay of the filter, which is 500 ms, and
from the windowing procedure, which introduces a further 1000 ms. This results in a total delay of
1617 ms, or a theoretical information transfer rate (ITR) [44, 45] of 17.57 bits per minute. We call this
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Fig. 6 Latency distributions for all modules of the BCI pipeline. Each subplot shows the median (blue dashed line) and
the 95th and 99th percentiles (red dotted lines) of the latency distribution for (a) preprocessing, (b) classifier, (c) transfer
function, and (d) total system latency.

the theoretical ITR, since for online gameplay more than one classification is needed. A more realistic
estimate should take into account the multiple classifications needed. From experimental observations,
this can range from 1.5–3 seconds, resulting in an experimental ITR of 9.11–6.15 bits per minute.

4 Discussion
The primary design goal of our system was to maximize its versatility and applicability across different
use cases. To this end, we adopted a task-agnostic BCI paradigm, i.e., the performed task can be chosen
flexibly by the user, depending on their needs. This increases the system’s usability, as different users
may not be able to produce a classifiable activation for the same task. While this choice inherently
increases the complexity of classification compared to evoked potential BCIs, such as SSVEP, which
typically achieve approximately 5-15% higher accuracy on average [46], [47], we considered it a more
practical approach for future real-world applications, where reliance on visual stimuli or a display screen
would be impractical.

Our two main test pilots attempted various mental tasks: MI for the left and right hands, MI for the
left and right halves of the body, MI for the arms and legs, mental singing, and mental multiplication.
While one pilot was able to produce consistent MI for the legs, the second pilot was not able to do
so. Hence, one chose the left-vs-right body half MI, including the legs, and the second only performed
the hand MI. During the human-centered task design approach, mental multiplication was quickly
abandoned because multiplying large numbers required significantly more time (up to ten seconds) than
the three seconds chosen for the online EEG BCI paradigm, making it uncomfortable for the pilots. On
the other hand, smaller numbers would have transformed the task into a purely memory-based retrieval.
This demonstrates the importance of validating the pilot’s ability to perform specific mental tasks to
produce activation, as well as the importance of tailoring BCIs to user capabilities.

One main bottleneck we face with our system is delays. This reduces the usability of our system
for daily use. Although the computational delay is comparatively low, the methodological delay is a
significant issue. To have a BCI that can be used in closed-loop systems, delays below 250 ms are
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recommended [48–50]. To reduce the delay, one could consider using deep learning frameworks that
implicitly learn the filtering as one of their layers. This would remove the 500 ms group delay from the
Chebyshev filter. In principle, our S4D model could already perform this, since it can be interpreted
as a convolution [36], [51]. This could help in cutting overall delay time. This would also remove any
nonlinearities in the group delay, that might negatively affect the timeseries aspect of the S4D-layer
based model through frequencies being assigned to a wrong point in time. However, since the used filter
exhibited a relatively constant group delay, this was not an issue in our case.

The S4D-layer-based model consistently achieves high accuracies and has demonstrated success in
real-time use. This is accompanied by short training times of around 15 minutes on readily available
high performance laptops. This is important, since training large models over multiple hours is not
easily feasible, due to experimental time constraints and possible distribution shifts [3]. While the
EEGEncoder achieved higher accuracies in offline testing, the longer training times could be a mitigating
factor to make it a usable model for time-constrained experiments. Given the strong offline performance
of the EEGEncoder architecture, future work should focus on assessing its real-time performance and
integration into our BCI system. This could also include trading a few percentage points in accuracy for
shorter training times. This highlights the importance of going beyond offline accuracies to real-world,
real-time validation. Our results fall in line or outperform other systems in both offline [39, 52–54] and
online [54–56] classification accuracies.

5 Conclusion
In this work, we presented a modular, online EEG-based BCI framework designed to investigate the
portability, usability, and adaptability of our setup. Our system was developed in the context of the
Cybathlon 2024 competition, which provided both a technically challenging and user-driven environment
to test the practical feasibility of our system. By integrating a flexible architecture that allows for
independent optimization of acquisition, preprocessing, classification, and control mapping modules, we
demonstrated that high performance and low-latency online operation can be achieved on affordable,
mobile-compatible hardware.

Our system exhibits low computational latency, with further improvements possible through adapted
filtering and windowing procedures. We implement a deep learning classifier, the structured state-space
sequence, which has not been previously used for EEG motor imagery classification. We achieve state-of-
the-art classification performance while maintaining short training times. We also test an EEGEncoder
architecture for EEG data published after the Cybathlon. While it outperformed the S4D-layer-based
model, it also faced higher training times, paving the way for future optimization.

Beyond technical performance, a major contribution of this work lies in its human-centred, itera-
tive design approach. Close collaboration with our tetraplegic pilot informed the design of the training
interface and the development of real-time feedback mechanisms. The development of a training game
provided continuous engagement, promoting user learning, system calibration, and feedback-driven
adaptation. This emphasis on usability and user experience directly addresses one of the main limitations
of current BCI research, the gap between high laboratory accuracy and limited real-world applicability.

Our findings underscore the importance of modularity and adaptability in BCI systems. By designing
each module to function independently and in parallel, we make it easier and more feasible to substitute
or upgrade components, such as preprocessing algorithms, classifiers, or feedback modalities, without
compromising the overall system integrity. Furthermore, the system’s modularity aims to provide a
promising foundation for scalable BCI solutions that can be personalized for different users, signal
modalities, or assistive technologies.

Future work will focus on improving robustness and user adaptation through hybrid feature inte-
gration (e.g., combining EEG with peripheral physiological signals), adaptive learning techniques, and
personalized calibration routines that dynamically adjust to individual signal variability. Additionally,
we aim to extend the system’s capabilities beyond competitive environments to daily assistive scenarios.
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