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Abstract—Clinical electroencephalography is routinely used to
evaluate patients with diverse and often overlapping neurological
conditions, yet interpretation remains manual, time-intensive, and
variable across experts. While automated EEG analysis has been
widely studied, most existing methods target isolated diagnostic
problems, particularly seizure detection, and provide limited
support for multi-disorder clinical screening.

This study examines automated EEG-based classification
across eleven clinically relevant neurological disorder categories,
encompassing acute time-critical conditions, chronic neurocogni-
tive and developmental disorders, and disorders with indirect
or weak electrophysiological signatures. EEG recordings are
processed using a standard longitudinal bipolar montage and
represented through a multi-domain feature set capturing tem-
poral statistics, spectral structure, signal complexity, and inter-
channel relationships. Disorder-aware machine learning models
are trained under severe class imbalance, with decision thresholds
explicitly calibrated to prioritize diagnostic sensitivity.

Evaluation on a large, heterogeneous clinical EEG dataset
demonstrates that sensitivity-oriented modeling achieves recall
exceeding 80% for the majority of disorder categories, with
several low-prevalence conditions showing absolute recall gains
of 15–30% after threshold calibration compared to default
operating points. Feature importance analysis reveals physiolog-
ically plausible patterns consistent with established clinical EEG
markers.

These results establish realistic performance baselines for
multi-disorder EEG classification and provide quantitative evi-
dence that sensitivity-prioritized automated analysis can support
scalable EEG screening and triage in real-world clinical settings.

Index Terms—Electroencephalography, multi-disorder classifi-
cation, clinical EEG, machine learning, sensitivity-oriented mod-
eling, neurological disorders, decision support

I. INTRODUCTION

Electroencephalography (EEG) is one of the most frequently
ordered neurodiagnostic investigations worldwide, with an

estimated 20–30 million clinical EEG studies performed an-
nually across outpatient, inpatient, and intensive care set-
tings [1], [2]. Its use extends far beyond seizure evalua-
tion. EEG is routinely requested to assess altered mental
status, encephalopathy, developmental delay, cognitive decline,
suspected cerebrovascular events, movement disorders, sleep
disturbances, and peripheral nervous system dysfunction, often
in patients with overlapping or uncertain diagnoses [3], [4].
In these contexts, EEG serves primarily as a screening and
triage tool, helping clinicians narrow differential diagnoses
and prioritize further investigation or intervention.

However, the scale and complexity of modern EEG practice
have outpaced the capacity of manual interpretation. Con-
tinuous EEG monitoring in intensive care units commonly
generates 24–72 hours of multichannel data per patient, while
long-term ambulatory recordings frequently exceed 24 hours
[5]. At the same time, the number of trained clinical neuro-
physiologists has grown far more slowly than EEG utilization,
leading to substantial reporting delays and increased diagnostic
variability [6]. Inter-rater agreement for clinically important
EEG findings has been reported to range from moderate to
poor for several pattern classes, particularly outside of overt
seizures [2], [4]. These constraints create a practical risk:
clinically relevant abnormalities may be missed, detected late,
or interpreted inconsistently.

Automated EEG analysis has therefore become an active
area of research. Most prior work has focused on seizure
detection or seizure type classification, motivated by the high
clinical urgency of epilepsy and the availability of labeled
datasets [7], [8]. While these efforts have demonstrated that
machine learning models can detect stereotyped EEG events
under controlled conditions, their scope remains narrow. Large
portions of routine clinical EEG practice involve disorders
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with subtler, distributed, or indirect electrophysiological signa-
tures, for which automated support remains limited [9], [10].
Moreover, the prevailing single-disorder paradigm does not
reflect clinical reality, where EEG is rarely ordered to answer
a single binary question.

The neurological disorders considered in this study were
selected to reflect three major clinical EEG use-cases that
together account for a substantial fraction of EEG utiliza-
tion and diagnostic burden. First, acute and time-sensitive
conditions such as seizure disorders and cerebrovascular dis-
eases are associated with high morbidity and mortality if
detection is delayed. Nonconvulsive seizures occur in up to
20–30% of critically ill patients with altered consciousness,
yet are frequently underdiagnosed without continuous EEG
monitoring [2], [5]. Cerebrovascular diseases remain a leading
cause of death and long-term disability worldwide, with EEG
often used to evaluate unexplained encephalopathy, post-stroke
seizures, and secondary brain dysfunction [11].

Second, chronic neurodevelopmental and neurodegenerative
conditions, including developmental delay, cerebral degen-
eration, and behavioral or cognitive syndromes, represent a
growing public health challenge. Dementia affects more than
55 million individuals globally, with prevalence expected to
double by 2050 [12]. EEG abnormalities in these disorders
are typically diffuse and evolve slowly, making visual inter-
pretation subjective and prone to inter-observer disagreement
[9], [10]. Similarly, EEG evaluation in developmental delay
and cognitive syndromes often relies on qualitative pattern
recognition across long recordings, despite evidence that subtle
spectral and complexity changes carry diagnostic information
[13].

