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Abstract

Deviations from the approved design or processes during mass production can lead to unforeseen risks.
However, these changes are sometimes necessary due to changes in the product design characteristics
or an adaptation in the manufacturing process. A major challenge is to identify these risks early in the
workflow so that failures leading to warranty claims can be avoided. We developed Fountain as a
contextual assistant integrated in the deviation management workflow that helps in identifying the risks
based on the description of the existing design and process criteria and the proposed deviation. In the
manufacturing context, it is important that the assistant provides recommendations that are explainable
and consistent. We achieve this through a combination of the following two components 1) language
models finetuned for domain specific semantic similarity and, 2) knowledge representation in the form
of a property graph derived from the bill of materials, Failure Modes and Effect Analysis (FMEA) and
prior failures reported by customers. Here, we present the nuances of selecting and adapting pretrained
language models for an engineering domain, continuous model updates based on user interaction with
the contextual assistant and creating the causal chain for explainable recommendations based on the
knowledge representation. Additionally, we demonstrate that the model adaptation is feasible using
moderate computational infrastructure already available to most engineering teams in manufacturing
organizations and inference can be performed on standard CPU only instances for integration with
existing applications making these methods easily deployable.

Keywords: contextual assistant, knowledge representation, language models, semantic similarity,
explainable Al

1. Introduction

In the automotive domain, it is common practice to specify and approve all the product design and
production process characteristics before the start of mass manufacturing. Component suppliers
acquire approval from the Original Equipment Manufacturer for these specifications and are expected
to keep them unchanged during the mass production phase. However, there are scenarios when a
product design characteristic (e.g. the material used, dimension or tolerances) or a production process
(e.g. machines used, production sequence, or tooling) have to be changed after the mass production
has started. Scenarios like change in the supplier of a subcomponent, unavailability of a material or
need to add a manual production or inspection process are not uncommon making such changes
unavoidable. Any such change can lead to unforeseen risks related to product quality and lead to
warranty claims. These claims can sometimes be very expensive. Hence it is important to identify any
risks originating from such changes very early during the workflow. Processes for tracking and
documenting changes are common practice and are often implemented within quality control software
applications. However, the processes rely heavily on the ability of the individuals responsible for
requesting and approving these changes in the production plant to identify and mitigate the risks. This
is exacerbated by the need to quickly find solutions and implement the changes and the variance in
experience and knowhow across production plants spread all around the world. Hence, a solution that
considers these human factors (Godwin & Ebiefung, 1999) to retain a simple process without
compromising on the quality of risk assessment is required.
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This is a scenario where an intelligent contextual assistant (Dhiman, Wachter, Fellmann, & Rocker,
2022), integrated within the quality control process can assist the change requestor in identifying the
risks very early in the workflow. However, the development of such an assistance system faces two
major challenges — 1) having the domain knowledge that enables the identification of risks related to
design or process changes, and 2) ability to map the textual description of change to the correct risks
in the presence of domain specific terms.

Here, we demonstrate how we integrated such a contextual assistant within the quality control process
related to deviation management within our organization. As shown in Fig. 1, the deviation management
application is a web application deployed in the cloud that enables documentation, approval and
tracking of every manufacturing deviation.
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Fig. 1 The deviation management application for the quality control process

As shown in Fig 2, the deviation requestor is required to provide the information related to the impacted
part or assembly, a textual description of the current design or process and a textual description of the
requested deviation.

Requested Period Start date * Requested Period End date *
Plant / Factory * v Part Designation * (Assembly) ~ 144un-2023 B 28-Jun-2023 =]
Description of current definition * Description of deviation * Results of risks evaluation and

tests performed

Fig. 2 The data to be provided for the deviation request

The goal of the contextual assistant is to help the deviation requestor in identification of the risks and
checking whether the risk evaluation sufficiently covers all the risks. As shown in Fig. 3, the contextual
assistance is required to use all this information and provide help with risk identification.

Description of current Description of deviation * Results of risks evaluation and
definition * tests performed *
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Fig. 3 The contextual assistance for risk identification provided by fountain



2. Methods

To achieve the goals of the contextual assistant, two main components are required.

