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Abstract—The rapid growth of the electric vehicle (EV) sector
is giving rise to many infrastructural challenges. One such
challenge is its requirement for the widespread development
of EV charging stations which must be able to provide large
amounts of power in an on-demand basis. This can cause
large stresses on the electrical and electronic components of
the charging infrastructure—negatively affecting its reliability
as well as leading to increased maintenance and operation
costs. This paper proposes a human-interpretable data-driven
method for anomaly detection in EV charging stations, aiming to
provide information for the condition monitoring and predictive
maintenance of power converters within such a station. To this
end, a model of a high-efficiency EV charging station is used to
simulate the thermal behaviour of EV charger power converter
modules, creating a data set for the training of neural network
models. These machine learning models are then employed for
the identification of anomalous performance.

Index Terms—Electric vehicle (EV), electric vehicle charging
station (EVCS), anomaly detection, outlier identification, condi-
tion monitoring, machine learning, neural network, time series
analysis.

I. INTRODUCTION

The transportation sector is a main contributor to global
greenhouse gas emissions, as it is the consumer of an es-
timated 65.2% of the world’s oil products [1]. Therefore,
the electrification of the transportation sector plays a key
role in the transition towards a decarbonised global society.
With transport-related CO2 emissions on a globally increasing
trend [2], this electrification process is becoming increasingly
urgent.

One of the main tools to undertake this transition is the
widespread replacement of internal combustion engine vehi-
cles (ICEV) with electric vehicles (EVs), which are receiving
ample support from policy makers. In an attempt to accelerate
the adoption of EVs, many of the world’s major economies
currently offer fiscal incentives to purchasers, which have been
instrumental in the recent growth of the sector. In 2020, despite
the COVID-19 pandemic leading to a 16% decrease in the
sale of all cars when compared to the previous year, EV
sales increased by 40% [3]. This growth entails increased
requirements of public charging infrastructure, which aim
to fulfill a similar role as that of gas stations for ICEVs.
Illustrating this fact, the number of charging ports in the United
States grew from approximately nearly 34,000 to more than
85,000 between the years 2016 and 2020 [4].

For EV charging infrastructure development to adapt to
the growth of EV fleets, charging station economic viability
should be maximized. A major source of costs in EV charging
station projects, which should therefore be minimized, is that
of maintenance and downtime. In a 2012 paper, A. Schroeder
and T. Traber estimated maintenance and repair costs at up to
10% of material costs per year [5], while in 2016, J. Serradilla,
J. Wardle, P. Blythe, and J. Gibbon estimated planned and
unplanned maintenance costs at 3% and 4% of charger cost
per year, respectively [6]. One way to minimize maintenance
costs is through the use of predictive maintenance, which
makes use of condition monitoring techniques to optimize the
scheduling of maintenance operations. Through the use of such
techniques, wear-out failures can sometimes be identified be-
fore compromising intended operation, and some catastrophic
failures can be prevented.

Anomaly detection—which includes outlier and novelty
detection—is one of the methods that can be employed to ex-
tract useful information about the condition of a given system.
At its core, anomaly detection consists of the identification of
data samples that fall outside of a given probability distribution
[7] [8]. By identifying this distribution with a model of a given
system, anomaly detection can be used to identify observations
that do not correspond to the expected behaviour of the system.
Machine learning techniques are therefore a natural fit to
anomaly detection, as they can be used to obtain arbitrarily
complex models to reflect the behavior of the system in an
accurate manner. In particular, deep neural networks, due to
their universal function approximation properties [9], have
found ample success in system identification and modelling
[10] [11].

This paper proposes a method for data-driven anomaly
detection in EV charging stations, based on the modelling of
the thermal behavior of individual power converters through
machine learning models. The proposed method is based on
the following assumptions:

• Power converters are the most critical part of EV charging
stations, and power semiconductor devices are their most
fragile components [12].

• Temperature stress is one of the main causes of the de-
struction of power electronic components, and maximum
steady-state temperature is one of the two halves of this
type of stress, with the other being temperature cycling
[13].
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Fig. 1. Block diagram representing the EV charging station topology under
study.