Third, several clinically relevant disorders present indirect
or weak EEG correlates. Peripheral nervous system disorders,
movement and cerebellar disorders, and headache disorders are
common reasons for EEG referral, yet their electrophysiolog-
ical signatures are often non-specific and easily overlooked
[14], [15]. Migraine alone affects more than one billion
individuals worldwide and is a leading cause of disability,
yet EEG findings remain inconsistently interpreted and rarely
supported by automated tools [16]. In these cases, the value
of EEG lies not in definitive diagnosis, but in supporting
exclusion, stratification, and clinical decision-making.

Taken together, these disorder groups span distinct electro-
physiological mechanisms, levels of diagnostic urgency, and
prevalence profiles. Addressing them simultaneously reflects
actual EEG referral patterns more faithfully than disorder-
specific models. Automated classification across multiple neu-
rological conditions is therefore not a cosmetic extension
of existing methods, but a structurally different and more
demanding problem. It requires models that can operate under
severe class imbalance, heterogeneous signal quality, and
overlapping clinical phenotypes, while prioritizing sensitivity
for conditions where missed detection carries significant risk
[17], [18].

Recent availability of large-scale clinical EEG repositories
has made systematic investigation of this problem feasible.

The Harvard Electroencephalography Database (HEEDB) ag-
gregates hundreds of thousands of EEG recordings acquired
in routine clinical environments and linked with diagnostic
metadata [19], [20]. Unlike curated research datasets, HEEDB
captures the full variability of clinical EEG, including long
recording durations, artifacts, comorbid conditions, and highly
imbalanced diagnostic labels. Despite its scale, comprehensive
machine learning baselines for multi-disorder EEG classifica-
tion on this dataset remain largely absent.

This work addresses this gap by establishing clinically
grounded machine learning baselines for the simultaneous
classification of eleven neurological disorder categories from
EEG. The proposed framework emphasizes diagnostic sensi-
tivity and calibrated decision thresholds rather than accuracy
alone, aligning model behavior with clinical priorities. By
integrating standard bipolar montaging, multi-domain electro-
physiological feature extraction, and disorder-aware modeling
strategies, this study aims to quantify what is realistically
achievable for automated EEG-based screening and triage
under real-world clinical conditions.

The contributions of this work are fourfold: (i) systematic
evaluation of automated EEG classification across eleven
clinically meaningful neurological disorders within a unified
framework; (ii) establishment of realistic performance base-
lines on a large, heterogeneous clinical EEG dataset; (iii)
demonstration of sensitivity-prioritized decision modeling for
low-prevalence and high-risk conditions; and (iv) disorder-
specific insights into the relationship between electrophysio-
logical signatures and model behavior. These results provide
a foundation for future development of scalable, clinically
integrated EEG decision support systems.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Sec-
tion II reviews related work on automated EEG analysis and
large-scale clinical EEG datasets. Section III describes the
dataset and background considerations. Section IV details
the proposed methodology. Section V presents experimental
results. Section VI discusses clinical implications and limita-
tions, followed by conclusions in Section VII.

II. LITERATURE SURVEY

A. Automated EEG-Based Neurological Disorder Classifica-
tion

The application of machine learning and deep learning to
EEG-based neurological disorder classification has advanced
significantly in recent years. A systematic review of studies
from 2013 to August 2024 identified epilepsy, depression, and
Alzheimer’s disease as the most studied conditions, with 32,
12, and 10 studies respectively [21]. Electroencephalogram
serves as an essential tool for exploring brain activity and holds
particular importance in mental health research, enabling de-
tection of various conditions including epilepsy, schizophrenia,
bipolar disorder, major depressive disorder, ADHD, anxiety
disorders, sleep disorders, and neurodevelopmental disorders
[22].

Recent studies have demonstrated remarkable classifica-
tion accuracy, with some approaches achieving near-perfect



performance: wearable depression detection devices using
CNN-LSTM models reached 99.9% accuracy, quantum-based
machine learning with QSVM achieved 100% success in
schizophrenia detection, and the Adazd-Net model attained
99.85% accuracy in Alzheimer’s diagnosis [21]. EEG data
classification plays a pivotal role in diagnosing epilepsy
through recognition of abnormal patterns such as sharp wave
discharges, assessing sleep disorders by analyzing distinct
patterns across different sleep stages, evaluating brain injuries
including traumatic brain injury and stroke, and diagnosing
neurological disorders such as Parkinson’s disease and multi-
ple sclerosis [23].

Despite promising results, automated feature extraction
from EEG signals remains a challenging task, particularly for
neuropsychiatric disorders which demand extraction of neuro-
markers for use in automated classification [24]. Traditional
machine learning methods often rely on manual feature engi-
neering, which is demanding and time-consuming, motivating
the development of deep learning approaches that can auto-
matically learn and extract meaningful representations from
raw data [25].

B. Deep Learning Architectures for EEG Analysis

Deep learning-based cross-dimensional spatiotemporal joint
representation learning has become a key enabler for EEG-
based neurological disorder classification, though most exist-
ing approaches either process spatial and temporal informa-
tion separately or adopt simplistic concatenation-based fusion
strategies that fail to capture intrinsic cross-dimensional in-
teractions [26]. Recent work on epileptic seizure classification
introduced attention-based deep convolutional neural networks
that combine multi-head self-attention mechanisms with CNNs
to classify seven subtypes of generalized and focal epileptic
seizures [27].