1. A representation of the domain knowledge (Van Harmelen, Lifschitz, Porter, & eds, 2008)
capturing causal relations between product and process characteristics and the failures that
could emanate from changes in these characteristics

2. Alanguage model (Bengio, Ducharme, & Vincent, 2000) finetuned for the domain and the task
of determining and ranking the sematic similarity between the text related to deviations entered
by the user and the product and process characteristics.

Apart from these, a simple preprocessing component has been utilized to account for domain specific
use of certain terms and abbreviations that cannot be easily captured by the language model due to
lack of model finetuning samples and lack of variance within the available samples. A simple example
in the domain presented here is the term ‘cat’. The term ‘cat’ in our domain is used to refer to a catalyst
and not to an animal as would be identified by any pretrained language model. Such terms have been
identified by collecting frequently used terms referring to part names and mapping them to the names
as represented in the engineering Bill of Materials (BOM) for the product. For this example, a deviation
text containing ‘cat’ would be assigned to a part representing a ‘catalyst’.

2.1 The domain knowledge representation

It is difficult to separate the task of domain knowledge representation from its intended usage. For the
purpose of developing Fountain, we avoided attempting to develop a general-purpose knowledge
representation for the products covering the entire design, manufacturing, sourcing and assembly of all
subcomponents and their variants. Instead, we decided to reuse the high-quality sources of information
that are available for almost all products and subcomponents and that can be incrementally added. Our
goal has been to design a method that can easily scale across different types of products across the
automotive domain and possibly generalize it to other domains like aerospace and medical devices.
Since our goal is to identify potential failures arising from changes in product design, we focus on
creating our knowledge representation from standard information sources that can enable this.

Failure Modes and Effect Analysis (FMEA) is a very good source of information linking parts, processes,
failures, causes, and detection and prevention mechanisms (Teng & Ho, 1996) and has been applied
in many industries (Wu, Liu, & Nie, 2021). In the automotive industry, it is common practice to perform
an FMEA for every new product or change to existing products or processes. In our context, we had
access to two different types of FMEAs that are extensively used within our organization — Design
FMEAs and Process FMEAs. We extracted and preprocessed 1193 Desigh FMEAs and 565 Process
FMEAs. The preprocessing eliminated duplicates involving the same part/process — failure — cause
chains.

The BOM provides us a hierarchical representation of all the subcomponents that together create a final
product. It is common practice across industries to maintain the BOM in a Product Lifecycle
Management (PLM) system. The BOM hierarchies extracted from the PLM system serve as a
representation of all parts and their relationships in the final product variants and is an important
component of our knowledge representation.

The D-FMEA provides the relationship between product design characteristics and failures that could
emanate from the design criteria not being fulfilled. As shown in fig.4, each part in the product can be
linked to one or more failure modes that can have one or more causes and effects respectively. As
mentioned previously, the goal of our representation is to enable failure identification based on the
textual description of the existing definition and the deviation and to provide explainability for all the
recommendations using the causal chains in the representations.
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Fig. 4 The D-FMEA concepts and their relationships

The representation has been instantiated as a labelled property graph (Robinson, Webber, & Eifrem,
2015) (Angles, 2018). A labelled property graph consists of nodes (having properties in the form of key-
value pairs) and relationships. The relationships are labelled and directed and can have properties.
There are several commercial and open-source frameworks that enable creation of property graphs.
We have used the open-source framework redisgraph (Pieter, et al., 2019). It provides a simple
containerized deployment and suits our cloud deployment scenario without relying on a proprietary
managed service. Cypher (Francis, et al., 2018) has been used for graph querying and the query
parameters can be dynamically generated depending on the contextual assistance scenario. Fig. 5
shows a sample subset of the property graph for one part (represented by the black circle) in the BOM.

Fig. 5 A subset of the graph showing the links between a single part (black dot), the failure
modes (blue circles) and other concepts



In order to achieve the required contextual assistance, it is required to dynamically link the FMEA
representation instances to the Deviation and Warranty Claim instances as shown in fig.6. Our two
layered approach of knowledge representation with a layer of Concepts and the second layer of
instantiation helps us achieve an overall representation that is popularly referred to as a knowledge
graph (Barrasa, Hodler, & Webber, 2021) (Noy, et al., 2019) (Ji, Pan, Cambria, Marttinen, & Philip,
2021). Dynamically adding and linking instances from other domains related to product quality like
Lessons Learnt and 8D Methodology can follow the same method and have been explained later in the
section related to possible extensions.

