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Abstract

In recent years, the use of lithium-ion batteries has greatly expanded into products from many industrial sectors, e.g. cars, power tools or medical
devices. An early prediction and robust understanding of battery faults could therefore greatly increase product quality in those fields. While
current approaches for data-driven fault prediction provide good results on the exact processes they were trained on, they often lack the ability to
flexibly adapt to changes, e.g. in operational or environmental parameters. Continual learning promises such flexibility, allowing for an automatic
adaption of previously learnt knowledge to new tasks. Therefore, this article discusses different continual learning approaches from the group of
regularization strategies, which are implemented, evaluated and compared based on a real battery wear dataset. Online elastic weight consolidation
delivers the best results, but, as with all examined approaches, its performance appears to be strongly dependent on task characteristics and task

sequence.
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1. Introduction

Previous knowledge of the time a component’s failure will
occur allows for countermeasures and reduces the risk to a
system’s safety and security [1]. In case of high-volume
components such as lithium-ion batteries this obviously has a
high economic and ecologic relevancy.

However, taking those lithium-ion batteries as an example,
their fault mechanisms and usage behaviors are so complex,
that traditional, model-driven approaches do not suffice [2].
Data-driven approaches not relying on explicit knowledge of
the specific wear mechanisms offer help but are themselves
challenged by acquiring sufficient training data and staying up
to date with a problem space growing with every new usage
pattern or operating condition [3].

Mitigation to this problem could be provided by knowledge
transfer between continuously learning, generalizing
algorithms, bridging over gaps between different smaller
datasets and accumulating knowledge over time [4]. Such a
transfer could be realized using regularization-based continual
learning approaches, which allow sequential learning of similar
tasks without overwriting previously acquired knowledge [9,
6].

Objective: In this article, the feasibility of different
regularization approaches towards solving sequential learning
problems is analyzed using a time series benchmark dataset on
lithium-ion battery wear.

Structure: Chapter 2 presents related work on the topics of
fault prediction for lithium-ion batteries and regularization-
based continual learning. From there, a methodology is derived
in chapter 3. A dataset is introduced and experiments conducted



2 B. Maschler et al./ Preprint

on that dataset are described together with their results in

chapter 4. Concludingly, chapter 5 summarizes the main
findings and presents an outlook.

2. Related work

2.1. Fault Prediction for Lithium-Ion Batteries

Lithium-ion batteries are becoming truly ubiquitous,
powering all sorts of mobile, rechargeable electrical appliances
— from small ear phones to cars [7] and possibly even aircraft
[8]. Naturally, such batteries are subject to wear, which is
caused by a number of different processes while cycling or
even resting, with many different parameters having an impact
[2]. Due to the large volume of those batteries, understanding
and predicting their wear is an extremely important task, both
economically and ecologically. However, the complex system
of intertwined wear processes is not understood yet [2].

Data-driven fault prediction aims at solving this problem
without understanding the underlying physics, predicting the
remaining useful lifetime (RUL), i.e. the time to failure, of an
entity purely based upon training data. This regression task
must be differentiated from a fault diagnosis’ categorization as
it is oblivious to the cause of failure [1]. There are numerous
examples of deep-learning-based fault prediction one the
problem of lithium-ion battery wear:

In [9], a long short-term memory (LSTM) approach was
enhanced by resilient backpropagation, dropouts and a Monte
Carlo simulation which provides prediction confidence
information. Self-measured capacity data of six 18650 lithium-
ion batteries cycled under different temperatures and current-
rates was used to carry out the multi-step ahead prediction of
the same value which was used to calculate the RUL.
Experiments included comparisons of online and (semi-)offline
training capabilities with the proposed approach showing good
results on both.

In [10], a fully connected auto-encoder was used on a large
battery degradation dataset by NASA [11]. From each charging
or discharging, 21 human-engineered features, e.g. terminal
voltage or output current, are selected as an input. However,
despite data from only three batteries examined under identical
conditions being used, the results were still mediocre.

