
Leveraging Intermediate Representations of Time Series Foundation Models for
Anomaly Detection

Chan Sik Han, Keon Myung Lee*

Chungbuk National University
{chatterboy,kmlee}@chungbuk.ac.kr

Abstract

Detecting anomalies in time series data is essential for the re-
liable operation of many real-world systems. Recently, time
series foundation models (TSFMs) have emerged as a pow-
erful tool for anomaly detection. However, existing methods
typically rely on the final layer’s representations of TSFMs,
computing the anomaly score as a reconstruction or fore-
casting error via a task-specific head. Instead, we propose
TimeRep, a novel anomaly detection approach that leverages
the intermediate layer’s representations of TSFMs, comput-
ing the anomaly score as the distance between these represen-
tations. Given a pre-trained TSFM, TimeRep selects the inter-
mediate layer and patch-token position that yield the most in-
formative representation. TimeRep forms a reference collec-
tion of intermediate representations from the training data and
applies a core-set strategy to reduce its size while maintain-
ing distributional coverage. During inference, TimeRep com-
putes the anomaly score for incoming data by measuring the
distance between its intermediate representations and those of
the collection. To address concept drift, TimeRep integrates
an adaptation mechanism that, at inference time, augments
the collection exclusively with non-redundant intermediate
representations from incoming data. We conducted extensive
experiments on the UCR Anomaly Archive, which contains
250 univariate time series. TimeRep consistently outperforms
a broad spectrum of state-of-the-art baselines, including non-
DL, DL, and foundation model-based methods.

1 Introduction
Unexpected behaviors in real-world systems frequently ap-
pear in subtle forms, such as unusual vibrations in indus-
trial machinery, slight latency in cloud services, or minor
irregularities in physiological signals captured by wearable
devices. Although these anomalies may initially seem negli-
gible, they often serve as early indicators of critical failures,
system outages, or medical emergencies. Hence, timely and
accurate anomaly detection is essential to ensure operational
safety, improve system reliability, and reduce costs in vari-
ous domains, including manufacturing, healthcare, finance,
and IT infrastructure.

Most modern systems generate time series data, com-
prising observations from sensors, system logs, and trans-
actions. This time series data serve as a primary means of
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monitoring system behavior and identifying abnormal pat-
terns. However, despite the abundance of observational data,
reliable anomaly detection remains challenging due to the
rarity, diversity, and contextual nature of anomalies. For in-
stance, a sudden spike may indicate a malfunction in one
setting but reflect normal variation in another. These chal-
lenges are further exacerbated by the non-stationary nature
of real-world environments, where the definition of normal-
ity evolves over time due to seasonal trends, system modi-
fications, and shifting user behavior, a phenomenon widely
recognized as concept drift.

Prior work has explored a variety of approaches to ad-
dress these challenges, including rule-based heuristics, sta-
tistical models, and traditional machine learning methods.
However, these conventional techniques often lack the flexi-
bility to capture the complexity and non-stationarity of real-
world time series data. Deep learning models have shown
greater promise by learning non-linear and contextual pat-
terns, but they remain sensitive to distribution shifts and typ-
ically require frequent retraining. Therefore, both traditional
and modern approaches often fail to generalize across do-
mains or adapt to evolving environments, leading to missed
anomalies or false alarms, particularly under distribution
shifts or in previously unseen scenarios.

Recently, time series foundation models (TSFMs) have
emerged as a promising direction for generalizable anomaly
detection. These models learn general-purpose temporal rep-
resentations from large and diverse time series corpora, al-
lowing for their ready adaptation to a wide range of down-
stream tasks (Das et al. 2024; Ansari et al. 2024; Woo et al.
2024; Shi et al. 2025; Liu et al. 2025). However, existing
TSFM-based methods typically utilize final layer represen-
tations via a task-specific head, such as a reconstruction or
forecasting head, for the anomaly detection task (Zhou et al.
2023; Liu et al. 2024b; Zhang et al. 2025). This design suf-
fers from three major limitations. First, final layer repre-
sentations often overfit to the pretraining objective, limiting
their effectiveness for the anomaly detection task. Second,
task-specific heads often fail in practice because reconstruc-
tion heads tend to reproduce anomalies too faithfully and
forecasting heads struggle when future patterns are unstable
or unpredictable. Third, most TSFM-based methods lack an
adaptation mechanism for handling concept drift at infer-
ence time. Although a recent study (Kim, Park, and Choo
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2024) proposes test-time adaptation for unsupervised time
series anomaly detection, it involves updating model param-
eters during inference, which limits its practicality in real-
world deployment settings.