To dynamically create the links between the concepts related to Deviation and Warranty Claims to the
FMEA concepts as shown by the dotted lines in fig.6, it is required to determine the semantic similarity
between the textual inputs related to deviation and warranty claims and the FMEA Causes, Effect and
Detection Mechanisms. This is achieved using a domain adapted language model as explained in
section 2.2.
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Fig. 6 Dynamic addition and linking of nodes related to Deviation and Warranty Claims as
shown by the dotted lines

2.2 The domain adapted language model

The advent of deep learning (LeCun, Bengio, & Hinton, 2015) in general, and the attention mechanism
(Bahdanau, Cho, & Bengio, 2015) and the transformer architecture (Vaswani, et al., 2017) in particular,
has led to tremendous advancements in natural language processing. BERT (Devlin, Chang, Lee, &
Toutanova, 2018), RoBERTa (Liu, et al., 2019), XLNet (Yang, et al., 2019) and MPNet (Kaitao, Tan,
Qin, Lu, & Liu, 2020) demonstrated that unsupervised pretraining followed by supervised fine tuning
can enable large language models to achieve significant performance improvements on several
benchmarks like STS-B (Daniel, Diab, Agirre, Lopez-Gazpio, & Specia, 2017), MNLI (Williams, Nangia,
& Bowman, 2018) and MRPC (Dolan & Brockett, 2005). This has been followed by both creation of
smaller models like DistiiBERT (Sanh, Debut, Chaumond, & Wolf, 2019) and MiniLM (Wang, et al.,
2020) achieving similar performance using distillation and much larger models with billions of
parameters like GPT3 (Brown, et al., 2020), Gopher (Rae, et al., 2021) and BLOOM (Scao, et al., 2022)
to achieve superior performance across a range of tasks.

The objective of dynamically linking deviation and warranty claim text to the FMEA text as mentioned
in section 2.1 is an example of a semantic textual similarity task. The following two sentences that are



very closely related in this context but sharing no common keywords demonstrate why semantics is so
critical for this task:
i) Presence of sharp areas lead to injury and
if) Cone not safe to handle.

These provide a good example to demonstrate why a method based on BM25 (Robertson & Zaragoza,
2009) that is used in several information retrieval solutions would provide inadequate results in such a
scenario. Language models like RoBERTa or MPNet provide the feasibility to effectively handle such
semantic similarity tasks. However, the biggest challenge in both scenarios is the need to
simultaneously feed both sentences to the model in order to obtain the similarity score. This is
computationally very expensive for an information retrieval task. There have been several attempts to
generate sentence or paragraph level embeddings (Kiros, et al., 2015) (Conneau, Kiela, Schwenk,
Barrault, & Bordes, 2017) (Cer, et al., 2018) (Reimers & Gurevych, 2019) with increasingly improved
performance on the Semantic Textual Similarity (STS) tasks. This enables generation and storage of
embeddings for a large corpus and calculating semantic similarity against a query for any information
retrieval task. The approach from (Reimers & Gurevych, 2019) based on the modification of pretrained
BERT and RoOBERTa models using a Siamese network with a pooling layer on top significantly reduces
the computational needs for training such a model. We evaluated the feasibility of using such a model
with domain adaptation for the needs of our contextual assistance. Despite the current trend towards
extremely large models requiring special GPU clusters, one of our goals has been to evaluate methods
that require low computational costs during inference (execution on CPU only compute nodes in our
Kubernetes clusters) and only moderate training costs (e.g. single GPU workstations). The low
computational costs during inference enables us to create a highly responsive assistance feature as
user is not expected to wait for the recommendations to show up. Another important motivation for our
approach is to provide all engineering design and quality conformance teams the feasibility to train and
test the models on standard compute infrastructure already available to them once we provide the base
software modules, opening the possibility for many further applications without the need for GPU
clusters to be allocated. We expect that this would make adapting the methods proposed by us
significantly easier within manufacturing organizations of all sizes. Once the benefit of the assistance
feature is proven, use of larger models and GPU clusters for better performance becomes a simpler
task with just the need for scaling computational power with sufficient justification for the costs.

