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Abstract: The current research work investigates the possibility of using machine learning models to
deduce the relationship between WAAM (wire arc additive manufacturing) sensor responses and
defect presence in the printed part. The work specifically focuses on three materials from the nickel
alloy family (Inconel 718, Invar 36 and Inconel 625) and uses three sensor responses for data analysis,
which are welding voltage, welding current and welding audio. Two different machine learning
models are used—artificial neural networks (ANNs) and random forests (RF). The results for each
of the materials, separately, indicate that the accuracies range from 60% to 90% and the correlation
coefficient is less than 0.5 (indicating weak positive correlation), depending on the model and material.
In addition to separate material analysis, a cross-material data analysis was formed to test the models’
general prediction capabilities. This led to predictions that are significantly worse, with accuracies
ranging from 20% to 27% and very weak correlation coefficients (less than 0.1), indicating that the
choice of material is still important as a boundary condition. Analysis of the results indicates that the
relative importance of audio sensor response depends on the nature of defect formation. Random
forests are found to perform the best for single material analysis, with the comparatively inferior
performance of ANNs possibly being due to lack of sufficient datapoints.

Keywords: WAAM; anomaly detection; machine learning; cross-material prediction; nickel alloys

1. Introduction

The development of different techniques within additive manufacturing, which is a
manufacturing paradigm based around material addition of successive layers to form a
complete product, has been the result of an increasing demand for complex geometries
in various engineering fields such as aerospace and energy applications [1]. Additive
manufacturing techniques feature a variety of advantages over more conventional “subtrac-
tive” techniques based on machining, which include the capability of depositing complex
geometries, heterogenous composition structures and rapidly prototyping completely dif-
ferent components. While initially confined to prototyping research applications, additive
manufacturing has since seen significant growth in mass manufacturing avenues in recent
years [2].

Within the wide variety of AM technologies, wire and arc additive manufacturing
(WAAM) makes use of an electric arc as a heat source, while a wire is added to deposit
material in a layer-by-layer fashion. As is the case in multi-pass welding, different types of
defects may occur, including inhomogeneous bead shapes, lack of fusion, pore formation,
hot and cold cracks and inclusions. Each of these defects can be related to process parameter
selection, disturbances in the process or the response of the specific material to the heat
introduced in combination with the stresses induced. Defects can be detected by non-
destructive testing techniques [3]. The question then arises of whether fingerprints of defect
formation can be found in signals captured during the deposition process, allowing for
real-time monitoring and quality control.
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The concept of a multi-sensor monitoring system in welding is not a very recent
approach, with Bhattacharya et al. [4] having combined, in 2011, acoustic and electric
signals (specifically sound kurtosis, welding current and arc voltage) to monitor the pulsed
GMAW welding of mild steel plates using ESAB S-6 filler wire. Kurtosis is a measure
of signal peakedness (the tailedness of the distribution), with high values indicating a
significant amount of outliers, and vice versa [5]. It can be a useful tool to extract the
information of outliers from raw audio data, making computations more efficient. The
study of Bhattacharya et al. [4] was focused on welding-deposition efficiency rather
than specific defect detection, but there is a connection between deposition efficiency and
certain classes of defects and imperfections, such as spatter, making this a valued reference
for further research. Alfaro et al. [6] studied the combination of acoustic and optical
infrared signals along with welding current and voltage in short-circuit GMAW (GMAW-S)
performed on AISI 1020 steel plates using ER70S-6 filler wire. Their study showed that
the usage of data fusion techniques (specifically Kalman filters) gave new parameters that
could detect anomalies during the welding process better than single sensor parameters.

A review of machine learning usage in additive manufacturing conducted by
Qin et al. [7] showed that deep learning models (which include all the variants of neu-
ral networks) were the most commonly employed models for processing a wide variety
of data, including images, acoustic data and thermal data. Support vector machines were
found to be fairly commonly used, whereas Gaussian processes were rarely used. It is
interesting to note that the majority of studies referenced in the review used powder
bed-based techniques as opposed to wire-based techniques. They also noted that deep
learning models typically require large amounts of data to be useful, making them difficult
to utilize in situations where data collection is difficult or time-consuming. Additionally,
the paper pointed out that many of these models are “black boxes”, which are not physics-
based. Ko et al. [8] constructed physics-based models using graph-based networks for laser
powder bed fusion processes, indicating the possibility of a knowledge-based approach
to investigate any potential accuracy improvements. He et al. [9] also corroborate the
popularity of neural networks and support vector machines among the research works
published in the field of wire arc additive manufacturing. They noted that support vector
machines can be trained on small datasets to obtain reasonably good prediction accuracies,
giving a solution for dataset availability problems. Denoising is especially important since
there is the potential for loss of important patterns in the removed “noise”.