In [12], a thorough comparison of differently parametrized
feed-forward neural networks, convolutional neural networks
(CNN) and an LSTM network was carried out on the
aforementioned NASA dataset [11] with the goal of predicting
capacities. As inputs, sub-sampled, normalized voltage (V),
current and surface temperature data of four batteries examined
under identical conditions were used. A further examination of
utilizing single (only V) as opposed to the aforementioned
multi-channel input information was carried out. The multi-
channel approach resulted in better performances with LSTM
achieving the overall best result.

Despite these promising results, as [3] points out, deep
learning based approaches’ performance heavily relies on the
training process, which in turn relies on the availability of data
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Fig. 1. Venn diagram of some of the most popular continual learning
strategies based upon [17] (CWR: CopyWeights with Re-Init; PNN:
Progressive Neural Networks; FN: FearNet; GDM: Grwoing Dual-

Memory; iCaRL: Incremental Classifier and Representation Learning;
ExStream: Exemplar Streaming; GEM: Gradient Episodic Memory)

and its representativeness of the task. The fact that e.g. [12]
only uses batteries of one of nine experimental groups bears
witness to the practical relevance of this challenge. To solve it,
self-improving models via online data are suggested [1, 5].

2.2. Regularization-based continual learning

In machine learning, the transfer of knowledge and skills
from one or more source tasks to a target task in order to train
a deep learning algorithm capable of solving both, source and
target tasks, is referred to as ‘continual learning’ [4, 13]. In the
field of fault prediction, this can facilitate learning across
several smaller, less homogenous datasets [5], mitigating two
key problems hindering a more widespread utilization of
machine learning [4]:

e  Because of the high diversity of possible operating
conditions and their near-to unforseeability for device
manufacturers combined with high standards of privacy
shielding user data, acquiring datasets sufficiently large
and diverse for successful training is difficult [14, 15].

e  Because of a theoretically ever-expanding database of
new operating conditions and usage behaviors, even if a
sufficient dataset could be acquired, it would only
provide short-term representations of the problem space
necessitating continuous data collection and retraining
of algorithms [16].

There are three categories of continual learning strategies
commonly distinguished: architectural, rehearsal and
regularization strategies [17] (see Fig. 1). For mitigating the
two above-described problems, one appears to be suited best:
Whereas rehearsal strategies still rely on sharing of at least
some data and architectural strategies strive only on more
loosely related tasks, regularization strategies use altered loss
functions in order to solve more closely related tasks,
promising to allow generalization over different e.g. battery
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usage scenarios without the need for an exchange of potentially
confidential raw data.

Modelled after the process of synaptic consolidation in a
mammalian brain, regularization strategies slow down the
change of certain weights depending on their importance on
previously learned tasks, thereby selectively reducing the
network’s plasticity.

Three specific implementations of regularization strategies
are commonly included in comparative analyses [17—-19]:

Elastic weight consolidation (EWC) is based on the idea
[20] that more than one set of weights 8 represents a possible
solution 8, of a task A, so that a solution 8,5 can be found that
solves both tasks A and B [21]. This is achieved by adding a
penalty to the loss function (see Eq. 1): Lc(04p¢) is the
(conventional) loss for task C on a set of weights 8,5 capable
to solve all tasks A, B and C, A defines the importance of old
tasks compared to the new one, F is the diagonal of the Fisher
information matrix and i labels each individual parameter.

. N\2
L(Oapc) = Lc(Bapc) + 4+ Zi[FA,i(HABC,i - 9A,i)
. N\2
+ FB,i(eABC,i - 93,:’) ] €Y)

Online EWC expands on this idea, but shifts attention from
older to newer tasks by not relying on Fisher information
matrices for every tasks but on only one for all tasks combined
[22]. This reduces Eq. 1 to Eq. 2:

. N2
L(Oapc) = Lc(Oapc) + 14+ %5 FAB,L'(GABC,L' - QAB,i) (2)

Synaptic intelligence (SI) relies on a similar idea, but uses
an importance measure w that is calculated directly during the
stochastic gradient descent as opposed to the Fisher
information matrix which needs to be calculated separately
[23], leading to Eq. 3:

. 22
L(Oapc) = Lc(Bapc) + 14+ %5 wAB,i(HABC,i - HAB,i) 3)

Although the aforementioned regularization approaches
displayed good results on different general evaluation datasets
[18, 19], there are to the authors’ knowledge no publications on
their performance in the industrial domain — with two
exceptions being EWC for fault prediction [5] and all three
approaches for anomaly detection [6]. This article therefore
aims to provide a first comparative analysis of those approaches
on a fault prediction task.