Here, we propose TimeRep, an unsupervised anomaly de-
tection method to address the aforementioned challenges.
TimeRep directly utilizes intermediate layer representations
from a TSFM for anomaly detection, instead of using final
layer representations via a task-specific head. During train-
ing, TimeRep extracts patch-level intermediate layer repre-
sentations and stores them in a reference collection, which
serves as a memory bank. To improve efficiency, TimeRep
compresses the memory bank using a core-set strategy that
maintains representative coverage of stored representations.
At inference time, TimeRep detects anomalies by computing
the distance between the intermediate layer representations
of incoming time series data and those stored in the mem-
ory bank. The anomaly score is defined as the distance to
the nearest item in the memory, where a greater distance in-
dicates a higher likelihood of anomaly. To handle concept
drift, TimeRep updates the memory bank at inference time
by adding non-redundant intermediate layer representations
of incoming data. This enables TimeRep to adapt to evolv-
ing patterns of time series data without updating the model
parameters.

We summarize our contributions as follows:
• We propose TimeRep, a simple yet effective anomaly de-

tection method that directly leverages intermediate layer
representations from a time series foundation model,
with no need of fine-tuning on individual datasets.

• TimeRep integrates a test-time adaptive memory bank
that dynamically incorporates non-redundant intermedi-
ate representations of incoming data at inference time,
allowing the model to maintain performance under con-
cept drift without modifying its parameters.

• We demonstrate the effectiveness of TimeRep through
extensive experiments on the UCR Anomaly Archive, in-
cluding 250 diverse univariate time series, comparing it
against state-of-the-art methods spanning non-DL, DL,
and foundation model-based approaches.

2 Related Work
2.1 Time Series Anomaly Detection
Time series anomaly detection (TSAD) has evolved from
rule-based heuristics to deep learning and foundation model-
based approaches. For an in-depth survey of this progres-
sion, see a recent work (Qiu et al. 2025). Early TSAD meth-
ods include rule-based systems and statistical models like
ARIMA, STL, and CUSUM, valued for their interpretabil-
ity. Distance-based approaches have also gained attention,
notably the Matrix Profile (Yeh et al. 2016), which detects
discords via minimum similarity to other subsequences.
Recently, the DAMP (Lu et al. 2022) extended discord-
based anomaly detection by introducing a backward itera-
tive doubling search and forward pruning scheme, achieving
state-of-the-art results without deep learning. With the rise
of deep learning, attention-based models have become in-
creasingly dominant. The Anomaly Transformer (Xu et al.

2022) introduces association discrepancy to localize abnor-
mal time steps, while the NPSR (Lai et al. 2023) pro-
poses a nominality-aware reconstruction objective. The Sen-
sitiveHUE (Feng et al. 2024) incorporates predictive uncer-
tainty to improve robustness, and the CATCH (Wu et al.
2025) detects anomalies by patching time series in the
frequency domain and using masked attention to model
channel-wise correlations. More recently, researchers have
increasingly adopted large-scale foundation models (FMs),
including both pre-trained language models and time se-
ries models. Many approaches utilize final layer represen-
tations coupled with task-specific heads, such as a recon-
struction or forecasting head, which require fine-tuning on
downstream tasks to enhance performance. Notable exam-
ples include TimeGPT-1 (Garza, Challu, and Mergenthaler-
Canseco 2023), GPT4TS (Zhou et al. 2023), Timer (Liu
et al. 2024b), MOMENT (Goswami et al. 2024), Times-
BERT (Zhang et al. 2025), and DADA (Shentu et al. 2025).
In contrast, AnomalyLLM (Liu et al. 2024a) leverages in-
termediate layer representations from a GPT-2 model and
employs a teacher–student framework that involves dataset-
specific fine-tuning for both networks. Due to representation
inconsistency between deep teacher layers and the student
network, such models often restrict representation extrac-
tion to shallower layers. To overcome these limitations, the
proposed method performs anomaly detection by directly
leveraging intermediate layer representations from a time se-
ries foundation model, without relying on any task-specific
heads or requiring dataset-level fine-tuning. We observe that
these intermediate representations encode highly effective
temporal structures for the anomaly detection task.