The authors of this work noted that the majority of the literature available on the mon-
itoring and control of additive manufacturing processes focused on laser, powder-based
additive manufacturing . While there have been publications based on TIG, wire-based
WAAM processes, limited publications are available on the GMAW-based WAAM. Thus,
the current work examines sensor responses (current and voltage waveforms, audio signals)
from GMAW-WAAM deposition using neural networks and random forests to evaluate
the quality of defect detection. In addition, it was interesting to consider the possibility
of generalising defect feature detection in sensor signals across different materials. Three
materials from the nickel alloy family were chosen for cross-material analysis. The sensor
responses of all three materials were evaluated, and the models (neural networks and
random forests) were tasked with finding defects on materials on which they had not
been trained. This would give insight into the potential features that could be material
independent, which could be isolated for building a more robust machine learning model.

2. Experimental Materials and Methods

All printing experiments were conducted at RAMLAB BV using a Panasonic TM1400
WGIII Robot (Panasonic, Japan, integrated by Valk Welding BV, NL). The robot has current
and voltage sensors equipped (RAMLAB BV inhouse built, NL) that are capable of logging
current and voltage signals at a sampling rate of up to 50 kHz. For this study, a sampling
rate of 25 kHz was used. For the recording of audio signals, a Devine M-Mic USB BK
microphone (Devine, Goes, NL) was attached to the welding arm. An attachment in
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this fashion would ensure zero relative velocity between the microphone and weld torch,
eliminating the Doppler effect, as well as maintaining constant distance from the welding
arc. The microphone is capable of a sampling rate of up to 48 kHz. In this study, a sampling
rate of 44.1 kHz is used. The attachment of the microphone is shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Attachment of microphone to welding arm.

Three materials are investigated in this study—Inconel 718, Inconel 625 and Invar 36.
All consumables were 1.2-mm welding wires provided by Voestalpine Böhler Welding. The
Alumaxx® Plus (30% He in Ar) shielding gas provided by Air Products® was used in all
experiments. The material compositions are listed in Table 1 [10–12].

Table 1. Chemical compositions of Inconel 718, Inconel 625 and Invar 36 in weight percentages.

Element Fe Ni Cr Nb Mo Ti Co Mn Si

Inconel 718 17 50–55 17–21 4.75–5.50 2.80–3.30 0.65–1.15 ≤1 ≤0.35 ≤0.53

Inconel 625 ≤5 ≥58 20–23 3.15–4.15 8–10 ≤0.4 ≤1 ≤0.5 ≤0.5

Invar 36 63 36 - - - - - 0.35 0.20

All the prints conducted in this research work were deposited using the super active
weld process (S-AWP) mode, which is a process developed by Panasonic using short
circuiting material transfer to stabilize the arc, resulting in minimal spatter [13]. The
waveform, together with the back-and-forth wire movement, allows material to transfer
through a stable short arc. A typical SAWP waveform of the voltage is as shown in Figure 2.

Experiments were performed with different geometries in order to ensure the inclu-
sion of a variety of different deposition conditions in the training dataset. The different
geometries have been categorized as shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 2. S-AWP voltage waveform during Invar 36 deposition.

(a) Tests of Ramp and Single Bead.

(b) Single Bead Wall (c) Pyramid Block

Figure 3. Print geometries used in current research work—(a) Ramp tests, which are typically used
for quick navigation of desired process parameters [14] and single beads deposited using selected
parameters from ramp tests for extracting referenced clean data; (b) Walls made from successive
deposition of single beads in alternating directions; (c) Pyramid blocks made from successive layers
of reducing numbers of beads per layer.

The number of beads categorized by type of experiment performed for each material
has been compiled in Table 2. The data for Inconel 625 are lower in quantity compared
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to the other two materials since they were pulled from another experiment for which
optimized process parameters had already been extracted and were used primarily for
cross-material verification purposes.

Table 2. Bead types of Inconel 718, Invar 36 and Inconel 625.