Time-frequency transformations have been employed to
enhance visualization and interpretation of EEG data, with
studies converting EEG signals into time-frequency images
using novel transforms to improve accuracy of visual in-
spection and deep learning-based classification [28]. Motor
imagery EEG signal classification faces challenges including
signal noise, inter-subject variability, and real-time process-
ing demands, with recent approaches combining empirical
mode decomposition for extracting intrinsic signal modes and
continuous wavelet transform for multi-resolution analysis,
achieving 95.7% accuracy on benchmark datasets [29].

Transformer-based models have emerged for EEG classi-
fication, with architectures incorporating convolutional stems
for input embedding and time-frequency multi-head cross-
attention for integrating time-domain patterns into frequency
points, demonstrating superiority over traditional methods
[30]. However, RNN-based models suffer from limitations
when dealing with high-dimensional, multi-channel EEG sig-
nals, with their channel-independent design ignoring neu-
rophysiological coupling among leads, while Transformer-
based models treat spatial EEG data as flattened sequences,

disregarding neuroanatomical constraints and losing spatial
adjacency information [26].

C. Gradient Boosting and XGBoost for EEG Classification

Extreme Gradient Boosting (XGBoost) has demonstrated
efficacy in EEG-based classification tasks, with studies achiev-
ing 99.1% accuracy in emotion classification using statistical
features extracted from sliding time windows [31], and show-
ing significantly improved modeling efficiency compared to
general gradient boosting decision trees. XGBoost has been
successfully applied to motor imagery classification using
Common Spatial Patterns features, eliminating the need for
frequency band selection and demonstrating robustness to
random noise [32].

Hybrid approaches combining CNN feature extraction with
XGBoost classification have achieved exceptional results, with
CNN-XGBoost fusion methods obtaining 99.712% accuracy
for arousal, 99.770% for valence, and 99.770% for dom-
inance in emotion recognition from EEG spectrogram im-
ages [33]. For epileptic seizure detection, XGBoost combined
with complementary ensemble empirical mode decomposition
(CEEMD) has demonstrated superior performance by decom-
posing raw EEG signals into components and extracting multi-
domain features, with the fast implementation of XGBoost al-
lowing rapid multiple iterations and providing interpretability
through feature importance measures [34], [35].

To address severe class imbalance in medical datasets,
ensemble approaches combining multiple XGBoost models
through bagging have been developed, linking individual clas-
sifiers in parallel and splitting training data into balanced
subsets through random under-sampling or over-sampling,
demonstrating effectiveness for disorders of consciousness
detection despite heavy dataset skew [36].

D. Multi-Layer Perceptron and Neural Networks for EEG

Multilayer perceptrons provide a straightforward approach
for capturing global patterns in EEG data, and when ap-
propriately designed with optimal numbers of neuron layers
and neurons per layer, can act as universal approximators,
though overtraining problems may arise due to low signal-
to-noise ratio of EEG signals [37]. Compared to traditional
machine learning algorithms which produced 88% accuracy
with 11 seconds of computation time, subject-independent
generalized MLP models have successfully classified motor
imagery signals with approximately 90% accuracy and half
the classification time, demonstrating greater efficacy with bio-
signals [38].

MLPs have been widely used for classifying EEG signals
with high efficiency, particularly for pattern classification tasks
such as determining EEG signal patterns produced during dif-
ferent motor movements, employing activation functions like
tan-sigmoid in hidden and output layers [39]. For intracranial
EEG epileptic seizure recognition, optimally configured MLPs
with tan-sigmoid transfer functions for input-hidden layers and
pure linear functions for hidden-output layers, trained using



Levenberg-Marquardt algorithms, have demonstrated effective
classification performance [40].

MLPs have achieved 69.69% average classification ac-
curacy across five subjects for four emotional categories
using hemispheric asymmetry alpha power indices, signifi-
cantly exceeding chance probability [41]. For brain-computer
interface neurofeedback applications, MLP neural networks
have demonstrated accurate detection of motor tasks versus
rest using movement-related cortical potential features, with
performance comparable to prior literature while requiring
minimal preprocessing steps [42].

E. Large-Scale Clinical EEG Databases

The Harvard Electroencephalography Database (HEEDB)
represents a comprehensive clinical resource, aggregating
more than 280,000 EEG recordings from more than 108,000
patients across four Harvard-affiliated hospitals, harmonized
using the Brain Imaging Data Structure and linked with
clinical notes, ICD-10 codes, medications, and EEG reports
[19], [20]. HEEDB includes routine, epilepsy monitoring
unit, and intensive care unit EEGs across all age groups,
with 73% linked to deidentified clinical reports and 96% of
those matched to recordings, following HIPAA Safe Harbor
deidentification standards [19], [20].

The Temple University Hospital EEG Corpus represents
another major publicly available resource, containing clinical
EEG data collected over 14 years with curated records paired
with textual clinician reports describing patients’ clinical con-
ditions [43]. Historical EEG signal processing tools have been
devised using either ad hoc heuristic methods or training
pattern recognition engines on small datasets, yielding limited
results due to the great variability in brain signals that can only
be properly interpreted by building statistical models using
massive amounts of data [43].