Therefore, monitoring the temperature of power electronic
components, either directly (e.g. measuring switching device
junction temperature) or indirectly (e.g. measuring heat sink
temperature), can provide valuable information on the status
of the converter’s cooling system, its relative usage rate, or
degradation of the heat sink and/or device materials. By using
this information to schedule maintenance tasks, wear-out and
catastrophic failures can be mitigated or prevented altogether.

II. THE CHARGING STATION MODEL

A. General structure

The study is based on a particular topology of EV charging
station, a block diagram of which is shown in Fig. 1. In this
topology, an active front end (controlled rectifier) is used to
interface the ac grid with a common dc bus, and a stationary
battery is connected to this same dc bus through a dc-to-dc
converter. The topology is then structured into three blocks
connected to the dc bus, each consisting of three charging
module dc-to-dc converters, which feed two charging posts
through a matrix contactor. Such a modular design provides the
advantages of being easily expandable—by simply connecting
more blocks to the dc bus—, and of allowing for converter
efficiency optimization through the online selection of enabled
charging module converters [14].

B. Load profiles

Load profiles for each of the charging modules are obtained
from two stochastic profiles: the charging curve of each EV,
and the probability distribution of charging events over the
course of a day.

In the developed simulation, EV charging profiles are
considered to follow a two-stage profile of constant current
charging followed by constant voltage charging. These profiles
are defined by five parameters: initial state of charge (SoC),
initial constant power, final SoC for constant power charging,
exponential decay factor, and final SoC [15]. For each EV
being charged at the station, each of these parameters is
sampled from a normal probability distribution, with e.g. peak
charging power having a 150 kW mean and a 20 kW standard
deviation, and EV battery capacity having an average of 90
kWh and a standard deviation of 10 kWh.

The modelling of charging event probability is based on
data published in [16] and [17]. Charging events are sampled
from the obtained distribution, and load profiles are obtained
based on a first-come first-served policy [18].
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Fig. 2. Circuit diagram representing the thermal model applied to the power
loss of each charging module.

C. Thermal model

Using the requested loads at each charging post, an online
optimization algorithm assigns active charging modules (sized
at 60 kW) to maximize global efficiency [19]. The efficiency
map of each module is adapted from [20], and allows us to
estimate power losses based on the assigned requested power.
Module losses are then used as inputs to a thermal model,
represented in Fig. 2, where Ploss is the power loss of the
module, Req is an equivalent thermal resistance for the semi-
conductor devices, Ths is the heat sink temperature, Rhs and
Chs are, respectively, the thermal resistance and capacitance
of the heat sink, and Tamb is the ambient temperature.
Req , Rhs, and Chs are sampled from normal distributions

for each of the charging modules, with R̄eq = 1 mK/W,
R̄hs = 1.5 mK/W, and the time constant of heat sink
RC branch at τ̄hs = 120 s. The standard deviation of each
parameter is set at 5% of its mean value. Ambient temperature
Tamb is assumed constant at 20 °C.

By joining these simulations, we obtain heat sink tempera-
ture profiles for each of the charging modules of the station.
The final simulation samples 24-hour periods at a rate of 7.2 s,
recording the estimated power loss and heat sink temperature
corresponding to each of the nine charging modules. The
heat sink temperature profiles corresponding to the first three
modules are shown in Fig. 3.

The figure illustrates how the profiles within a block of
modules differ significantly from one another, as the simu-
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Fig. 3. Simulated heat sink temperature profiles of the three converter modules
corresponding to the first block of the charging station. Module 1 is active
more frequently than module 2, which is in turn more active than module 3.
This reflects directly on their simulated heat sink temperatures.
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Fig. 4. Predictions of the ensemble of models on the training data set corresponding to the charging module 1. The plot includes the average prediction of
heat sink temperature T̂hs,avg , its corresponding 99% CI constructed with a t-statistic, and the ground truth for heat sink temperature Ths.

lation prioritizes loading the first module(s). This leads to
higher losses for the first—and to a lesser extend, the second—
module and, in turn, higher heat sink temperatures. The figure
also shows how, in the described simulation, charging activity
is more prominent during daytime hours.

III. DATA-DRIVEN MODELLING OF THERMAL PROFILES

The generated data set is then used for the training of neural
network models, with the goal of estimating the heat sink
temperature profiles for a given module power loss profile,
during non-anomalous operation.

