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Abstract 

With the development of technology, the chemical production process is becoming increasingly 

complex and large-scale, making fault diagnosis particularly important. However, current 

diagnostic methods struggle to address the complexities of large-scale production processes. In 

this paper, we integrate the strengths of deep learning and machine learning technologies, 

combining the advantages of bidirectional long and short-term memory neural networks, fully 

connected neural networks, and the extra trees algorithm to propose a novel fault diagnostic 

model named three-layer deep learning network random trees (TDLN-trees). First, the deep 

learning component extracts temporal features from industrial data, combining and 

transforming them into a higher-level data representation. Second, the machine learning 

component processes and classifies the features extracted in the first step. An experimental 

analysis based on the Tennessee Eastman process verifies the superiority of the proposed 

method. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

In the rapidly developing chemical production field, the emergence of intelligent control 

systems presents new opportunities and challenges[1]. The control system can intelligently 

schedule and utilize resources to maximize production efficiency. However, the complex 

processes and harsh operating conditions in chemical production expose control systems to 

risks like toxic corrosion and safety management challenges[2]. Interdependence of system 

components means that failure of any component can cause cascading failures, leading to 

serious property damage[3]. This risk is compounded by the production process's instability. 

These issues underline the urgent need for intelligent and effective fault detection and diagnosis 

(FDD) methods in the chemical industry to make the production process more flexible and 

controllable[4,5]. 

The development and refinement of FDD methods have long been a key research focus. 

Traditional FDD methods include nonlinear observer-based method, filter-based method, 

differential geometry method, and so on. The nonlinear observer-based method converts the 

nonlinear fault diagnostic problem into a linear fault diagnostic problem for special nonlinear 

systems[6]; the filter-based method generates residuals at the equilibrium point of the system for 

local linearization for nonlinear discrete systems[7]; the differential geometry method 

decomposes the system in state transformations, and designs observers for the decomposed 

subsystems to realize the detection and separation of faults[8]. However, with the advent of the 

big data era, the complex and huge amount of data makes it difficult for these methods to 

maintain accuracy and timeliness in FDD[9]. 

The above shifts have promoted the adoption of FDD methods based on data-driven 

approaches, which are no longer based on traditional physical models or theoretical knowledge 

for troubleshooting, but rather on understanding the system behaviour by analyzing large 

amounts of data[10]. Data-driven FDD methods include statistical-based methods, machine 

learning-based methods, and deep learning-based methods. Statistical-based methods such as 

principal component analysis (PCA) and partial least squares (PLS). Both PCA and PLS belong 



to the data dimensionality reduction techniques. PCA simplifies data structure by transforming 

it into linearly uncorrelated variables through orthogonal transformation[11]. PLS builds linear 

regression models between multiple predictor and response variables to elucidate industrial 

processes[12]. However, neither can be applied to nonlinear systems. To address this issue, 

kernel principal component analysis (KPCA) was developed. KPCA is the nonlinear extension 

of PCA, which maps the original features to a high-dimensional space via the kernel function 

to make the nonlinear structure linearly separable, and then performs PCA in the 

space[13].KPCA can address the nonlinear challenges in complex industrial processes. However, 

selecting the suitable KPCA kernel and adjusting its parameters relies on prior experience.  

Machine learning-based FDD methods such as the support vector machine (SVM) and 

random forest algorithm (RF), etc[14]. SVM is suitable for nonlinear, high-dimensional systems, 

constructing hyperplanes to separate variable state classes in a multidimensional space for fault 

diagnosis[15,16]. However, SVM is a binary classification algorithm, requiring an extension 

strategy for multiclassification problems, which causes an additional computational load. RF is 

an integrated learning algorithm, which realizes fault diagnosis by constructing a decision tree 

with multiple subsets of different features[17].RF performs well on multiclassification problems 

but is not an optimal choice for high-dimensional data or structured data. The Extra Trees 

algorithm (ET) improves upon RF by introducing greater randomness. Arya M et al. utilized 

ET to select the best subset of features, which were fed into a deep learning network for early-

stage diabetes prediction with an accuracy of over 97%[18]. S. Yousefi et al. applied ET to 

machine part fault diagnosis, optimizing ET parameters with the Bayesian optimization method, 

reaching up to 99% accuracy[19]. Overall, ET demonstrates robustness with complex data for 

high-precision fault diagnosis, but its parameters need to be optimized to obtain optimal 

performance. 