Sl. No. Test Type Inconel 718 Invar 36 Inconel 625

1 Single Beads 15 9 6

2 Single Bead Walls 0 136 0

3 Block Walls/Pyramids 166 0 16

Total 181 145 22

3. Feature Extraction, Data Labeling and Model Architecture
3.1. Feature Extraction and Data Labeling
3.1.1. High Frequency Voltage/Current Feature Extraction

To determine the features that can best describe each bead, the individual waveforms
of each deposition process were examined. Figure 4 shows an example of a deposited Invar
36 bead with the deposition direction marked with a black arrow. The beads marked with
red boxes were where material overflow occurred. Figure 5a shows the voltage waveform
of the region where overflow occurred and Figure 5b shows the region where there is no
overflow. The differences between Figure 5a and Figure 5b are the irregular secondary
peaks that appeared on the voltage waveform, as highlighted within the dashed line box in
Figure 5.

Figure 4. Invar 36 bead with visible overflow.

Figure 5. Voltage waveforms from two different sections of deposited Invar 36 bead—(a) Overflow
region; (b) No overflow region.

Applying this approach to the full waveform of the deposited bead, as shown in
Figure 3, the computed number of excessive ∆V (difference between successive voltage
datapoints) instances (n∆V) is plotted in Figure 6a, which corresponds to the visual obser-
vations of the overflow and non-overflow regions. The regions where the plot drops to 0
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are the non-overflow regions, whereas the overflow regions show that the ∆V is high. To
generalize this approach for potential applications where the process parameter changes or
other materials are processed, the data plotted in Figure 6a was normalized by subtracting
the mean of the plot from each point, resulting in Figure 6b.

In a 2D (xy coordinate) analysis, the usage of n∆V can provide height-based informa-
tion of voltage. The width of each pulse may have a weak correlation with n∆V . Hence,
it is important to have a dedicated width parameter (feature) to ensure better correlation
between the sensor response and anomalies. The calculation of waveform width is a fairly
straightforward method, as each waveform represents a material transfer cycle. A thresh-
old value is defined as the midpoint of a waveform crest and trough (akin to calculating
FWHM, or full width at half maximum). Counting the number of points between consecu-
tive crossings of such a threshold can provide the width of each waveform. It is possible
to normalize the obtained point number using sample rate, thereby giving pulse width
in time units. Once the plot of widths is obtained, the population variance is extracted
to obtain a one-number width parameter. The same processing methodology is used for
welding-current waveforms.

(a) (b)

Figure 6. Calculated and normalized voltage parameters from deposition of Invar 36 bead in
Figure 4—(a) Calculated n∆V of Invar 36 bead; (b) Normalized n∆V of Invar 36 bead.

3.1.2. Audio Feature Extraction

A variety of research works indicate the utility of acoustic signal analysis in anomaly
detection during WAAM deposition [15–17]. Defects that are linked to arc instabilities,
including porosity, spatter and lack-of-fusion, typically show distinct audio signatures.
Arc sound is a reflection of the deposition process in the form of audio signals, including
arc ignition, burning, extinguishing and others, among which anomalous sounds can
be only distinguished by experienced welders. Therefore, the audio signal can be used
for evaluating the arc stability, as many defects can be induced due to an unstable arc.
However, the raw audio data, as shown in Figure 7a, does not normally provide any
useful information because noise, such as surrounding sounds, machine sounds, etc, is
also included.

Spectral gating is used to denoise the signal, which splits the spectrogram of the audio
data into frequency bands and applies noise thresholds to each band [18]. Bands that are
lower than the threshold are filtered, which essentially removes noise from the signal, as
shown in Figure 7b, processed using Python 3.6 using a threshold value of 1 according
to the scale used by the noisereduce library. The audio data processed in Figure 7 are the
recording during the deposition of the Invar 36 bead, as shown in Figure 4.
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(a) (b)

Figure 7. Raw and filtered audio signals from deposition of Invar 36 bead—(a) Raw audio data;
(b) Spectral gating-denoised audio signal with threshold = 1.