The chosen model architecture, obtained through exper-
imentation, is an ensemble of 10 neural networks, where
each one predicts the current heat sink temperature based
on a window of the last 125 power loss estimates (for a
single charging module), which in turn correspond to 15
minutes of operation. Each neural network is feedforward,
fully-connected, and contains two hidden layers of 128 and 64
units. The prediction for the i-th neural network can therefore
be obtained as:

x1,i = φ(W1,iploss + b1,i) (1)
x2,i = φ(W2,ix1,i + b2,i) (2)

T̂hs,i = W3,ix2,i + b3,i (3)

Where ploss is a vector of module power losses, xj,i is a
vector of activation values of the j-th layer, Wj,i is a matrix
of weights of the j-th layer, bj,i is a vector of biases of the
j-th layer, and T̂hs,i is the predicted heat sink temperature.
φ() is a nonlinear activation function, in this implementation,
the rectified linear unit (ReLU) function. Ensemble mean
predictions are then obtained by averaging T̂hs over i.

The use of an ensemble of neural networks, when compared
to a single neural network, improves prediction robustness.
Moreover, it allows for the computation of additional metrics,
such as prediction variance, which can in turn be used to
estimate confidence intervals.

Each model in the ensemble is trained sequentially, using
a mean squared error loss function, the backpropagation al-
gorithm and the Adam optimizer [21]. The training data set,

corresponding to a 24-hour simulation (for a total of about
100k data points), is randomly split into 80%-20% for training
and validation, respectively. Each model is then trained for
100 epochs in batches of 64 samples, keeping the model
corresponding to the iteration with the lowest validation loss.
The implementation of the models and their training is based
on the PyTorch library [22].

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Training results

To illustrate the performance of the trained model on the
training data set, Fig. 4 shows the heat sink temperature ground
truth Ths, the average prediction of the model ensemble
T̂hs,avg , and the area corresponding to a 99% confidence
interval (CI), for the first charging module (also shown in
Fig. 3). The confidence intervals are constructed for each
sample using the standard deviation of model predictions and
the t-statistic corresponding to the desired confidence level.

From Fig. 4, it is clear that the trained model consistently
predicts temperatures at values up to 3 °C lower than the
ground truth. Moreover, ground truth values consistently fall
outside of the confidence interval. This is, however, the ex-
pected behaviour of the model. The bias in the predictions can
be explained by the fact that each model in the ensemble is
trained to predict the average expected heat sink temperature;
since the thermal model parameters are stochastic, the heat
sink temperatures of some modules are expected to differ
from the average behaviour. Indeed, for this module, the
values of Req and Rhs are both higher than their distribution
mean. Regarding confidence intervals, when the individual
models obtain similar predictions for a given set of inputs,
the confidence interval will be accordingly small. Their use
is therefore not in quantifying the variability of temperatures
across different models, but rather in indicating the predic-
tion uncertainty. Input samples that differ significantly from
training data will cause larger differences in individual model
predictions, and therefore confidence intervals will be larger
for samples where predictions are less certain.



B. Anomaly metrics

In order to analyze whether the thermal behavior of a charg-
ing module can be classified as anomalous, several metrics
can be defined based on prediction errors. A basic metric is
the absolute error (AE) between the mean prediction of the
ensemble and the ground truth:

AE = |Ths − T̂hs,avg| (4)

Although other metrics, such as Mahalanobis distance, have
been successfully applied in anomaly detection methods [22],
absolute error metrics perform best in this problem. AE can
then be normalized using the sample standard deviation s of
the predictions to obtain a metric more resilient to prediction
uncertainty:

s =

√√√√ 1

N − 1

N∑
i=1

(T̂hs,i − T̂hs,avg)2 (5)

AEnorm =
|Ths − T̂hs,avg|

s
(6)

Where N is the number of model predictions for each
sample—in this case, 10. Absolute error metrics are processed
through moving average filters to improve their stability,
allowing for more reliable comparisons. Three different types
of moving average are considered: the simple moving average
(SMA), the cumulative moving average (CMA), and the expo-
nential moving average (EMA). These are defined as follows:

SMAk,n =
AEk +AEk−1 + · · ·+AEk−n+1

n
(7)

CMAk =
AEk +AEk−1 + · · ·+AE1

k
(8)

EMAk =

{
AE1, k = 1

α ·AEk + (1− α) · EMAk−1, k > 1
(9)

Where k is the current period of the sample, n is the number
of samples considered in the moving window of the simple
moving average, and α is the decay rate of the exponential
moving average. The absolute error AEk may be either raw
or normalized.