As industrial processes become more automated and complex. Deep learning-based FDD 

methods are becoming the cutting edge of the field[20]. Deep learning-based FDD methods 

include autoencoder (AE), convolutional neural network (CNN), and long-short-term memory 

network (LSTM), etc. AE can learn the compressed representation of input data and reconstruct 

input data, then determine the occurrence of faults by monitoring the reconstruction errors of 

fault data[21]. However, the feature extraction and recognition ability of AE are weaker than 



those of some supervised learning algorithms. CNN performs well in the domains with spatial 

correlation such as image recognition and video analytics, it identifies the fault patterns by 

learning the spatial hierarchies in the data to realize fault diagnosis[22]. However, CNN is not 

good at processing time series data. LSTM, ideal for data with temporal correlations, learns 

long and short-term dependencies through a gating mechanism to capture anomalous patterns 

over time[23]. Zhang S et al. innovatively combined LSTM with a trapezoidal auto-encoder for 

application to continuous stirred-tank heaters and the Tennessee Eastman Benchmark Process, 

achieving over 95% fault diagnosis rate[24]. Because the number of hidden layer nodes in LSTM 

has impacts on the accuracy of fault diagnosis and the number of iterations to find the optimal 

solution, Han Y et al. determined the optimal number of LSTM hidden layer nodes for various 

faults by comparing training errors, resulting in enhanced fault diagnosis accuracy[25]. 

To address the above background, we integrate the strengths of deep learning techniques 

and machine learning techniques, combine the advantages of bidirectional long and short-term 

memory neural network (BLSTM), LSTM, fully connected neural network (FCNN), and ET, 

and propose a new fault diagnosis model named three-layer deep learning network random trees 

(TDLN-trees). TDLN-trees starts with the sliding window method to extract offline samples of 

industrial process variables, which ensures the temporal integrity and relevance of the data. 

Next, the fault data are normalized with normal operating state data, and the fault labels are 

one-hot encoded. In the subsequent training process, TDLN-trees uses the multiple LSTM and 

FCNN structures in its deep learning component to capture and fit complex features from the 

time series data, then ET in the machine learning component to realize fault classification. 

Therefore, in the process of online fault diagnosis, TDLN-trees can use the efficient feature 

extraction capability of deep learning and the excellent classification capability of machine 

learning to analyze the online process variables of chemical production and realize fault 

diagnosis. 

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: section 2 reviews the basic theory of BLSTM, 

LSTM, and ET. Section 3 introduces the data extraction and preprocessing operations required 

for fault diagnosis by TDLN-trees. Section 4 presents the structural components of TDLN-trees 

and the fault diagnosis steps. An experimental analysis based on the Tennessee Eastman process 



is conducted in Section 5 to validate the effectiveness of TDLN-trees. Finally, Section 6 

provides conclusions. 

 

2 PRELIMINARIES 

TDLN-trees combine the advantages of algorithms such as LSTM, BLSTM, and ET, and the 

following is a brief description of these methods: 

2.1 LSTM 

LSTM is a modified Recurrent Neural Network (RNN) model, as shown in Figure 1(A and B) 

demonstrates the network structure of RNN and LSTM. LSTM achieves the adaptive memory 

of important information and accurate forgetting of redundant information by adding three 

gating structures, namely, the forget gate f , the input gate i , and the output gateo . Moreover, 

LSTM overcomes the problems of gradient explosion and vanishing that RNNs face when 

processing complex time series data[26,27]. 

FIGURE 1 The structure of RNN and LSTM. 