3. Methodology

Data preprocessing has a substantial influence on any deep
learning algorithm’s performance [24]. In order to circumvent
problems arising from time series of different lengths (e.g.
during charging and discharging) or from sub-sampling away
important information, similar to [10] an extraction of 21
human-engineered, battery-specific features was carried out
(10 for charging, 11 for discharging).

Using these features and building upon the good
performance of recurrent neural networks presented in chapter
2.1 combined with the desire to create a simple algorithm

LSTM Layer(s) Output

Layer

(a) Regression

(b) Classification

Fig. 2. Architecture of the base algorithms’ deep neural networks for the
non-regularized regression task (a) and the regularized classification
task (b)

requiring neither vast computing resources nor extensive
optimization, a multilayer LSTM-approach was chosen as base
algorithm. An ensuing hyperparameter optimization yielded
the structure depicted in Fig. 2 (Regression) and parameters
listed in Table 1 (Regression).

Upon this base algorithm, the different regularization
approaches were implemented. Because RUL prediction is a
regression problem and regularization requires prediction
likelihoods only available for classification problems [5], the
base algorithm needs to be altered. The translation of the
continuous RUL scale into categories was carried out as listed
in Table 2.

For regularization-based approaches, initial tests resulted in
online EWC performing best. Therefore, a hyperparameter
optimization for the base algorithm’s parameters was carried
out based upon this approach, resulting in the structure depicted
in Fig. 2 (Classification). Then, another hyperparameter
optimization for the different approaches’ parameters was
conducted. The results are listed in Table 1 (Classification).

Table 1: Hyperparameters used for the different regularization-based
continual learning algorithms

Parameter Valuc? V.alvue .
(Regression)  (Classification)

Batch size 5 5
Number of hidden layers 1 2
Number of nodes per hidden layer 150 100
Drop-out probability 0.0 0.1

Aswe - 500,000
YeEwc - 2

Cg; - 200

Table 2: Definition of classes by remaining useful life (RUL) values and
corresponding state-of-health (SoH) label

Class No. SoH-Label Condition
1 “safe” RUL > 60
2 “okay” 30 <RUL <60
3 “at risk” RUL <30
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4. Experiments

In this chapter, an open access dataset collected from a
battery test rig is introduced. Using this dataset, different
experiments are conducted, first testing the non-regularized
approach on a continuous (regression) RUL scale before
examining the regularization approaches in order to classify
samples by state-of-health (SoH), an incremental task learning
scenario [18, 19, 25].

All experiments were conducted on a computer featuring an
AMD Ryzen Threadripper 2920X CPU and a NVIDIA GeForce
RTX 2080 8 GB GPU running Ubuntu 20.04. The learning
framework used was PyTorch 1.6 under Python 3.6.

4.1. Experimental dataset

The experiments were conducted using a subset of an open
access lithium-ion battery degradation dataset. The complete
dataset consists of data from 34 batteries organized in 9
experimental groups of 3 to 4 batteries each. Within one
experimental group, all batteries were subject to the same
parameters and conditions. The batteries were cycled, i.e.
charged and discharged, under controlled environmental
conditions until their remaining capacity dropped below an
experimental-group-specific threshold value. During charging
and discharging, data regarding e.g. battery voltage, current or
surface temperature was collected (see Fig. 3). Depending on
external factors, such as ambient temperature or charging
mode, which were also monitored, the batteries experienced
different levels of wear.

Because of missing end-of-life-conditions (which are
necessary for labeling the data) and missing or obviously
incorrect measurements, only experimental groups 1 (batteries
5, 6, 7 and 18), 4 (batteries 33, 34 and 36), 7 (batteries 45 to
48) and 9 (batteries 53 to 56) were used.