Despite EEG being perhaps the most pervasive modality for
acquiring brain signals, there has been a severe lack of publicly
available data, with most existing databases containing lim-
ited recordings: the EEG Motor Movement/Imagery Dataset
contains approximately 1500 recordings from 109 subjects,
the CHB-MIT database includes data from 22 subjects mostly
pediatric, and the Karunya University database contains 175
16-channel EEGs of 10-second duration [43]. HEEDB fills
a critical gap in EEG data availability for epilepsy research,
enabling large-scale, privacy-compliant, and clinically relevant
analysis that accelerates development of diagnostic tools and
improves training datasets for machine learning [19], [20].

F. Research Gap and Motivation

Despite significant advances in automated EEG classifi-
cation, several critical gaps remain. Most existing studies
evaluate models on relatively small, homogeneous datasets
that fail to capture the complexity and variability of real-
world clinical populations. The lack of massive amounts of
publicly available EEG data has prevented the application of
state-of-the-art machine learning algorithms to discover new
diagnostics and validate clinical practice [43]. Furthermore,

while individual disorder classification has been extensively
studied, comprehensive multi-disorder benchmarking on large-
scale heterogeneous datasets remains limited.

There has been a notable increase in publications applying
AI techniques to EEG-based disorder detection over the past
two years, with a particularly sharp rise in 2024, attributed to
advancements in deep learning technologies, growing interest
in non-invasive diagnostic tools, and improved computational
resources [21]. However, most research focuses on achieving
high accuracy rather than clinical sensitivity, overlooking the
reality that false negatives in medical diagnosis carry signifi-
cantly higher costs than false positives.

The HEEDB dataset, despite its scale and clinical richness,
currently lacks comprehensive diagnostic baselines across its
diverse neurological pathology annotations. With more than
280,000 EEG recordings accompanied by metadata, clinical
notes, and physician interpretations, HEEDB represents an
actively maintained and continuously expanding resource [19],
[20], yet systematic evaluation of machine learning approaches
across its full spectrum of disorders has not been conducted.
Additionally, the severe class imbalance inherent in clinical
populations, where rare but critical conditions may represent
less than 5% of cases, requires specialized approaches beyond
standard accuracy optimization.

This work addresses these gaps by establishing the first
comprehensive diagnostic baselines for 11 distinct neurolog-
ical conditions within HEEDB, employing a biologically-
informed approach that matches computational architectures
to specific electrophysiological signatures, and prioritizing
clinical sensitivity through threshold optimization to ensure
reliable detection even for low-prevalence disorders.

III. METHODOLOGY

This section formulates the proposed EEG-based multi-
disorder classification framework in mathematical terms. Each
processing stage corresponds directly to the blocks shown in
Fig. 1, ensuring a one-to-one mapping between the conceptual
framework and its algorithmic realization.

A. Problem Definition
A clinical EEG recording is represented as

X ∈ RC×T ,

where C denotes the number of channels and T the number
of temporal samples acquired at sampling frequency fs. Each
recording is associated with a binary label vector

y = [y1, . . . , y11]
⊤ ∈ {0, 1}11,

where yk = 1 indicates the presence of the k-th neurological
disorder.

The objective is to estimate disorder-specific posterior prob-
abilities

fk(X) = P (yk = 1 | X), k = 1, . . . , 11,

with emphasis on recall due to the asymmetric clinical cost
of false negatives. The severe class imbalance motivating this
choice is summarized in Table IV.



B. Pipeline Overview

The complete processing pipeline is illustrated in Fig. 1.
Raw EEG signals undergo spatial referencing, temporal seg-
mentation, multi-domain feature extraction, statistical aggre-
gation, and disorder-specific classification with sensitivity-
oriented threshold calibration.

C. Spatial Referencing

EEG signals are transformed into a 16-channel longitudinal
bipolar montage derived from the international 10–20 system
[44], [45]. Let X(t) ∈ RC denote the channel vector at time
t. Bipolar referencing is expressed as

B(t) = DX(t),

where D ∈ RCb×C is a sparse differencing matrix encoding
adjacent electrode pairs (Fig. 2). This linear transformation
suppresses common-mode noise while emphasizing local spa-
tial gradients.

D. Temporal Segmentation

Each bipolar channel is segmented into non-overlapping
windows of duration ∆t = 60 s:

Bi → {b(w)
i }Ww=1, b

(w)
i ∈ RNw .

This assumes approximate wide-sense stationarity within win-
dows, enabling reliable estimation of statistical and spectral
quantities.

E. Multi-Domain Feature Extraction

Feature extraction is formulated as a nonlinear mapping

Φ : RNw → Rd,

applied independently to each window and channel. After
aggregation, 3,108 features are obtained per recording.

1) Time-Domain Statistics: Statistical moments up to fourth
order are computed:

µ, σ2, γ1 =
E[(b− µ)3]

σ3
, γ2 =

E[(b− µ)4]

σ4
− 3.

Line length,

L =

Nw−1∑
n=1

|b[n+ 1]− b[n]|,

approximates total variation and is sensitive to sharp transients.
2) Hjorth Parameters and Entropy: Hjorth activity, mobil-

ity, and complexity [46] summarize variance and frequency
dispersion. Signal unpredictability is quantified using Shannon
entropy [47],

H = −
K∑

k=1

pk log2 pk.

3) Spectral Features: Power spectral density S(f) is es-
timated using Welch’s method [48]. Relative band power is
computed as

Pβ,rel =

∫
β
S(f) df∫ 45

0.5
S(f) df

.