The forget gate f determines which information from the previous time step is discarded at 

time t. The value of the forget gate f is denoted as tf  (Equation (1)). The input gate i and its 

accompanying candidate cell state gate C determine which information will be added to the 

memory cell at time t, denoting the values of the input gate i and the candidate cell state gate C

as ti and Ct  (Equations (2) and (3)), respectively. The updated value tC of the memory cell at 

time t is based on the forget gate, the input gate, and the candidate state gate (Equation (4)). 

The output gateo determines which information is output by this memory cell at time t, the 



value of the output gate o is denoted as to  (Equation (5)), and the output of the memory cell is 

denoted as th  (Equation (6)). At the initial time (t = 0), ti , tC , and to are typically set to a value 

close to 0, while tf is usually initialized to a value close to 1. The state values of each gate at 

time t are as follows: 

 ( [ , ] )1f W x h bt t tf f    (1) 

 ( [ , ] )1i W x h bt ti it    (2) 

  tanh( [ , ] )1C W x h bt tC t C    (3) 

 C 1C f i Ctt t tt     (4) 

 ( [ , ] )1o W x h bo ot t t    (5) 

 tanh( )h o Ct t t   (6) 

As time goes on, the feature information of the data passes sequentially through the 

memory cells and is added to or deleted from the memory cells through gate structures, enabling 

LSTM to process time-series data effectively. 

2.2 BLSTM 

BLSTM, developed from LSTM, introduces the concepts of forward and reverse temporal 

directions, allowing the network to consider both past and future information of the input data 

sequence. BLSTM captures the before-and-after temporal relationships more 

comprehensively[28]. Its structure is shown in Figure 2. 



FIGURE 2 The structure of BLSTM. (Conca is the abbreviation for concatenate.) 

The forward LSTM unit captures past information of the input data sequence, and the 

reverse LSTM unit focuses on future information. The BLSTM combines the hidden layer state

th


of the forward LSTM unit and the hidden layer state th


of the reverse LSTM unit at the time 

t to have the output tH , which are represented as follows: 

 ( ,  , )1 1h LSTM x h Ct t t t  
  

 (7) 

 ( ,  ,  )1 1h LSTM x h Ct t t t  
  

 (8) 

 [ ,  ]H h ht tt 
 

 (9) 

2.3 ET 

ET, an integrated learning method, constructs unpruned decision trees in a top-down way, 

similar to RF, but introduces more randomness and diversity[29]. 



FIGURE 3 The structure of ET. 

As shown in Figure 3, ET analyzes the complete raw data when constructing a decision 

tree. First, a subset of features is randomly selected to train a single decision tree. Second, the 

feature subset is randomly divided by N feature attributes, and the Gini index for the N divisions 

is calculated. Finally, the division with the smallest Gini index is chosen for node 

classification[30]. The Gini index of the sample set D is denoted as (D)Gini , and the Gini index 

of the subset of D as (D )vsubGini . These are expressed as follows: 

 | |( ) ( )
| |1

vV D vGini D Gini DsubDv
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The Gini index quantifies the influence of features on the results, and the smaller the Gini 

index, the more likely the samples in the node belong to the same class. Therefore, ET selects 

the division points by calculating the Gini index, which improves the fault diagnosis 

performance of the model by selecting the divisions favourable to the current node while 

maintaining the randomness of the tree. 

 

 



3 PREPARATION FOR TDLN-TREES FAULT DIAGNOSIS 

TDLN-trees for fault diagnosis tasks require extracting the corresponding timing features of 

chemical production data and performing preprocessing operations such as normalization and 

one-hot encoding. The specific details are as follows: 

3.1 Data extraction based on sliding-windows method 

In this paper, we use the sliding window method to capture features with temporal correlation. 