2.2 Internal Representations of Foundation
Models

Internal representations are key to understanding how deep
learning models encode information. Early work (Alain and
Bengio 2016) showed that different layers capture vary-
ing abstraction levels. With foundation models, interest has
grown in internal representations for generalization, robust-
ness, and interpretability. In NLP, representational similarity
metrics such as CKA and RSA have been used to analyze
the structural properties of internal representations across
architectures (Brown et al. 2023) and techniques like acti-
vation patching have linked internal states to safety-related
outputs (Yamaguchi, Etheridge, and Arditi 2025). Internal
representation quality has been tied to downstream perfor-
mance (Skean et al. 2025), and aligned multilingual embed-
dings have improved cross-lingual transfer (Liu and Niehues
2025). In computer vision and multimodal learning, inter-
nal features have been used to analyze semantic alignment
(Lee et al. 2025) and their relationship to classification accu-
racy (Skean et al. 2025). For time series foundation models
(TSFMs), recent studies have analyzed representational sim-
ilarity, introduced decoding and interventions, and assessed
latent space structure (Wiliński et al. 2025; Santamaria-
Valenzuela et al. 2025). While prior work has focused on
analyzing internal representations of TSFMs, we directly
leverage them for the anomaly detection task in time series
data.



Figure 1: Overview of the proposed anomaly detection method. During training, intermediate patch representations extracted
from a time series foundation model and then are stored in a memory bank. At inference, the intermediate patch representation
of each incoming data is compared against the bank to compute its anomaly score, and non-redundant representations of new
observations is dynamically added to the bank to adapt to concept drift.

3 Proposed Method
3.1 Problem Formulation
This study addresses unsupervised anomaly detection in uni-
variate time series data. Let the time series be denoted as
X = {x1, x2, · · · , xT }, where xt ∈ R is a real-valued ob-
servation at time step t and T is the sequence length. The
dataset consists of a training set and a test set. The train-
ing set contains normal data without labels, while the test
set includes both time series values and binary anomaly la-
bels Y = {y1, y2, · · · , yT }, where each yt ∈ {0, 1} in-
dicates whether time step t is anomalous. To prepare the
data for modeling, a sliding window of length L is applied
to generate overlapping subsequences. Each subsequence
st = {xt−L+1, · · · , xt−1, xt} ∈ RL is extracted by shift-
ing the window forward by one time step. These subse-
quences are fed into an anomaly detection model f(·), which
produces a score at for each time step. During inference,
anomaly scores {s1, s2, · · · , sT } are computed for the test
sequence. Each time step is classified as anomalous when
its score st exceeds a predefined threshold θ. The predicted
labels {ŷ1, ŷ2, · · · , ŷT } are then compared with the ground
truth labels Y using standard evaluation metrics.

3.2 Pre-Trained Time Series Foundation Model
In this study, we leverage the representational power of a
time series foundation model (TSFM) trained on large-scale
time series data by utilizing intermediate layer represen-
tations for anomaly detection. Specifically, we adopt the
MOMENT-Large model (Goswami et al. 2024), an encoder-
only TSFM pre-trained on the Time Series Pile dataset,
which comprises over 1.13 billion observations from di-
verse domains. The model consists of 24 layers, 16 atten-

tion heads, and a model dimension of 1024, totaling approx-
imately 385 million parameters. It processes input subse-
quences in patch units to capture local temporal dependen-
cies. In our approach, we utilize intermediate layer represen-
tations extracted by the model for anomaly detection.