4) Functional Connectivity: Inter-channel synchronization
is quantified using Pearson correlation [49],

ρxy =
cov(x, y)

σxσy
.

F. Feature Aggregation

Window-level features are aggregated using mean, standard
deviation, and percentile statistics, yielding a recording-level
representation z. Median imputation is applied for missing
values, followed by z-score normalization.

G. Classification Models

Disorder-specific classifiers are selected based on feature
geometry, visualized using PCA [50] in Fig. 3.

Gradient-boosted decision trees implemented via XGBoost
[51] minimize a regularized empirical risk. Hyperparameters
are reported in Table I.

TABLE I: XGBoost hyperparameter configuration.

Parameter Value
Max depth 6
Learning rate 0.05
Estimators 300
Subsample 0.8
Feature subsample 0.8
γ 0.1
α 0.1
λ 1.5

For disorders characterized by subtle distributed patterns, a
multi-layer perceptron is used. The network employs ReLU
activations [52] and is optimized using Adam [53]. Training
parameters are listed in Table II.

TABLE II: MLP training configuration.

Parameter Value
Hidden layers (256, 128, 64)
Optimizer Adam
Learning rate 0.001
Batch size 32
L2 regularization 0.0001
Early stopping 20 epochs

H. Decision Threshold Optimization

Predictions are obtained via

ŷk = I[fk(X) ≥ τk],

where thresholds τk are selected to satisfy recall constraints.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP AND RESULTS

This section presents a detailed experimental evaluation
of the proposed framework on a large-scale clinical EEG
dataset. The analysis is structured to characterize the dataset,
define experimental objectives and evaluation protocol, and
analyze results across disorder categories, model architectures,
and decision strategies. All reported results are interpreted
in the context of clinical relevance, class imbalance, and
electrophysiological plausibility.
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Fig. 1: Proposed end-to-end framework for EEG-based multi-disorder classification.

A. Dataset Description

1) Harvard Electroencephalography Database (HEEDB):
Experiments are conducted using the Harvard Electroen-
cephalography Database (HEEDB), focusing on recordings
from the I0002-coded hospital. The dataset consists of rou-
tine clinical EEG recordings acquired in real-world hospital
environments, capturing substantial variability in recording
duration, signal quality, and patient demographics.

Table III summarizes the dataset characteristics. Of the 844
scanned EEG files, 553 sessions satisfied channel complete-

ness criteria and were retained for analysis, corresponding to
191 unique patients. Each session was processed using a 16-
channel longitudinal bipolar montage, and 3,108 features were
extracted per recording.

2) Clinical Annotation and Disorder Categories: Clinical
diagnoses are derived from ICD-10 codes and mapped to
18 neurological disorder categories. Each patient-session is
associated with binary labels indicating the presence or ab-
sence of each disorder, resulting in a multi-label classification
setting. Eleven disorders contained sufficient positive samples
for reliable evaluation and are included in this study. The class



Fig. 2: Illustration of the ACNS longitudinal bipolar
montage (“double-banana” configuration). Electrode pairs
are grouped into four principal anatomical chains spanning
both hemispheres: blue line- Left Lateral (LL) Chain (Fp1–F7,
F7–T3, T3–T5, T5–O1), yellow line- Left Parasagittal (LP)
Chain (Fp1–F3, F3–C3, C3–P3, P3–O1), red line-Right
Parasagittal (RP) Chain (Fp2–F4, F4–C4, C4–P4, P4–O2), and
green line-Right Lateral (RL) Chain (Fp2–F8, F8–T4, T4–T6,
T6–O2).

TABLE III: Summary statistics of the HEEDB I0002 dataset
used in this study. The dataset reflects real-world clinical
EEG recordings with long durations and heterogeneous patient
populations.

Characteristic Value
Total EDF files scanned 844
Valid files (complete channels) 553
Unique patients 191
Processed sessions 553
Bipolar channels per recording 16
Sampling frequency 256 Hz
Features per sample 3,108

distribution for these disorders is summarized in Table IV,
revealing severe imbalance ratios ranging from 0.63:1 to
16.84:1.

3) Evaluation and Class Imbalance: Evaluation uses
patient-level splits with cross-validation. Class imbalance is
addressed via weighted losses and threshold calibration. Class
distributions are illustrated in Fig. 4 and summarized in
Table IV.

B. Experimental Objectives

The experimental evaluation is designed to address the
following objectives:

1) Establish baseline classification performance across mul-
tiple neurological disorders in HEEDB.

TABLE IV: Class distribution across target disorders.

Disorder Positive Negative Neg/Pos
Seizure Disorders 340 213 0.63
Peripheral NS Disorders 34 519 15.26
Developmental Delay 31 522 16.84
Behavioral/Cognitive Syndromes 31 522 16.84
Movement/Cerebellar Disorders 164 389 2.37
Cerebral Degeneration 111 442 3.98
Cerebral Lobe Dysfunction 99 454 4.59
Cerebrovascular Diseases 55 498 9.05
Headache Disorders 208 345 1.66
Other Neurological Disorders 41 512 12.49
Sleep Disorders 217 336 1.55

2) Validate whether recall-optimized models can achieve
clinically relevant sensitivity thresholds (≥80%).