The core concept of the sliding window method involves sliding a window of widthw and step 

size s across the sample set until its end, thereby generating continuous and partially 

overlapping feature matrices while integrating fault types into label matrices. The features 

extracted by the sliding window method can help the model to perceive the temporal evolution 

of data, expressed as follows: 

 [   ,  ,  ,  ]1, , , 2 , 1
M f f fF k k k N wk s

   
 (12) 

 [   ,  ,  , ]1, , , 2 , 1
M l l lL k k k N wk s

   
 (13) 

where ,F kM and ,L kM represent the feature and label matrix windows of the thk sample set 

respectively, 1N w
s
  is the largest integer not exceeding 1N w

s
  , and N is the size of sample 

set, requiring k to be greater than w . In the diagnostic stage, if N is less than w , then ,F kM

consists of all the feature vectors of the thk sample set. The same applies to ,L kM . 

The values ofw and smust be finely tuned through experimental validation. The choice of

w should consider the temporal correlation and avoid introducing extraneous historical data, 

thereby lessening the computational load of model. Similarly, selecting s should strike a balance 

between preserving adequate information and minimizing redundancy. Properly selectedw and

s can ensure the data features contain both the dynamic and static aspects of the chemical 

production process, facilitating subsequent processing. 

 

 

 



3.2 Data normalization using data from normal operating state 

Data features extracted using the sliding window method vary significantly across physical 

units and value ranges, necessitating to be normalized. This ensures a consistent scale for each 

feature type and balances the learning of model across all features.  

3.3 One-hot encoding for sample data labels 

To adapt the sample labels for the input of model, we apply one-hot encoding to the label matrix 

generated by the sliding window method. Specifically: for a sample with n categories, each 

category is mapped to an n-dimensional binary vector, collectively forming a matrix.. It can 

eliminate the ordinal relationship between labels, enabling the model to more effectively 

understand and process the fault information of sample. One-hot coding is expressed as follows: 

 [0, 0, ,  ,  ,  0]Encoding ij     (14) 

where j denotes the thj sample, i represents the thi labeling category (0≤ i ≤n), and all positions 

are 0 except for the thi element, which is 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



4 TDLN-TREES FAULT DIAGNOSIS 

This section describes in detail the structure of TDLN-trees and the process of TDLN-trees for 

fault diagnosis in real chemical production. 

4.1 Establishment of the TDLN-trees 

Addressing the issues of high complexity and challenging fault diagnosis in the chemical 

production process, this subsection proposes a new fault diagnosis model named TDLN-trees. 

Its structure is shown in Figure 4. The specific details are as follows: 

FIGURE 4 The structure of TDLN-trees. 



Given the continuous nature of chemical production, process variables fall within the time 

series category. The BLSTM layer, constituting the first key part of TDLN-trees, is introduced 

initially. The addition of the BLSTM layer allows the model to capture the forward and 

backward temporal dynamics of industrial process variable data, its output is represented by 

Equation (9). Subsequently, the output of the BLSTM layer is fed into the LSTM layer, which 

is the second key part of TDLN-trees. This LSTM layer further improves the capacity of model 

to capture short-term dependencies in process variable data, with its output in Equation (6). 

Next, the output of the LSTM layer is relayed to the FCNN layer, the third key part of TDLN-

trees. The FCNN layer can combine and transform temporal features to enhance the ability of 

TDLN-trees to interpret higher-level data. Its output is as follows: 

  ( )W x b    (15) 

where x represents the input features,W represents the weight matrix,b is the bias, and is the 

activation function 'SELU'. 

 The BLSTM layer, LSTM layer, and FCNN layer collaboratively process the complex 

temporal data, constituting the deep learning component. Cross-entropy loss evaluates the fault 

diagnosis capability of the deep learning component. It indicates the discrepancy between the 

probability distributions of the model's output and the actual labels. And we adjust the 

component parameters to minimize the cross-entropy loss and improve the fault detection rate 

of TDLN-trees. 

Next is the introduction of ET, ET belongs to the machine learning component of TDLN-

trees. The FCNN layer output is passed to ET, which selects division points using the Gini 

index (Equation (11)) and maps process variable features to corresponding fault types. 