3.3 Memory-based Anomaly Detection
Figure 1 presents the proposed anomaly detection method
that leverages intermediate layer representations extracted
from a time series foundation model. During training, repre-
sentations of training subsequences are stored in the memory
bank. At inference time, representations of incoming subse-
quences are compared against memory items in the mem-
ory bank to compute anomaly scores based on their distance
from known patterns.

Patch Representation Given an input subsequence st,
the TSFM divides it into N non-overlapping patches and
encodes each into a representation at every layer. From
the l-th layer, we obtain a set of patch representations
{r(l)t,1, r

(l)
t,2, · · · , r

(l)
t,N}, where r

(l)
t,n ∈ Rdmodel denotes the n-

th patch representation. Each serves as a compact semantic
summary of its segment, capturing both fine-grained tem-
poral features and broader contextual patterns. We asso-
ciate each subsequence st with a specific reference time step
within it, so that the anomaly score computed from its repre-
sentation reflects that particular time step. We consider two
settings for this reference position. In the first setting, it cor-
responds to the final time step of the subsequence. In the
second, it corresponds to the temporal center. In both set-
tings, the representation is extracted from a specific layer of
the TSFM. The choice of layer and reference time step was
guided by empirical analysis, as discussed in Sections 4.3



and 4.5.

Memory Bank Construction To detect anomalies based
on semantic similarity, we construct a memory bank that
stores intermediate representations extracted from the train-
ing data. For each subsequence st, we obtain its correspond-
ing representation rt using the TSFM, as described in Sec-
tion 3.3.1. These representations, reflecting normal patterns,
form a memory bank M = {m1,m2, · · · ,mK}. This
memory serves as a reference set against which incoming
test representations are compared to assess deviation from
normality.

Enhancing Memory Bank Efficiency Retaining all inter-
mediate representations from the training data can quickly
lead to a large and inefficient memory bank. This not only
increases storage requirements and inference time, but also
introduces redundancy that may degrade anomaly detection
accuracy. To overcome these challenges, we employ a core-
set selection method that compresses the memory while pre-
serving the diversity of normal patterns.

We adopt the k-Center selection method for memory com-
pression by selecting a subset that best covers the distribu-
tion of training representations. The objective is to minimize
the maximum distance between any point in the original
memory bank and its closest selected representative, thereby
ensuring uniform coverage across the training distribution.
This can be formally stated as the following optimization
problem:

C∗ = argmin
C⊂M

max
m∈M

min
c∈C

∥m− c∥2 (1)

where M denotes the full set of training-time representa-
tions, and C is the coreset to be selected. This optimization
guarantees that the selected subset provides broad and rep-
resentative coverage of the training distribution. However,
solving this problem exactly is known to be NP-hard, which
makes it computationally infeasible for large-scale time se-
ries datasets. To address this, we apply a greedy approxima-
tion of the k-Center algorithm (Sener and Savarese 2018).
The algorithm starts by randomly selecting an initial repre-
sentation and then iteratively adds the point that is farthest
from the current set. This process continues until the desired
memory size is reached, resulting in a compact yet diverse
coreset that effectively captures the structure of the training
data.

Distance-based Anomaly Scoring The anomaly score is
computed as the distance between the intermediate repre-
sentation of an input subsequence and its closest match in
the memory bank. Representations that deviate significantly
from all stored patterns are assigned higher scores, reflect-
ing a greater likelihood of anomaly. Formally, let rt denote
the intermediate representation at time step t and let M be
the set of stored representations in the memory bank. The
anomaly score st is computed as:

st = d(rt,m
∗
t ) (2)

where the nearest neighbor m∗
t is defined as:

m∗
t = argmin

m∈M
∥rt −m∥2 (3)

We consider three types of distance functions for com-
puting the anomaly score. Each offers different assumptions
and sensitivities to data distribution. The Euclidean distance
computes the straight-line distance between the input rep-
resentation rt and its nearest memory item m∗

t . It assumes
a uniform feature space without correlation across dimen-
sions:

dE(rt,m
∗
t ) = ∥rt −m∗

t ∥2 (4)

The Mahalanobis distance incorporates the covariance
structure Σ of the memory bank, allowing the distance to
adapt to the anisotropy in the feature space. It is defined as:

dM (rt,m
∗
t ; Σ) =

√
(rt −m∗

t )
TΣ−1(rt −m∗

t ) (5)