One of the important steps before performing any domain adaptation is to evaluate whether the
pretrained models can already provide sufficient performance as required for the domain. A small set
of common failure modes in our domain (and in general in a product manufacturing domain) can be
used to demonstrate the feasibility of using these models in a semantic similarity task. To demonstrate
this, we present here the results using two groups of sentences as shown in Table 1. The sentences
have been chosen to be generic and easily understandable and can be replicated across multiple
products. Some sentences have been intentionally added that do not describe a failure in order to
understand the limitations of the models for our application where users often describe why a change
would not lead to a failure. This check has been used as an indicator of model suitability and not as a
validation method. For validations a larger labelled dataset was later used.

Sentence Group 1 Sentence Group 2
S11 Durability requirements not fulfilled S2_1 | Assembly fails
S12 Traceability requirements not fulfilled | S2 2 | Assembly fails before defined life
S1.3 Temperature  requirements  not | S2_3 | Welding joint cracked
fulfilled
S1 4 Acoustic requirements not fulfilled S2 4 | Radiant noise due to vibration
S15 Mounting requirements not fulfilled S2_5 | Thermal constraints on surrounding parts
S16 Leakage requirements not fulfilled S2 6 | Rust appears after a period of time
S1.7 Connection requirements not fulfiled | S2_7 | Diameter of cone is too small and requires
rework
S1 8 Visual requirements not fulfilled S2 8 | Thermal load is within limits
S19 Weight requirements not fulfilled S2 9 | Reduced flow noticed
S1 10 | Flow requirements not fulfilled S2 10 | No impact on flow due to substitute part

Table 1 Sentence groups used to evaluate embedding quality on semantic similarity task



To quickly observe the performance of models on a domain specific semantic similarity task, the
following checks as mentioned in Table 2 can be used

Sentence pairs with expected high similarity Sentence pairs with expected low similarity

{S1 1,S2 2},{S1 1, S2 6} {S1 _3,S2 8}

{S1_3,S2 5} {S1 1,S2 8}

{S1 4,S2 4} {S1 10, S2_10}

{S1_10, S2_9} {S1.8, S2_2}, {S1_8, S2 4}, {S1_8, S2_5},
{S1 8,S2 9}

Table 2 Quick qualitative check for the model performance on domain specific semantic similarity task

Using such a minimalistic check as the first step provides a quick qualitative measure of the usability of
the models for a domain specific semantic similarity task as in the case of linking deviations to failure
causes and the failure modes. If these checks do not provide the expected results, it is unlikely that a
larger validation data set would demonstrate the suitability of the models.

Embeddings were generated and semantic similarity using cosine similarity was calculated for the
sentence pairs. We used pretrained models that are based on ROBERTa, DistiBERT and MPNET that
have been finetuned on close on 1 billion sentence pairs on multiple datasets as mentioned in the
respective model cards at the Hugging Face model hub (mentioned in appendix 1) according to the
same architecture as mentioned in (Reimers & Gurevych, 2019). The results are shown in fig 7.
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Fig. 7 Cosine similarity for the sentence pairs in the sentence groups in Table 1

As can be seen, for all models, the highest cosine similarity is for the sentence pair {S1_3, S2_8}
contrary to the expectation that the semantic similarity should be very low for this pair as mentioned in
Table 2. This is also the case for multiple other sentence pairs like {S1_10, S2_10} where the actual
semantic similarity is expected to be very low. This poses a major constraint for the usage of the models
in our domain. Another observation is that the scores are too close to each other making it difficult for
using thresholds to separate applicable and not applicable pairs. For example, separating {S1_4, S2_4}
and {S1_4, S2_5} using the similarity scores would not be possible even though sentence pair {S1_4,
S2_5} is not relevant. This makes the need for domain adaptation obvious.

As the first step in domain adaptation, we continued pretraining of the base model on domain data. The
benefits of these, specially in a low resource setting, has been shown in (Gururangan, et al., 2020) (Zhu,
et al., 2021). RoBERTa-large has been chosen as the base model and the continued pretraining was
performed only for the masked language modelling task. This was followed by fine-tuning on the
concatenated SNLI (Bowman , Angeli, Potts, & Manning, 2015) and MultiNLI (Williams, Nangia, &
Bowman, 2018) datasets and evaluation on the STS tasks as proposed by (Reimers & Gurevych, 2019).