3) Assess the discriminative capacity of multi-domain EEG
features across disorder categories.

4) Compare gradient boosting (XGBoost) and neural net-
work (MLP) architectures under varying class imbalance
conditions.

5) Evaluate robustness to severe class imbalance through
weighted losses and threshold optimization.

6) Verify performance stability under cross-validation.

C. Evaluation Protocol

1) Data Partitioning: Patient-level train–test splitting is
employed to prevent subject-level information leakage, with
80% of patients used for training and 20% held out for testing.
The training set is further divided into training and validation
subsets (80/20 split) for early stopping and hyperparameter
tuning.

2) Cross-Validation: Five-fold stratified cross-validation is
performed on the training set. Mean and standard deviation of
ROC-AUC across folds are monitored to assess performance
stability and generalization.

3) Performance Metrics: Models are evaluated using ac-
curacy, precision, recall (sensitivity), F1-score, ROC-AUC,
and average precision (PR-AUC). Given the clinical cost of
missed diagnoses, recall is prioritized, with decision thresholds
optimized accordingly.

D. Results: XGBoost Classification

1) Seizure Disorders: Seizure disorders represent the most
clinically urgent category and exhibit a relatively balanced
class distribution compared to other disorders. Table V reports
detailed performance metrics obtained using XGBoost.

The confusion matrix in Fig. 5 shows that 91.2% of seizure-
positive cases are correctly identified. This exceeds the pre-
defined clinical sensitivity target of 80% while maintaining
80.2% overall accuracy, indicating that threshold optimization
effectively shifts the decision boundary toward minimizing
false negatives.

2) Comprehensive XGBoost Results Across Disorders:
Table VI summarizes XGBoost performance across seven
neurological disorders.



Fig. 3: PCA visualizations for seizure-related and peripheral nervous system disorders.

Fig. 4: Class imbalance across target disorders.

TABLE V: Classification performance for Seizure Disorders
using XGBoost. The optimized threshold prioritizes sensitivity
while maintaining acceptable overall accuracy.

Metric Value
Optimal threshold 0.43
Accuracy 80.2%
Precision (Negative) 81.8%
Recall (Negative) 62.8%
Precision (Positive) 79.5%
Recall (Positive) 91.2%
F1-Score (Positive) 84.9%
ROC-AUC 85.9%
Average Precision 91.6%

ROC curves (Fig. 6) and precision–recall curves (Fig. 7)
show consistent discrimination across disorders, with ROC-
AUC values between 78.4% and 88.6%. Fig. 8 further demon-
strates that recall exceeds 75% for all disorders, with six
achieving ≥80%.

Fig. 5: Confusion matrix for Seizure Disorders using XG-
Boost. High sensitivity (91.2%) is achieved while preserving
balanced overall accuracy.

E. Results: MLP Classification

1) Peripheral Nervous System Disorders: Table VII reports
MLP performance for Peripheral Nervous System Disorders.

2) Comprehensive MLP Results: MLP performance across
four neurological disorders is summarized in Table VIII.

F. Model Architecture Comparison

Table IX compares XGBoost and MLP performance across
comparable imbalance ratios.

G. Feature Importance Analysis

1) Seizure Disorders: Table X and Fig. 13 summarize the
most informative features for seizure classification.



TABLE VI: XGBoost classification performance across seven neurological disorders. Disorder-specific thresholds are optimized
to prioritize recall.

Disorder Threshold Accuracy Recall Avg. Precision F1 ROC-AUC
Seizure Disorders 0.43 80.2% 91.2% 91.6% 84.9% 85.9%
Cerebral Degeneration 0.13 68.5% 81.8% 67.8% 50.7% 82.2%
Cerebral Lobe Dysfunction 0.10 78.4% 75.0% 72.9% 55.6% 84.0%
Cerebrovascular Diseases 0.18 69.4% 81.8% 35.8% 34.6% 81.5%
Headache Disorders 0.28 76.6% 81.0% 82.3% 72.3% 83.7%
Other Neurological Disorders 0.40 75.7% 87.5% 62.1% 34.1% 88.6%
Sleep Disorders 0.25 70.3% 84.1% 76.6% 69.2% 78.4%

Fig. 6: ROC curves for XGBoost across seven neurological
disorders, indicating consistent discriminative performance.

Fig. 7: Precision–Recall curves for XGBoost, highlighting the
impact of class imbalance on precision at high recall levels.

Fig. 8: Recall achieved by XGBoost across seven neurological
disorders. Most disorders meet or exceed the 80% clinical
sensitivity target.

TABLE VII: MLP performance for Peripheral Nervous System
Disorders. High sensitivity is achieved despite severe class
imbalance.

Metric Value
Optimal threshold 0.13
Accuracy 99.1%
Recall (Positive) 85.7%
Precision (Positive) 100%
ROC-AUC 98.5%
Average Precision 99%

2) Peripheral Nervous System Disorders: Table XI and
Fig. 14 summarize feature importance for Peripheral Nervous
System Disorders.

H. Impact of Threshold Optimization

Figure 15 and Table XII quantify the effect of decision
threshold optimization on recall.

I. Summary of Key Results

1) Performance benchmarks are established across 11 neu-
rological disorders using real-world clinical EEG data.

2) All disorders achieve at least 75% recall, with 10 of 11
meeting or exceeding the 80% clinical sensitivity target.