Following (Roth et al. 2022), we define a density-aware
distance that adjusts the anomaly score by incorporating lo-
cal neighborhood density. This formulation penalizes points
that lie in low-density regions of the memory bank, treating
them as more likely to be anomalous even when they are
close to a neighbor. The score is defined as:

dN (rt,m
∗
t ) =

(
1− e∥rt−m∗

t ∥2∑
n∈Nb(m∗

t )
e∥rt−n∥2

)
× ∥rt −m∗

t ∥2 (6)

where Nb(m
∗
t ) denotes the set of b nearest neighbors of m∗

t
in the memory bank. To improve numerical stability, we ap-
ply max-subtraction before the exponential computation by
subtracting the largest distance in the denominator. The re-
sulting values are then scaled by the model dimensionality,√
dmodel.

3.4 Test-Time Adaptive Memory Bank
In time series anomaly detection, the underlying patterns of
the data often shift after training, a phenomenon known as
concept drift. Without proper adaptation, such changes can
lead to a significant drop in anomaly detection performance
during inference. To address this, we freeze the model and
instead adapt the memory bank by selectively adding inter-
mediate representations from incoming test subsequences.
To implement this selective update, we introduce a novelty-
based filtering criterion to avoid adding redundant represen-
tations to the memory bank. Specifically, we compute the
distance between the intermediate representation of incom-
ing test subsequence to its nearest neighbor in the current
memory bank. If the distance exceeds a predefined nov-
elty threshold, the representation is considered sufficiently
different and is inserted into the memory bank. Note that
this novelty threshold is distinct from the anomaly detection
threshold. We determine the novelty threshold by computing
the nearest neighbor distance of each training representation
for the memory bank and constructing the empirical cumu-
lative distribution of these distances. The 80th percentile of
this distribution is used as the threshold, ensuring that only
sufficiently non-redundant representations are incorporated.
This value remains fixed throughout all our experiments.



Approach Model Type Evaluation Setting Method Top-1 Accuracy

non-DL Specialized from scratch

IForest 37.6
SCRIMP 41.6
NORMA 47.4
DAMP 63.2

DL

Specialized from scratch

LSTM-VAE 19.8
AE 23.6

USAD 27.6
COCA 27.6

TimeVQVAE-AD 66.8

Foundation

fine-tuning
MOMENT 32.8

Timer 36.0

w/o fine-tuning

MOMENT 23.2
Timer 20.0

Ours (last) 72.8
Ours (center) 77.6

Table 1: Performance comparison on the UCR Anomaly Archive. The methods are grouped by approach such as non-DL
and DL, by model type such as specialized and foundation, and by evaluation setting including from scratch, fine-tuning, and
without fine-tuning. Our methods demonstrate the superior performance against all other methods.

4 Experiments
4.1 Experiment Settings
Dataset Several benchmark datasets for univariate time
series anomaly detection, such as Yahoo (Laptev, Amizadeh,
and Billawala 2015), NAB (Ahmad et al. 2017), NASA
(Hundman et al. 2018), and IOPS (Ren et al. 2019), have
been widely used in previous studies. However, recent work
has pointed out that these benchmarks exhibit multiple flaws
that negatively affect the reliability of model evaluation. In
particular, prior work (Wu and Keogh 2023) demonstrates
that these issues can lead to misleading conclusions about
model performance. To address these concerns, we adopt
the UCR Anomaly Archive, a benchmark suite introduced
in their study. It includes 250 univariate time series collected
from both real-world and synthetic sources. The dataset cov-
ers a broad spectrum of domains such as cardiology, indus-
trial systems, medicine, zoology, meteorology, and human
activity.