This was followed by finetuning using domain specific labelled dataset. To overcome the limitation of
the models previously evaluated in handling negation as demonstrated above in the examples with
sentence pairs {S1_3, S2_8} and {S1_10, S2_10}, a small set of sentences with negation were added
to the finetuning dataset. The results for semantic similarity score calculations using the model at
different stages for the sentence groups in Table 1 can be seen in fig 8. Fig 8(a) represents the
performance of the model based on RoBERTa-large as in fig 7. Fig 8(b) shows the results with domain
pretraining followed by only finetuning using SNLI and MultiNLI datasets. Fig 8(c) shows the results
when additional finetuning using domain specific data is performed.
With domain data pretraining and
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but finetuning on semantic similarity public datasets ngnetuning on concatenated SNLI and MultiNLI datasets followed by finetuning on domain data

-08

0.093 0.28 0.28 0.17 0.29 016 018

041 04 026 022 034 026 042 026 025 0.26

PR 0.14 0.35 0.15 048 C

-07 -07 -07

0.11 0.091 013 015 013 .34 0.37 0.13 0.25 0.095 0.41

2 011 0.1 J0iSH0.051 0.1 JOISE 0.17 0.097 - 0.6

0.45 0.098 0.33 0.2 .3 9 26 03 0.094 0.17 0 &
- 0.5 - 0.5 - 0.5

0.39 0.096 0.13

SRR 012 0.11 0.25 BOISH 0.13 0.0340.093 0.11 0.0 - 0.6
0.14 0.046 0.24 0.2

B 0.19 0.12 -0.01 0.011 0.11 0.0270.069 0.15 23 0.26 0.01205H 0.23 0.38 0.11 0.079 0.18 0.094)
0.4 04

0.26 048 0.12 028 026 033 C

03 0.3

0.17 31 024 0.15 0.14 0.053 01 0.31 0.

02 X 0. 0.24 .3 (PR 0.2 0.244 0.042 0,29 0. 3 0.2

6 013 011 027 017 039 019 0.2

01 01

)
- 0.15 0.017 0.1 016 -0.02 0.2 056 05 0.14 0.043 0.31 0.21 0.120
@

0.0 - 0.0 - 0.0

e
e

' po— ]
N L e 0 A
A i S S S .Y

(c}

Fig 8 (a) Model based on RoBERTa-large available on Hugging Face model hub trained using the
methods in (Reimers & Gurevych, 2019) on approximately 1 billion sentence pairs, (b) Model based on
RoBERTa-large with continued pretraining using domain data followed by finetuning on SNLI and
MultiNLI, (c) The model mentioned in (b) with additional finetuning on domain data including negation

The results in fig 8 demonstrate the advantages of continued pretraining of the base model followed by
finetuning on the domain dataset after the model has been finetuned on the publicly available dataset.
The high difference in the cosine similarity scores between similar and dissimilar concepts make it
feasible to use thresholds for separation of relevant sentence pairs. The model is also effectively able
to deal with negation. To emphasize the need for handling negation and demonstrate the ability of the
final model to do this, another small set of sentence groups is presented in Table 2. These sentence
pairs provide an additional quick qualitative measure of the usability of the models in the presence of
negation.

Sentence Group 1 Sentence Group 2

S31 Durability requirements not fulfilled S4 1 | Assembly fails before defined life

S3 2 Durability requirements satisfied S4 2 | Welding joint cracked

S3 3 Acoustic requirements not fulfilled S4 3 | Radiant noise due to vibration

S3 4 Acoustic requirements are met S4 4 | Thermal constraints on surrounding parts
S3 5 Leakage requirements not fulfilled S4 5 | Sufficient sealing available

S3 6 No leakage problems observed S4 6 | Rust appears after a period of time

S3 7 Flow requirements not fulfilled S4 7 | Reduced flow noticed

S3 8 Flow is as expected in design S4 8 | No impact on flow due to substitute part