Therefore, through the above steps, TDLN-trees can improve the accuracy of fault diagnosis 

and reduce the occurrence of false alarms and omissions to ensure the stability and safety of 

chemical system operations. 

 

 

 

 



4.2 TDLN-trees fault diagnosis process 

This section explains the application of TDLN-trees in fault diagnosis within real chemical 

production. As shown in Figure 5, the fault diagnosis comprises two parts: offline fault learning 

stage and online fault diagnosis stage. 

FIGURE 5 TDLN-trees fault diagnosis process. 

Offline fault learning stage: As shown in Figure 6. First, the offline time series data are 

processed using the sliding window method to generate the feature matrices and label matrices 

with temporal correlation. Second, the matrices are preprocessed, involving normalization of 



fault data using normal operation state data and one-hot encoding of label matrices, both serving 

as model’s input sequences. Subsequently, the preprocessed matrices are split into training set 

and testing set. The DL Component, trained on the training set, calculates cross-entropy loss 

for performance evaluation and parameter adjustment. Finally, the testing set is fed into the 

trained TDLN-trees, processed by the DL Component and ML Component, and we fine-tune 

the parameters of the DL Component according to the processing results. The operations 

mentioned above ensure that TLDN-trees can realize fault diagnosis perfectly. 



FIGURE 6 TDLN-trees offline training process. (DL, ML is the abbreviation for deep 

learning and machine learning.) 

Online fault diagnosis stage: As shown in Figure 5. First, online monitoring data from 

chemical production are processed using the sliding window method, normalization, and one-



hot encoding, similar to the preprocessing method of the offline stage; Second, the processed 

data are input into the trained and parameter-optimized DL Component; After that, ET realizes 

the classification, which determine the fault types of the monitoring data by comparing the Gini 

index. The final step in online diagnosis involves enriching the dataset by incorporating fault-

detected monitoring data into the historical database. 

 

5 EXPERIMENT 

To validate the fault diagnosis performance of TDLN-trees, we conduct various experiments 

based on the Tennessee Eastman Process (TEP) dataset, and select accuracy, Precision-Recall 

(PR) curves, and Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) curves as indicators to assess the 

fault diagnosis performance. 

5.1 Tennessee Eastman Process 

TEP is a complex model for simulating chemical processes, and is often utilized to test the 

effectiveness of process monitoring and fault diagnosis methods[31]. As shown in Figure 7, the 

TEP model comprises five operating units: Stripping Column, Condenser, Compressor, Reactor, 

and Separator. For detailed roles of these operating units, refer to references [32,33]. A series 

of chemical reactions were carried out in these operating units, where the gas-phase reactants 

A, C, D, and E are converted to liquid-phase products G and H, generating by-products F, and 

B is an inert ingredient not participating in the chemical reaction. For the specific chemical 

reaction process, refer to reference [34]. 



FIGURE 7 The process diagram of TEP. 

TEP can simulate the normal operating state and 20 fault states of the chemical process. It 

contains 11 manipulated variables and 41 measurement variables, and gathering these 52 

variables reflects to the operational state of the system[35]. As shown in Table 1, 0 represents 

the normal operating state, and 1 to 20 represents the different types of fault states. Since the 

mean and variance parameters show significant variations in fault types 3, 9, and 15, we exclude 

these three fault types for further analysis and evaluation. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



TABLE1 TEP process disturbances table. 

 

5.2 Parameter Setup 

The parameter settings for each subnetwork layer of TDLN-trees are shown in Table 2. Taking 

the input layer as an example, 'None' represents the batch size of TDLN-trees, specified by the 

training parameter 'batch size', while 20 and 52 represent the time step and the number of 

features, respectively. The activation function of BLSTM and LSTM layers is 'tanh', which 

helps to attenuate the gradient drift. FCNN is a two-layer structure, and its activation function 

is 'SELU', which can help the model self-normalize. In the training stage, set 'epochs' as 50, 

'batch size' as 256, optimizer as 'adam', and utilize the adaptive learning rate optimization 

algorithm. Finally, we verify the effect of different sliding window widths w and step size s on 

the accuracy and runtime. The experimental results are shown in Table 3, w=30 and s=20 are 

set to achieve better diagnostic results and maintain a smaller computational load. 