Baselines To evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed
model, we compare it against widely used and state-of-
the-art baselines, including both traditional and DL-based
approaches. The traditional methods include IForest (Liu,
Ting, and Zhou 2008), SCRIMP (Zhu et al. 2018), NORMA
(Boniol et al. 2021), and DAMP (Lu et al. 2022). Among
DL-based methods, we differentiate between methods that
are tailored to individual datasets and those that lever-
age TSFMs. The specialized models include LSTM-VAE
(Park, Hoshi, and Kemp 2018), AE (Audibert et al. 2021),
USAD (Audibert et al. 2021), COCA (Wang et al. 2023),
and TimeVQVAE-AD (Lee, Malacarne, and Aune 2024).
In contrast, TSFM-based methods include Timer (Liu et al.
2024b), MOMENT (Goswami et al. 2024), and DADA
(Shentu et al. 2025).

Evaluation Metric Various metrics have been proposed
for time series anomaly detection. To ensure fair and con-
sistent evaluation, we adopt an evaluation metric that is both
threshold-agnostic and hyperparameter-free. Although com-
monly used metrics such as AUC-ROC and AUC-PR meet
these criteria, they often produce misleading results in set-
tings with severe class imbalance, which is a common char-
acteristic of anomaly detection, and when results are aggre-
gated across diverse datasets. To address these limitations,
we adopt Top-1 accuracy (Wu and Keogh 2023) as our pri-
mary evaluation metric, which is computed as follows. Sup-
pose the evaluation includes N distinct test datasets. For the
i-th test dataset, we identify the timestamp with the high-
est anomaly score, denoted as t∗i . A prediction is considered
correct if it falls within a predefined tolerance window sur-
rounding the ground truth anomaly region:

δi =

{
1, if t∗i ∈ [ ai −∆, bi +∆ ]

0, otherwise
(7)

Here, ai and bi denote the start and end timestamps of the
ground truth anomaly in the i-th test dataset, and ∆ is a fixed
tolerance margin. Following prior work, we set ∆ = 100.
Top-1 accuracy is then computed as the proportion of test
datasets in which the model successfully hits the anomaly
region.

4.2 Performance Comparison Evaluation
The evaluation follows the most common scenario in time
series anomaly detection, where a new observation arrives
at each time step and anomaly detection is performed con-
tinuously. To simulate this setting, we set the window stride
to 1. Table 1 presents the Top-1 accuracy results for all base-
line methods on the UCR Anomaly Archive. The proposed
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Figure 3: Layer-wise Top-1 accuracy for the evaluated
model. Each data point represents the Top-1 accuracy ob-
tained when the output of the corresponding layer is used
for anomaly detection.

method outperforms all baselines in both configurations.
The last-aligned variant achieves 72.8%, while the center-
aligned variant achieves the highest score of 77.6%, demon-
strating the effectiveness of the proposed method across di-
verse datasets. Figure 2 shows the results of the α-quantile
evaluation for 3% and 10%. This metric assesses whether
each method successfully ranks at least one true anomaly
within the top α fraction of timestamps, based on anomaly
scores. The proposed method outperforms baselines under
both 3% and 10%. The center- and last-aligned variants de-
tect over 240 datasets, while DADA and Timer detect signif-
icantly fewer. These results indicate superior anomaly rank-
ing in a threshold-free setting.

4.3 Layer-wise Performance Evaluation
Figure 3 presents the Top-1 accuracy when using represen-
tations from each layer of the model. The best performance
is observed at the 16th layer, reaching 70.8%, whereas both
shallower and deeper layers yield lower accuracy. This indi-
cates that representations from intermediate layers are par-
ticularly effective for the anomaly detection. This charac-
teristics can be explained by the role of each layer in the
model. Early layers tend to encode low-level, local features,
while final layers are often specialized toward the model’s
pretraining objective. Intermediate layers, by contrast, cap-
ture general and abstract representations that are more trans-
ferable to the anomaly detection task. Similar findings have
been reported in NLP (Skean et al. 2025) and CV (Damm
et al. 2025). Our results confirm that this trend also holds in
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Figure 4: Top-1 accuracy using Euclidean, Mahalanobis, and
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Figure 5: Top-1 accuracy across different patch positions,
each corresponding to a reference time step.

the time series anomaly detection.