3) Model selection aligned with disorder characteristics
improves robustness under severe class imbalance.

4) Threshold optimization yields substantial recall gains
(6–50%) without unacceptable loss of accuracy.

5) Feature importance patterns are physiologically inter-
pretable and consistent with known EEG biomarkers.



TABLE VIII: MLP classification performance across neurological disorders with diffuse EEG signatures.

Disorder Threshold Accuracy Recall Avg. Precision F1 ROC-AUC
Peripheral NS Disorders 0.13 99.1% 85.7% 91.3% 99.0% 98.5%
Developmental Delay 0.03 94.6% 83.3% 50.9% 95.0% 93.9%
Behavioral/Cognitive Syndromes 0.06 92.8% 83.3% 71.7% 94.0% 88.6%
Movement and Cerebellar Disorders 0.24 87.4% 81.2% 81.3% 89.0% 90.1%

TABLE IX: Comparison of XGBoost and MLP performance across disorders with similar imbalance ratios.

Neg/Pos Ratio Disorder Model Accuracy ROC-AUC
1.66:1 Headache Disorders XGBoost 76.6% 83.7%
2.37:1 Movement/Cerebellar MLP 87.4% 90.1%
3.98:1 Cerebral Degeneration XGBoost 68.5% 82.2%
12.49:1 Other Neurological XGBoost 75.7% 88.6%
15.26:1 Peripheral NS MLP 99.1% 98.5%
16.84:1 Developmental Delay MLP 94.6% 93.9%

Fig. 9: Confusion matrix for Peripheral Nervous System
Disorders using the MLP model.

Fig. 10: ROC curves for the MLP model across four neuro-
logical disorders.

Fig. 11: Precision–Recall curves for the MLP model under
varying class imbalance conditions.

Fig. 12: Recall achieved by the MLP model across four
neurological disorders.



TABLE X: Top ten most important features for Seizure Dis-
orders based on XGBoost gain.

Rank Feature Importance
1 Ch1 gamma relative power std 0.0070
2 Ch16 percentile 50 p5 0.0063
3 Ch16 sef95 median 0.0062
4 Ch3 percentile 50 mean 0.0060
5 Ch12 spectral entropy median 0.0055
6 Ch6 alpha relative power std 0.0055
7 Ch13 beta absolute power p95 0.0054
8 Ch13 rms median 0.0051
9 Ch15 total energy p5 0.0050
10 Ch12 percentile 95 median 0.0047

Fig. 13: Top 30 most informative features for Seizure Disor-
ders. Spectral and energy-based features dominate, consistent
with epileptiform EEG activity.

TABLE XI: Top ten most important features for Peripheral
Nervous System Disorders based on MLP weight magnitude.

Rank Feature Importance
1 Ch8 zero crossing rate median 0.0258
2 Ch9 sef95 p95 0.0252
3 Ch16 zero crossing rate std 0.0249
4 Ch4 mean p95 0.0249
5 Ch10 beta gamma alpha ratio median 0.0248
6 Ch12 theta alpha ratio p5 0.0248
7 Ch8 percentile 95 median 0.0247
8 Ch10 zero crossing rate median 0.0247
9 Ch1 gamma relative power median 0.0247
10 Ch10 total energy mean 0.0247

TABLE XII: Absolute recall improvement achieved through
threshold optimization.

Disorder Default Optimized Gain
Seizure Disorders 85.3% 91.2% +5.9%
Peripheral NS Disorders 42.9% 85.7% +42.8%
Developmental Delay 33.3% 83.3% +50.0%

Fig. 14: Top 30 most informative features for Peripheral Ner-
vous System Disorders. Frequency-domain and zero-crossing
measures dominate, reflecting altered neuromuscular activity.

V. DISCUSSION

This study evaluates automated EEG-based classification
across eleven clinically relevant neurological disorder cat-
egories using routine hospital EEG recordings. In contrast
to task-specific EEG studies that focus on a single pathol-
ogy—most commonly seizure detection or binary abnormality
screening—this work addresses a clinically realistic scenario
in which multiple diagnostic hypotheses must be considered
concurrently from heterogeneous, noisy, and severely imbal-
anced data. This setting closely reflects real-world EEG usage,
particularly for screening, triage, and longitudinal monitoring
in hospital environments [1], [54].

The results demonstrate that clinically meaningful sensi-
tivity can be achieved across diverse neurological conditions
when model selection and decision calibration are aligned
with electrophysiological characteristics and clinical priorities.
Across all eleven disorders, recall exceeds 75%, and for
ten disorders meets or surpasses the 80% sensitivity thresh-
old commonly regarded as necessary for screening-oriented
clinical decision support [6], [54]. Achieving this level of
sensitivity across heterogeneous conditions is notable given the
presence of severe class imbalance (up to 16.8:1) and the use
of routine clinical EEG rather than curated research datasets.

These findings indicate that automated EEG analysis need
not be restricted to narrowly defined tasks such as seizure
detection to retain clinical utility. Instead, multi-disorder clas-
sification can operate as a high-sensitivity screening layer that
flags recordings requiring expedited expert review. This fram-
ing is consistent with prior clinical guidance that emphasizes
automation as a decision-support and triage mechanism rather
than a replacement for expert interpretation [1], [14].