 

 

Fault ID Fault description Fault Type

1 A/C feed ratio, B composition constant (stream 4) Step

2 B composition, A/C ratio constant (stream 4) Step

3 D feed temperature (stream 2) Step

4 Reactor cooling water inlet temperature Step

5 Condenser cooling water inlet temperature Step

6 A feed loss (stream 1) Step

7 C header pressure loss - reduced availability (stream 4) Step

8 A, B, C feed composition (stream 4) Random variation

9 D feed temperature (stream 2) Random variation

10 C feed temperature (stream 4) Random variation

11 Reactor cooling water inlet temperature Random variation

12 Condenser cooling water inlet temperature Random variation

13 Reaction kinetics Slow drift

14 Reactor cooling water valve Sticking

15 Condenser cooling water valve Sticking

16 Unknown Random variation

17 Unknown Random variation

18 Unknown Random variation

19 Unknown Sticking

20 Unknown Random variation



TABLE 2 The parameters of TDLN-trees subnetwork layers. 

 
 

TABLE 3 The impact of different values of w and s on training effects 

 

5.3 Experimental Results and Analysis 

5.3.1 Accuracy and loss curves 

As shown in Figure 8 is the accuracy and loss curves for the training and testing set, the 

red line and purple line in Figure 8A represent the accuracy of the training and testing set, 

respectively, while the blue and green line in Figure 8B represent their cross-entropy loss. In 

the first 12 epochs of 50 epochs, the accuracy of the training and testing set continues to increase, 

reaches stability at the 20th epoch, and then slightly fluctuates. The accuracy of the testing set 

can stably exceed 95%, with the highest accuracy reaching 99.07%, corresponding to a loss of 

0.0225. These results demonstrate the feasibility of TDLN-trees. 

Layers Section Architecture/Parameters

Input DL Component None × 20 × 52

BLSTM DL Component None × 20 × 256

LSTM DL Component None × 128

FCNN DL Component None × 300 - None × 18

Extra Trees ML Component
n_estimators=112

max_depth=31

w s Accuracy(%) Time(s)

35 15 99.12 598.54

35 20 99.12 515.08

30 10 99.11 675.28
30 20 99.07 339.57

30 25 98.91 321.11

25 10 98.63 637.36

25 20 98.49 335.13

20 5 98.15 901.97

20 10 97.95 621.15



FIGURE 8 (A) Training accuracy and testing accuracy, (B) Training loss and testing loss. 

5.3.2 Analysis of fault diagnosis results  

Figure 9 shows the confusion matrix for TDLN-trees fault diagnosis, its rows represent the 

predicted types, and columns represent the actual types. The main diagonal represents the 

accuracy of classifying corresponding fault types, while other values show misclassification 

proportions. The darker colour in the matrix represents the higher classification accuracy. 

Analysis of Figure 9 reveals that diagonal elements are predominantly close to 1, while off-

diagonal elements are near 0. The average diagnostic accuracy of TDLN-trees across the normal 

state and 17 fault states reaches 97.81%. These results demonstrate the excellent performance 

of TDLN-trees in fault diagnosis and prove the superiority of TDLN-trees. 



FIGURE 9 Confusion matrix of fault diagnosis for TDLN- trees. 

5.3.3 Precision-recall curves and receiver operating characteristic curves 

The PR curves, with the vertical axis representing precision and the horizontal axis 

denoting recall, illustrate the performance trends of TDLN-trees under various classification 

thresholds. The closer the Area Under Curve (AUC) is to 1.00 indicates that the more samples 

of TDLN-trees are correctly fault diagnosed. As shown in Figure 10, the PR curves for the 

normal operation state and 17 fault types all converge towards the upper right of the figure, 

with the AUC of each curve exceeding 0.91, and many reaching 1.00. These results reflect the 



high precision and recall of TDLN-trees in fault diagnosis, and confirm the effectiveness of 

TDLN-trees. 