4.4 Distance Function Comparison
We adopt a distance-based scoring mechanism for anomaly
detection and evaluate its performance under different dis-
tance functions. The left panel of Figure 4 compares Top-1
accuracy using Euclidean and Mahalanobis distances. Al-
though Mahalanobis accounts for the covariance structure,
it requires matrix inversion, which can fail with limited
training data. This issue affected 20 datasets in the UCR
Anomaly Archive, so results are reported on the remain-
ing 230. The right panel compares Euclidean distance with
a density-based variant using nearest’s b neighbors. We re-
port results for several values of b to assess its impact. Over-
all, Euclidean distance delivers consistently strong accuracy,
confirming its effectiveness as a default choice for anomaly
scoring.

4.5 Impact of Temporal Alignment within
Subsequence

In constructing input subsequences for anomaly detection,
the position of the reference time step within the window can
be varied. A common choice is the last-aligned subsequence,
where the current time step t corresponds to the final element
of the window. Alternatively, a center-aligned subsequence
places t at the temporal center, allowing the window to in-
clude both past and future observations. This design choice
affects the nature of the intermediate representations ex-
tracted from the model. Here, the reference time step deter-
mines which patch-level representation is used to compute
the anomaly score. For example, when using a last-aligned
subsequence, the final patch representation is selected; for a
center-aligned subsequence, the center patch is used instead.
To investigate how this alignment affects anomaly detection
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Figure 7: Top-1 accuracy and total reduction ratio across
datasets under varying maximum core set sizes.

performance, we conduct a position-wise evaluation using
different patch positions, each corresponding to a specific
reference time step. As shown in Figure 5, selecting the cen-
ter patch at position 32 yields the highest Top-1 accuracy of
75.6%, followed by earlier positions such as position 48. In
contrast, the final patch at position 64, which corresponds to
the last-aligned setting, results in lower performance with a
Top-1 accuracy of 70.8%. These results suggest that placing
the reference time step at the temporal center provides richer
contextual information, leading to more effective anomaly
detection.

4.6 Core Set Efficiency Evaluation
As described in Section 3.3, we apply the greedy k-Center
method to reduce the size of the memory bank before infer-
ence. We evaluate how this compression affects anomaly de-
tection performance and computational efficiency by vary-
ing the maximum core set size. As shown in Figure 6, re-
ducing the memory size from unbounded to 10k, 5k, and 1k
entries leads to only a marginal decrease in Top-1 accuracy
for both alignment settings. For instance, the center-aligned
model maintains over 75% accuracy even when compressed
to 1k entries. Meanwhile, inference time decreases substan-
tially as the memory bank becomes smaller, demonstrat-
ing the practical efficiency gained through coreset selection.
In Figure 7, we further observe that the total reduction ra-
tio increases steadily with smaller core set sizes, reaching
over 80% at the 1K limit. Despite this significant reduc-
tion in memory size, the detection accuracy remains stable.
These findings highlight that the memory compression en-
ables lightweight and scalable deployment while maintain-
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Figure 8: Top-1 accuracy with and without the test-time
adaptive memory bank method (TTAMB).

ing robust anomaly detection performance.

4.7 Test-Time Adaptive Memory Bank
Evaluation

We evaluate the effectiveness of the test-time adaptive mem-
ory bank (TTAMB) introduced in Section 3.4. This mecha-
nism augments the memory bank at inference time by incor-
porating non-redundant intermediate representations from
incoming data, enabling adaptation to concept drift without
updating model parameters. The evaluation is conducted us-
ing the same benchmark as in previous sections, the UCR
Anomaly Archive. This benchmark is particularly suitable
for assessing TTAMB, as several datasets in the archive ex-
hibit concept drift in their test sets. Figure 8 presents the
Top-1 accuracy with and without TTAMB for both last-
and center-aligned configurations. In both settings, adap-
tation leads to consistent performance gains. Specifically,
the center-aligned variant improves from 75.6% to 77.6%,
and the last-aligned variant improves from 70.8% to 72.8%.
These results confirm that TTAMB enhances robustness un-
der concept drift.