Table 3 Sentence groups to highlight the significance of the ability to handle negation

Fig 9 shows the efficacy of the model in dealing with similarity and negation together. The low cosine
similarity score for pairs {S3_2, S4 1},{S3_4,S4_3}and {S3_8, S4 7} demonstrate the ability to handle
negation. The important result to notice is that the high semantic similarities are still retained in the



presence of negation as the cosine similarity scores are high for the pairs {S3_6, S4_5}, {S3_8, S4_5}
and {S3_8, S4_8}.
With domain data pretraining and

finetuning on SNLI and MultiNLI dataset
followed by finetuning on domain data

Without domain data pretraining With domain data pretraining and
but finetuning on semantic similarity public datasets . LFnetuning on concatenated SNLI and MultiNLI datasets

68N 0.14 035 015 0.089 048 031 0.082

022 034 032

-, - 26 0.093
E 028 026 0.093
QA

-0.8 - 0.8 -08

014 034 015

0.6 0.6
0.072 3 76 JEEN 0.094

0.4

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.2

0.0 - 0.0 0.0

Fig 9 (a) Model based on RoBERTa-large available on Hugging Face model hub trained using the
methods in (Reimers & Gurevych, 2019) on approximately 1 billion sentence pairs, (b) Model based on
RoBERTa-large with continued pretraining using domain data followed by finetuning on SNLI and
MultiNLI, (c) The model mentioned in (b) with additional finetuning on domain data including negation

2.3 Assistance by combining the domain representation and the language model

As mentioned in section 1, the goal of the assistance feature is to enable the users in identifying the
possible failures when they initiate the workflow for a manufacturing deviation. The language model is
used to identify the failure causes that are available in the domain representation based on the semantic
textual similarity to the user’s deviation text. This is then used to create links between the deviation and
the Failure Modes for the relevant parts as shown in fig 6. Additionally, this is used to identify the past
warranty claims that could have a relationship to the failures and causes identified for the particular
deviation. The user has the possibility to select the failures and the warranty claims that she/he
considers relevant for the particular deviation as shown in fig 10. The user feedback is used as further
data for model finetuning and performance evaluation in the live system.

Description of current Description of deviation * Results of risks evaluation and
definition ests parformed *
¥ Can | help you in identifying risks?
Internal Diameter of the half-shells is Outlet cone half-shells after welding
155 +- 0.5 mm External diameter of are too close. Rework being done.
the canning is 154.2 + 0.5 mm. Possible Failures and Causes ~
e IUndesirabIe noise Cause]
= = e Mountability/assembly requirements
"""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" i not fulfilled Cause
Upload Image Upload Image e e Assembly requirements according to
. . - . - : specification not fulfilled Cause
drag and drop here drag and drap here

e IWeIding is leaking

b ‘ - R e ‘ !‘ !’ IWeIdingconne(tion[ears

e e I Mounting requirements not fulfilled

* Maximum upload size is 30MB. . .
Previous Warranty Claims

Fig 10 The assistance feature provided by Fountain integrated within the deviation management
application.



The users have the possibility to look at the details of the causes which could possibly lead to the
respective failures as a consequence of this deviation as shown in fig 11. This provides explainability
for the recommendations and helps the user in analyzing whether the failure can occur or not.

¥ Can| help you in identifying risks?

Possible Failures and Causes ~

I Undesirable noise ]

[ = Improper welding of half shells |

€ Back
vk '@

Fig 11 Causes for the shown failures can be seen to help with the analysis

The like (thumbs up) and dislike (thumbs down) features were developed to perform anonymized user
tests for the deployed application. Based on requests by the users during trials, this was additionally
extended by adding the considered failure risks to the risk evaluation text with the users having the
option to mention why this risk has already been considered and is not relevant and hence deviation
approval can be obtained as shown in fig 12.

Results of risks evaluation and tests performed *
¥ Can| help you in identifying risks?

W Failure: Mountability/assembly requirements not fulfilled Passible Failures and Causes - |
This is being done only for a small set of test parts
ha)] [undesirable noise

9] [Mountability/assembly requirements not ‘

Upload Image

drag and drop hef

ha) IWQ\dIr\g is leaking

|
| | Welding connection rears ]
|

81 [Mounting requirements not fulfled

Fig 12 The Failure text added to the risk evaluation when user selects it from the recommendation.
The user can add the justification text below it for further approval process.