FIGURE 10 Precision-recall curves of fault diagnosis for TDLN-trees. 

The ROC curves, with the vertical axis representing the true-positive rate and the horizontal 

axis denoting the false-positive rate, show the trend of the true-positive rate and false-positive 

rate of TDLN-trees across various classification thresholds. The evaluation metric AUC for the 

ROC curves, similar to that for the PR curves, indicates that the closer it is to 1, the better the 

TDLN-trees perform in fault diagnosis. As shown in Figure 11, the ROC curves for the normal 

operation state and the 17 fault states all tend to converge to the upper left of the figure, with 

all AUCs being at least 0.96, while the micro and macro ROC curves have AUCs of 0.99. These 

results demonstrate that TDLN-trees can maintain a high fault diagnostic rate while reducing 

the false-positive rate for different fault types. 



FIGURE 11 Roc curves of fault diagnosis for TDLN-trees. 

5.4 Comparison with other state-of-the-art methods 

We compare TDLN-trees with other state-of-the-art methods for fault diagnosis, and 

experimentally validate them on TEP. As shown in Table 4, the Fault Diagnosis Rate (FDR) of 

TDLN-trees is 98.24%, which is higher than that of other methods, and its FDRs for faults 1, 2, 

4, 5, 6, 7, and 14 are 100%. The FDR of DSAE[36] is 88.34%, as DSAE overly focuses on 

identifying fault states, resulting in high complexity. TceOne[37] records an FDR below 53% 

for faults 5 and 16, due to its One-class classifier approach that relies on features from normal 

state data, hindering its ability to handle fault states that are not markedly different from normal 

states or are highly variable. CRAE[38] has an FDR below 81% for faults 16 and 18, as it 

struggles to effectively push the decision boundary with some faults. OIDCNN[39] has an FDR 

below 84% for faults 4 and 19, with a 55.4% FDR for fault 16, due to its proficiency in 

processing structured data like images, leading to degraded performance with unstructured data. 

DHSF-DBN[40] has an FDR 0.54% lower than TDLN-trees, and Target Transformer[41] has an 

FDR of 94.45%, neither matching TDLN-trees in adapting to complex chemical production 

data. TVAE[42] has an FDR of 2.26% lower than TDLN-trees, as it loses some original data 



details when compressing data into a low-dimensional space, ignoring small key features. This 

comparison experiment confirms the robustness and superiority of TDLN-trees among different 

faults. 

TABLE 4 The FDRs of TDLN-trees and other state-of-the-art methods for TEP. 

 

5.5 Ablation experiment 

We remove the deep learning component and the machine learning component from the TDLN-

trees framework sequentially to assess their contributions, the experimental results are shown 

in Table 5. Compared to TDLN-tree, the FDR is reduced by 6.11% and 0.48% when the deep 

learning component and the machine learning component are removed, respectively, indicating 

that both components can improve the fault diagnosis performance of TDLN-trees, the details 

described as follows: 

Deep Learning Component: as shown in Table 5, the fault diagnosis performance is worse 

when the deep learning component is removed, particularly for faults 10, 11, 16, and 20, with 

FDR reductions of 11.21%, 20.19%, 14.96%, and 20.8%, respectively. The component can 

handle the complex patterns and correlations in time series data, capture long and short-term 

dependencies, and refine and enhance feature representations. Thus, adding the deep learning 

component to the TDLN-trees framework results in better fault diagnosis performance than 

without the component. 