Clear performance differences between model architectures
provide insight into disorder-dependent EEG structure. Gra-



(a) Seizure Disorders (XGBoost). (b) Peripheral Nervous System Disorders (MLP).

Fig. 15: Effect of decision threshold on recall, precision, accuracy, and F1-score. Optimized thresholds (dashed lines) achieve
target recall while preserving accuracy.

dient boosting models demonstrate stronger and more stable
performance for seizure-related, rhythmic, and focal disorders,
which are characterized by transient high-amplitude events,
abrupt spectral shifts, and localized abnormalities. These fea-
tures are well captured by tree-based ensembles operating on
spectral and energy-domain biomarkers, consistent with prior
seizure-focused EEG studies [7], [55].

In contrast, Multi-Layer Perceptrons consistently outper-
form gradient boosting for peripheral, developmental, cogni-
tive, and movement-related disorders. These conditions often
manifest through subtle, spatially distributed, and temporally
diffuse EEG alterations rather than discrete events. The su-
perior performance of MLPs suggests that nonlinear interac-
tions across multiple feature domains are required to capture
these effects, aligning with observations from EEG studies
in dementia, developmental disorders, and neuropsychiatric
conditions [9], [10], [13]. Collectively, these results argue
against a single unified classifier for all EEG-based diagnostic
tasks and instead support a disorder-aware modeling strategy
that mirrors clinical EEG interpretation practices.

Decision threshold optimization emerges as a central
methodological component rather than a post-processing con-
venience. Absolute recall gains ranging from 6% to 50%
demonstrate that default probability thresholds are insufficient
in the presence of severe class imbalance and asymmetric clin-
ical risk. Similar findings have been reported in other medical
decision-support systems, where probability calibration and
threshold selection substantially influence clinical utility [18],
[56]. Explicitly incorporating threshold optimization aligns
algorithmic behavior with clinical priorities, particularly in
scenarios where false negatives carry disproportionate risk.

Feature importance analyses further support the physiolog-
ical plausibility of the learned models. For seizure disorders,

dominant features include high-frequency power variability,
spectral edge frequency, entropy, and extreme amplitude mea-
sures—hallmarks of epileptiform activity and increased neu-
ronal synchronization [6], [57]. For peripheral nervous system
disorders, the prominence of zero-crossing rates, spectral edge
features, and power ratios is consistent with altered conduction
dynamics and muscle-related activity that influence scalp EEG
recordings [15]. This alignment between model-selected fea-
tures and established neurophysiology reduces the likelihood
that performance gains arise from dataset-specific artifacts and
strengthens interpretability, an increasingly important consid-
eration for clinical deployment and regulatory evaluation [58].

Several limitations merit consideration. First, the analysis
is restricted to data from a single hospital site, and external
validity across institutions, acquisition hardware, and patient
populations remains to be demonstrated. Second, disorder
labels are derived from ICD-10 diagnoses rather than EEG-
specific expert consensus, introducing label noise that may
underestimate achievable performance. Third, classification is
performed at the recording level without temporal localiza-
tion of pathological events. While sufficient for screening
and triage, applications such as seizure onset localization or
treatment monitoring would require finer temporal resolution.
Finally, the reliance on handcrafted features prioritizes inter-
pretability and robustness but may limit performance relative
to end-to-end deep learning approaches when substantially
larger annotated datasets become available.

Taken together, these findings support the feasibility of
automated EEG-based screening across multiple neurolog-
ical disorders using routine clinical recordings. By reduc-
ing diagnostic latency, standardizing preliminary assessment,
and prioritizing expert attention toward high-risk cases, such
systems address a growing clinical need in settings where



EEG volume continues to increase while specialist availability
remains limited [1], [54].

VI. CONCLUSION

This work establishes a clinically grounded performance
baseline for automated EEG-based classification across eleven
neurological disorder categories using real-world hospi-
tal recordings from the Harvard Electroencephalography
Database. By addressing multiple disorders simultaneously,
the study moves beyond narrowly scoped EEG classification
tasks and reflects the diagnostic complexity encountered in
routine clinical practice.

The results demonstrate that clinically relevant sensitivity
can be achieved across heterogeneous disorders when model
architecture, feature representation, and decision thresholds are
aligned with electrophysiological characteristics and clinical
priorities. A hybrid modeling strategy combining gradient
boosting and neural networks proves effective in capturing
both focal, event-driven abnormalities and diffuse, nonlinear
EEG alterations. Importantly, explicit threshold optimization
is shown to be essential for maintaining high diagnostic
sensitivity under severe class imbalance.

Feature importance analyses further reinforce the physio-
logical validity of the framework, with dominant features cor-
responding to established EEG biomarkers for seizures, cog-
nitive impairment, and peripheral nervous system pathology.
This interpretability strengthens confidence in the reported
performance and facilitates potential clinical translation.

While limitations related to single-site data, recording-
level labels, and handcrafted features remain, these constraints
define clear directions for future work, including multi-center
validation, temporal localization of pathological activity, and
integration of representation learning approaches. Overall, the
findings support the role of automated EEG analysis as a
screening and triage tool that complements expert interpreta-
tion and provides a scalable pathway toward more standardized
and objective EEG-based decision support in clinical neuro-
physiology.
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