C. Anomaly detection results

In order to evaluate the performance of the method and
the defined metrics, we generate a testing data set containing
an anomalous charging module. To this end, the 24-hour
simulation defined in section II is repeated with new load
profiles. Thermal model parameters are kept at the same
values, with the sole exception of a 20% increase in the value
of Rhs for the second charging module of the second block
(i.e. the fifth module). A similar change could occur in a real
application due to several factors, such as degradation of the
thermal interface material of the heat sink, or a fault in the
cooling fan of the system. The proposed method is henceforth

evaluated on its ability to accurately identify this anomalous
behaviour.

The model ensemble is thus used to make predictions on
this data set, and the results corresponding to the fifth module
are shown in Fig. 5. The figure includes the model predictions
in its upper graph, while its bottom graph displays the obtained
values for the previously defined anomaly metrics. The three
displayed moving averages SMA, CMA, and EMA are all
calculated based on the normalized version of the absolute
prediction error. When comparing the prediction results ob-
tained in Fig. 4 and Fig. 5 it is not immediately clear whether
the second one may qualify as anomalous while the first one
may not, since temperatures remain consistently lower in Fig.
5 due to the lower utilization of their corresponding module.

Fig. 5 shows the noisiness of the absolute error values
AEnorm, which justifies employing moving averages for the
comparison of prediction errors. The three displayed types
of moving average have advantages and disadvantages with
respect to one another. CMA is stable but more influenced by
inactive periods, where the temperature is stable and the error
very low. SMA and EMA show similar results, but SMA
introduces more significant delays. For this reason, EMA is
selected as the metric for the final evaluation.

To this end, the same procedure is applied to the complete
training data set and to the complete testing data set. Values
for the EMA of AEnorm are recorded and plotted in the
histogram shown in Fig. 6. The figure clearly shows how the
distribution of processed errors is very similar for the training
and the healthy test data sets, which indicates that the model
has been adequately fit to the training data. More importantly,
the distribution of processed errors in the anomalous test data
is significantly different than that of the others, with consis-
tently greater values. Specifically, over 25% of anomalous data
samples are assigned a metric above 30.

We may therefore state the decision rule for the classifica-
tion of anomalous behavior as finding over 20% of AEnorm-
EMA values above 30 throughout a 24-hour period.

V. CONCLUSIONS

This article proposes a method for anomaly detection in a
population of power electronic converter devices, within the
context of a modular EV charging station. The method is based
on the following steps:

1) Obtain a data set corresponding to the healthy operation
of the devices under study, including estimates or mea-
surements of heat sink temperatures and power losses.

2) Use the data set to train one or several machine learning
models. In the presented case, the model takes the form
of an ensemble of feedforward, fully-connected neural
networks.

3) Deploy the model(s), obtaining real-time heat sink tem-
perature predictions and their associated error metrics.
These may take the form of absolute error and be filtered
using moving averages.

4) Compare the values of the error metric(s) between the
different devices, over a certain period of time. Devices
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Fig. 5. Prediction results corresponding to an anomalous charging module. The top graph shows the predicted heat sink temperature T̂hs,avg , its 99%
confidence interval, and the ground truth for heat sink temperature Ths. The bottom graph contains the corresponding anomaly metrics: normalized absolute
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processed with an exponential moving average filter with α = 4× 10−3. The
values shown correspond to three separate data sets: training data, testing data
excluding the anomalous module (healthy data) and testing data corresponding
to the anomalous module.

that consistently reach significantly greater values may
be concluded to present anomalous behaviour.

For the presented case study, the combination of an ab-
solute error metric an an exponential moving average filter
have resulted in more reliable anomaly detection than more
advanced metrics such as the Mahalanobis distance. Other
types of filters, such as the simple moving average, perform

very similarly to the exponential moving average, given that
their parameters are tuned appropriately.

The method has been shown to perform accurately and
reliably on simulation data, although further work is required
to verify its capabilities in a more realistic scenario.
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