1 99.30 99.80 100.00 100.00 99.88 99.75 98.70 100.00

2 96.80 98.90 97.40 98.70 99.50 98.44 98.40 100.00

4 100.00 100.00 100.00 83.50 100.00 99.62 100.00 100.00

5 95.60 41.50 99.57 93.30 100.00 91.88 97.10 100.00

6 100.00 100.00 100.00 95.50 100.00 98.21 99.30 100.00

7 100.00 100.00 100.00 96.10 100.00 99.94 100.00 100.00

8 87.00 97.40 84.38 95.90 99.62 95.56 97.30 98.85

10 68.30 97.00 83.30 95.60 88.75 97.69 96.50 96.86

11 81.30 98.00 96.96 94.50 93.38 98.06 85.50 99.45

12 94.10 89.80 90.89 90.70 99.75 97.06 95.90 99.16

13 78.10 98.00 88.07 96.90 96.75 96.12 97.10 95.57

14 99.60 99.80 100.00 100.00 100.00 98.75 99.20 100.00

16 86.00 52.50 78.96 55.40 97.87 52.69 93.30 97.63

17 79.80 98.60 95.44 93.90 98.87 94.75 90.10 95.52

18 90.60 93.30 80.48 89.50 90.00 94.25 98.30 92.51

19 66.60 98.70 99.78 82.20 99.75 98.69 92.80 99.84

20 78.60 96.00 90.89 96.40 97.87 94.25 92.20 94.61

Average 88.34 91.72 93.30 91.65 97.76 94.45 95.98 98.24

TVAE
Propose
method

OIDCNN DHSF-DBNFault DSAE TceOne CRAE
Target

Transformer



Machine Learning Component: as shown in Table 5, the FDRs for faults 8 and 10 of TDLN-

trees are reduced by 2.5% and 3.48%, respectively, when the machine learning component is 

removed. The component integrates multiple decision trees, classifying features extracted by 

the deep learning component using the Gini index, thereby enhancing the generalization ability 

of TDLN-trees across various fault types. Therefore, incorporating the machine learning 

component into the TDLN-trees framework can improve the FDR of TDLN-trees. 

In summary, both the deep learning and machine learning components are crucial for 

enhancing the fault diagnosis performance of TDLN-trees, with their combination offering the 

most significant improvement in real chemical production. 

Table 5 The FDRs of TDLN-trees in ablation experiment. 

 

 

6 CONCLUSION 

In this paper, a new fault diagnosis model named TDLN-trees is proposed for the chemical 

production process. It integrates the strengths of deep learning and machine learning techniques, 

and combines the advantages of BLSTM, LSTM, FCNN, and ET. First, the BLSTM layer in 

the deep learning component comprehensively analyzes the dynamic characteristics of time 

series data, the LSTM layer precisely identifies and captures the instantaneous changes in the 

1 99.07 -0.93 100.0 0 100.00

2 97.17 -2.83 100.0 0 100.00

4 99.78 -0.22 98.30 -1.7 100.00

5 98.55 -1.45 100.00 0 100.00

6 100.00 0 100.00 0 100.00

7 100.00 0 100.00 0 100.00

8 96.06 -2.79 96.35 -2.5 98.85

10 85.65 -11.21 93.38 -3.48 96.86

11 79.26 -20.19 99.78 0.33 99.45

12 96.09 -3.07 98.84 -0.32 99.16

13 89.79 -5.78 95.43 -0.14 95.57

14 96.58 -3.42 100.00 0 100.00

16 82.67 -14.96 96.39 -1.24 97.63

17 89.68 -5.84 95.49 -0.03 95.52

18 91.18 -1.33 92.94 0.43 92.51

19 90.76 -9.08 99.77 -0.07 99.84

20 73.81 -20.8 95.18 0.57 94.61

Average 92.12 -6.11 97.76 -0.48 98.24

Fault Δ Δ
Without

DL component
Propose
method

Without
ML component



data, while the FCNN layer enhances the understanding of higher-level data. Second, the ET in 

the machine learning component calculates the Gini index for node segmentation and realizes 

fault classification. In the experimental demonstration based on TEP, TDLN-trees was 

compared with other state-of-the-art methods and demonstrated superior performance, 

achieving a 98.24% FDR, surpassing that of the other methods. Ablation experiments also 

confirm the effectiveness of the proposed method for fault diagnosis in chemical production. 
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