Supplementary materials

Table S1. Architecture of the 2D CNN model.
	Layer
	Stage
	No. of channels

	1
	Conv, Pool (2D)
	32

	2
	Conv, Pool (2D)
	16

	3
	FC1
	20

	4
	FC2
	3


We used the same model developed in our previous study (Nakano et al. 2019) for the 2D CNN which running spectral images are used as input. Abbreviations: Conv: convolutional layers; Pool: pooling layers; FC: fully-connected layers.

Table S2. Architectures of the 1D CNN models.
	
	
	No. of channels

	Layer
	Stage
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	1
	Conv, Pool (1D)
	64
	16
	2

	2
	Conv, Pool (1D)
	64
	32
	32

	3
	Conv, Pool (1D)
	28
	64
	64

	4
	Conv, Pool (1D)
	28
	128
	128

	5
	FC
	20

	6
	FC
	3


We tested three models of 1D CNN with different channel numbers in each layer to compare the performance with the 2D CNN. Abbreviations: Conv: convolutional layers; Pool: pooling layers; FC: fully-connected layers.

Table S3. Confusion matrices for 2D CNN and1D CNN model 1 to the Sakurajima dataset.
	
	2D model predicted event class
	1D model 1 predicted event class

	Class
	NER event
	ER event
	Noise
	NER event
	ER event
	Noise

	NER event
	8,356
	701
	47
	8,195
	892
	17

	ER event
	353
	1,014
	0
	346
	1,021
	0

	Noise
	28
	0
	15,690
	2
	0
	15,716


Confusion matrices for the application of the 2D CNN (using running spectral images) and the 1D CNN model 1 (using waveform data) to the Sakurajima test dataset.