3. User study results

One of the major challenges is to validate the quality of recommendations for such an assistance system
when it is integrated into another application. Unlike an ecommerce application, the number of users is
small and a random selection of a small user subset who can preview and validate such an application
is not feasible. Not every user has the same level of domain knowledge and expertise to validate the
quality of recommendations. Another constraint in the low number of deviations that are created. The
assistance system has to undergo detailed validation using a small user base and a small set of sample
deviations before it can be rolled out to all the users across multiple regions and production plants.
Hence, we performed tests in two stages — 1) with a set of three voluntary expert users who provided
detailed results regarding the recommendations for multiple deviations and 2) anonymized tests where
the results were calculated just based on like and dislike buttons with another set of expert users.

It is important to understand that not every recommendation for each deviation must be always fully
applicable. This is very difficult, if at all possible, to achieve for a complex domain. Hence, we asked
the expert users to rate each recommendation item as applicable or not applicable and obtained the
following summary statistics — 1) number of deviations evaluated, 2) number of recommendations where



all recommendation items were considered applicable, 3) number of recommendations where some
recommendation items were considered applicable and some not applicable, and 4) number of
recommendations where no recommendation items were considered useful. The result is shown in
Table 4.

User Deviations All recommendations | Both useful and non- No useful
evaluated useful useful recommendations | recommendations

1 59 29 22 8

2 11 4 3 4

3 7 0 4 3

Table 4 Result of recommendation evaluation by selected expert users

The results in table 4 demonstrate that for a majority of deviations created, at least some of the
recommendations from the assistance system are found useful and applicable by the users. Additionally,
there are deviations where all recommendations from the assistance system are found useful by the
end users. This is very positive for the high specificity of the system which is important for such an
application and demonstrates the effectiveness of language model adaptation.

Additionally, the next stage of anonymized tests demonstrated that 34 recommendations were
considered useful and 20 not useful. This is slightly inferior to the above results, but further evaluation
of the data showed that some recommendations marked not useful contradict each other. Since the
data has been anonymized in a way that they cannot be traced back to users, it is not feasible to
evaluate whether the same user provided this feedback while experimenting with the system. We have
considered this as a limitation of this anonymization approach of feedback collection and would attempt
to implement a different approach without compromising user privacy in the next user study and in the
productive live system.

4. Extensions and future work

The results demonstrate the effectiveness of using an intelligent assistant for such an application and
acceptance of end users for such a system. In near future we intend to extend this method to problem
solving methods like like Eight Disciplines of Problem Solving (8D) and continuous improvement
methods like Kaizen and Lessons Learnt and Best Practices. This would involve adapting the
knowledge representation for additionally linking data from these applications and reuse of the domain
adapted language model. Additionally, we want to enable multiple teams to train and evaluate their own
domain specific language models for other engineering and manufacturing applications and benefit from
our approach.
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Appendix
1. Application Architecture

The goal of Fountain has been to be easily extensible to multiple manufacturing domains and
applications. Hence it has been designed as a set of microservices deployable in a Kubernetes cluster
as shown in fig 13. This provides the ability to test different knowledge representations and language
models in parallel and quickly and reliably deploy different combinations in our cloud infrastructure. This
provides a good option for experimentation as well as easy scaling when the load on the productive
application increases.
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Fig 13 Application architectures composed of microservices
2. Pretrained models evaluated

The following models available on the Hugging Face model hub have been used to evaluate the
suitability of already available pretrained models for the domain specific semantic similarity task as
shown in fig 7:

1. all-distilroberta-vl
e Base model: distilroberta-base — distilled version of the RoBERTa-base model

e Model card: https://huggingface.co/sentence-transformers/all-distilroberta-v1
2. all-roberta-large-v1

e Base model: roberta-large

e Model card: https://huggingface.co/sentence-transformers/all-roberta-large-v1
3. all-mpnet-base-v2

e Base model: mpnet
e Model card: https://huggingface.co/sentence-transformers/all-mpnet-base-v2

As per the model cards, the models have been trained on 1,124,818,467 sentence pairs.