In addition to the previously mentioned challenge of
learning to predict battery wear across different environmental
and usage conditions, this dataset consist of only a few hundred
cycles per condition — an amount of data sometimes considered
to be too little for deep learning [26].

4.2. Conventional deep-learning-based fault prediction
(Regression)

On the continuous regression RUL scale, the non-
regularized approach was tested in two ways: Firstly, batteries
5 and 6 were used for training and battery 7 for testing.
Secondly, all three datasets were mixed, 80% were used for
training and 20% for testing. In both cases, training was
conducted over 50 epochs.

Table 3 lists the results: In the first case, the proposed
approach easily outperforms the published results by [10]. With
a root mean square error (RMSE) of just 4.81 %, the
performance is already very good. However, mixing the
different battery datasets as in case 2, the RMSE further

decreases to just 2.15 %. To put it into more practical terms, the
mean deviation is just 9,1 usage cycles in case 1 or 2.5 usage
cycles in case 2.

Fig. 4 shows the resulting graphs: In both cases, the
deviation stays inside a narrow band around the actual values
with the prediction accuracy in case 2 being clearly better.

Apparently, even in this scenario of testing identical
batteries under identical circumstances the differences between
the individual batteries are still considerable. This highlights
the need for robust knowledge transfer, because retraining a
prediction algorithm from scratch every time a new dataset
becomes available is clearly uneconomical.

4.3. Regularization-based continual learning fault prediction
(Classification)

On the classification task of predicting the current SoH, the
regularized approaches described in section 3 were tested: Each
experimental group was considered to be a semi-independent
task. Randomly drawn 80% of the data from any experimental
group were used for training, 20% were used for testing. The
algorithms were trained sequentially for 100 epochs each on
experimental groups 1, 7, 4 and 9 (in this order). For baseline
comparison, an algorithm without any regularization
enhancement was used. After training on one task, the
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Table 3: Overall RUL prediction accuracy using only experimental group 1
(Case 1: Batteries 5, 6 for training and battery 7 for testing; Case 2: 80% of
batteries 5, 6, 7 for training, 20% of batteries 5, 6, 7 for testing)

RMSE RMSE
Approach
(Case 1) (Case 2)
FC-AE [10] 11.8 % -
Proposed approach: LSTM 4.81 % 2.15 %
Case 1l Case 2
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algorithm was validated on all tasks before switching to the
next task. All stated values are mean values collected over five
runs of the experiment.

Without regularization (see Fig. 5, top left diagram), the
maximum accuracy on the task being trained on is usually the
highest. It ranges between 0.97 for task 1 and 0.75 for task 4.
Surprisingly, on task 3 it achieves its best results in the
beginning of its training, while on the others it improves
throughout the entire training. The rapid decline of one task’s
accuracy after training switches to the next task, the so-called
catastrophic forgetting [27], is easy to distinguish (e.g. when
switching from training on task 1 to training on task 2). Overall,
even after training on all tasks, the algorithm is clearly not
capable of solving all of them sufficiently well, underlining the
need for a different approach.

When EWC is used (see Fig. 5, top middle diagram), the
maximum accuracy on the task being trained on is slightly
declining from 0.91 for task 1 to 0.73 for task 4. Surprisingly,
while training on task 3 the algorithm achieves its best accuracy
on task 1. After training switches from on task to the next, the
prior tasks’ accuracies decline — although considerably less
than without any regularization.

When Online EWC is used (see Fig. 5, top right diagram),
the maximum accuracy on the task being trained on is slightly
declining from 0.95 for task 1 to 0.61 for task 4. Surprisingly,
while training on task 3 and 4 the algorithm achieves its best
accuracy on task 1. After training switches from on task to the
next, the prior task’s accuracy declines, but stays somewhat
constant following subsequent switches. This causes the final
accuracies of all tasks except the last being trained on to be
significantly higher than without any regularization or using
EWC.