5 Conclusion

We presented TimeRep, a simple yet effective anomaly de-
tection method that leverages intermediate layer representa-
tions from a time series foundation model (TSFM). Unlike
existing TSFM-based methods that perform anomaly de-
tection through final layer representations and task-specific
heads, TimeRep directly leverage intermediate layer com-
putes anomaly scores based on the semantic distance
of internal features, enabling robust performance with-
out dataset-specific fine-tuning. Through extensive experi-
ments on the UCR Anomaly Archive, we demonstrated that
TimeRep outperforms a wide range of baselines, includ-
ing traditional, deep learning, and foundation model-based
methods. We further showed that incorporating coreset-
based memory compression and test-time adaptive updates
improves both efficiency and robustness, particularly under
concept drift. In future work, we plan to extend TimeRep to
multivariate time series settings and explore how different
foundation model architectures affect the quality of inter-
mediate representations for anomaly detection.
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A Implementation Details
A.1 Experimental Environment
We conducted all our experiments on a single NVIDIA
A100 80GB GPU. We used Python 3.10.16 and PyTorch
2.4.1+cu121. Also, we used faiss-cpu 1.10.0 for similarity
search.

A.2 Dataset and Preprocessing
We used the UCR Anomaly Archive with no additional pre-
processing. All our experiments were conducted directly on
the publicly available 250 datasets provided in the UCR
Anomaly Archive.

A.3 Experimental Settings
Table 2 lists the source of the results for the methods com-
pared in Table 1 of the main paper. Table 3 provides the
sources for the methods shown in Figure 2. All methods are
evaluated using a sliding window with a stride of 1, consis-
tently applied during both training and inference to ensure
fair comparisons across time series anomaly detection sce-
narios. Although the stride is fixed across all experiments,
the window length varies depending on each method’s orig-
inal configuration. Consequently, some methods use a fixed
window length across all 250 datasets, whereas others em-
ploy dataset-specific window lengths.

Method Source
IForest Reported (Audibert et al. 2021)

SCRIMP Reported (Lu et al. 2022)
NORMA Reported (Lu et al. 2022)
DAMP Reported (Lu et al. 2022)

LSTM-VAE Reported (Lu et al. 2022)
AE Reported (Audibert et al. 2021)

USAD Reported (Audibert et al. 2021)
COCA Reproduced (from this paper)

TimeVQVAE-AD Reproduced (from this paper)
MOMENT Reproduced (from this paper)

Timer Reproduced (from this paper)

Table 2: Sources of the results in Table 1 of the main paper.
Methods labeled as Reported use performance values from
the original publications, while those labeled as Reproduced
are implemented and evaluated in this study.

Method Source
Timer Reported (Liu et al. 2024b)
DADA Reported (Shentu et al. 2025)

Table 3: Sources of the results in Table 2 of the main paper.
Methods marked as Reported use performance values from
the original publications.

TimeRep (Ours) For all our experiments, TimeRep use a
fixed window length of 512 and a stride of 1. The choice of
window length follows the configuration used to pretrain the
MOMENT-Large model in the original MOMENT paper.
We adopt the same setting to fully leverage the pretrained
representations learned in that work.

COCA COCA provides publicly available code and ex-
perimental settings, which we adopt in our experiments. We
follow their original setup with one modification: the win-
dow stride is set to 1 during both training and evaluation. All
experiments are conducted individually on each of the 250
datasets from the UCR Anomaly Archive. We reproduce the
version of COCA that does not apply data augmentation.

TimeVQVAE-AD TimeVQVAE-AD provides publicly
available code and experimental settings, which we use with
no modifications. We train and evaluate the model separately
on each of the 250 datasets from the UCR Anomaly Archive.

Timer Timer provides publicly available implementation
and experimental configurations, which we adopt with a mi-
nor modification: the window stride is set to 1 to align with
our evaluation protocol. The original Timer paper reports re-
sults using the α-quantile metric, which we use as reported.
Additionally, we implement and evaluate the model using
the Top-1 accuracy metric.

MOMENT MOMENT provides publicly available code
and experimental settings, which we use as the foundation
for our experiments. The original paper evaluates perfor-
mance using PA-based F1-score and VUS-ROC metrics with
non-overlapping windows. To align with the evaluation pro-
tocol adopted in this study, we modify the window stride to
1 and additionally evaluate the model using the Top-1 accu-
racy metric.