When ST is used (see Fig. 5, bottom right diagram), the
maximum accuracy on the task being trained on ranges from
0.95 (task 1) to 0.69 (task 2). Surprisingly, the algorithm
performs worst while training on task 2 (mean accuracy over

all tasks being 0.51) and achieves its best accuracy while
training on task 3 on task 1.

Comparing the mean accuracies over all four tasks (see Fig.
5, bottom middle diagram), all approaches start out similarly
during training on task 1. During training on task 2, Online
EWC starts to show better results. After a significant, initial
increase, mean accuracies stay relatively constant during
training on tasks 3 and 4 with Online EWC slightly improving
and SI slightly declining over time.

Comparing the maximum spread over all four tasks (see Fig.
5, bottom left diagram), all approaches start out similarly with
between 0.5 to 0.7 spread between best and worst tasks’
accuracies during training on task 1. During training on task 2,
only SI has a considerably lower spread (approx. 0.3) than the
other approaches (approx. 0.5) — unfortunately caused by its
low accuracy on all tasks. During training on task 3, the no-
regularization approach has a considerably lower spread
(approx. 0.35), which, again, is caused by its low accuracy on
all tasks. During training on task 4, all algorithms’ spreads
significantly decline initially (to approx. 0.2), with SI’s and no-
regularization’s rebounding towards the end of training.

Table 4 focusses on the different tasks’ mean accuracies on
each task over the last 20 epochs of training on task 4:
Although it has the overall highest accuracy on task 4 (its best
task at 0.72), no-regularization expectably fares worst
regarding the lowest (0.38 for task 3) and the mean accuracies
(0.54). SI performs slightly worse on maximum and mean

Table 4: Mean accuracy over last 20 epochs on four tasks after training on

four tasks
Approach Besttask  Mean  Worst task
No Regularization 0.72 0.54 0.38
Elastic Weight Consolidation 0.70 0.63 0.51
Online Elastic Weight
o 0.82 0.70 0.60
Consolidation

Synaptic Intelligence 0.70 0.52 0.41
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accuracy, although its worst accuracy is marginally better.
With the same accuracy on task 4 (0.7), EWC has much better
lowest (0.51 for task 3) and mean (0.63) accuracies.
Concludingly, Online EWC delivered the highest values for
best, mean and worst accuracy (0.82 at task 1, 0.7 and 0.6 at
task 4).

Online EWC clearly performs best in learning to solve all
four tasks. However, the decreasing accuracy on the task being
currently trained on raises the question of its performance when
more tasks are added to the sequence.

Furthermore, there seems to be a strong correlation between
the tasks 1 and 3 (i.e. experimental groups 1 and 4) as training
of one benefitted the other on all methods. Contrastingly,
training on task 2 (i.e. experimental group 7) resulted in
pronounced catastrophic forgetting for tasks 1 and 3 — even for
regularization methods more resistant to forgetting — with only
a marginal improvement for task 4.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, the feasibility of different regularization
approaches towards solving sequential learning problems in
industrial use cases was examined. An open-access time series
benchmark dataset on lithium-ion battery wear was used to
evaluate the algorithms, because, here, data-driven fault
prediction promises an especially wide-spread applicability.

Using an LSTM approach, a new high mark on the non-
sequential regression task of predicting remaining useful
lifetime (RUL) for lithium-ion batteries could be established.

For the sequential learning problem, the continuous RUL
scale had to be converted into a distinct state-of-health classes
first. Then, three different regularization approaches could be
evaluated on the sequential learning task. Our main findings
are:

e Regularization approaches improve our base

algorithm’s performance compared to no regularization.

e The online elastic weight consolidation approach
outperforms the elastic weight consolidation and
synaptic intelligence approaches.

e The tasks themselves have a big influence on the
learning performance. It remains unclear, whether this
only depends on their relative similarity to each other or
also on their individual position in the learning
sequence.

Future research should carry out hyperparameter
optimizations for all approaches, possibly even for different
task sequence lengths. Furthermore, the possibility of one-shot
learning using regularization methods should be examined.
Additionally, experiments involving other industrial datasets
could be of interest.
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