The audio data can be further processed in the Mel spectrogram, as shown in Figure 8 [19].
Mel bands delineate frequencies based on the ease of distinguishing them using the human
ear, thereby giving a more accurate picture of how a human ear would evaluate the audio
signal. As shown in Figure 8, the variations are best seen in the bands between 3072 Hz
and 8192 Hz, which corresponds to the overflow regions of the deposited Invar 36 bead
(Figure 4). This indicates that this particular frequency band should be isolated from
the spectrogram and analyzed on its own. The average of this frequency band is taken
and the variance of the resulting set of values is taken to be the first audio parameter in
this study (termed as spectral variance). In addition, audio kurtosis was used for audio
analysis. Kurtosis is a measure of the “peakedness” of data and can be used for identifying
anomalies [5]. Bhattacharya et al. [4] used audio kurtosis in combination with current and
voltage data to predict weld deposition efficiency. In Python 3.6, audio kurtosis can be
calculated using the scipy module formulated as shown in Equation (1), where n is the
population count, µ is the population mean and σ is the population standard deviation.

k =
1
n

n

∑
i=1

(xi − µ)4

σ4 (1)

All the features obtained from the above data analysis are summarized in Table 3,
which will be used in the ML models in subsequent sections.

3.1.3. Data Labeling

Dataset labeling for supervised machine learning is performed on a binary basis, using
0 to indicate clean beads (free from anomaly) and 1 to indicate defective beads. Inconel
718 is expected to show hot cracking presence, defined according to ASME standards [20].
An example of hot cracking in Inconel 718 is shown in Figure 9. The sample was prepared
using standard metallographic procedures and etched using Adler’s reagent. Micrographs
were obtained using a Leica LMD7 Optical Microscope (Germany) at 100× magnification.
This research work primarily focused on hot cracking and bead overflow, since these were
the most prominent defects observed in the analyzed materials.
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Figure 8. Mel spectrogram of filtered audio signal of Invar 36 bead, as shown in Figure 4 with
threshold = 1.

Table 3. Features extracted from collected data for use in ML modeling.

Parameter Symbol Description

Voltage peak count variance V1 The variance of the number of peaks per voltage pulse

Voltage peak width variance V2 The variance of the voltage pulse widths

Current peak count variance I1 The variance of the number of peaks per current pulse

Current peak width variance I2 The variance of the current pulse widths

Audio kurtosis A1 Kurtosis of filtered audio signal

Audio spectral variance A2 Variance of 3072 Hz–8192 Hz frequency band of audio Mel spectrogram

Figure 9. A micrograph of Inconel 718 showing hot cracking (liquation cracking).

In the case of Invar 36, the primary anomaly was bead overflow, which is not well-
defined in existing standards. Based on experimental observations and bead shape that
could be favorable for additive manufacturing, we have defined the following:

Definition 1. An instance of bead overflow is considered to be unacceptable once the bead width devi-
ates from the expected value by more than 40%, or the bead runs off due to excessive local overheating.
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An example of Invar 36 bead-overflow labeling is shown in Figure 10, where the
normal expected bead width is 8.72 mm deposited using welding voltage = 15.6 V, wire
feed speed = 8 m/min and travel speed = 0.25 m/min. The overflow occurred when the
bead width became larger the 40% (marked in Figure 10 as 2 and 3), which corresponds to
56% (4.88/8.72) and 42% (3.63/8.72), respectively.

Figure 10. Unacceptable (2 and 3) and acceptable (4) overflow seen alongside normal bead width (1)
of deposited Invar 36 beads.

3.2. Model Architecture

Two kinds of machine learning models were used in this study, namely, random forests
and fully-connected artificial neural networks. Features extracted from the collected data,
as detailed in the previous subsection, were used as inputs for the models. The used models
and their parameters are detailed below.

3.2.1. Random Forests

A random forest is a collection of tree-based decision makers that classifies the input
dataset based on a series of decisions made at each node [21]. Each tree runs its own
analysis, and the collection of trees eventually formulate a decision. Random forests can
be extremely useful for identifying the relative importance of features, since the decisions
made at each node in each tree depends on the input features. Python 3.6 offers the
functionality of calculating the relative importance of each feature based on the mean
decrease in impurity (or Gini impurity). Impurity describes the extent of division of classes
at each node based on the “question” asked by the node. Low impurity means there is a
good extent of division of classes (i.e., the parameter that determines the question asked by
the node is of high importance in classifying the input data). The mathematical formulation
of Gini impurity at a particular node τ is shown in Equation (2) [22].

GI(τ) = 1 −
k

∑
i=1

p2
i (2)

pi =
ni
n

(3)

In Equation (3), ni represents the number of datapoints belonging to class i, whereas n
represents the total number of datapoints at the node. Perfect classification into one class
would result in zero impurity. The hyperparameters used for the random forest analysis
are shown in Table 4.
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Table 4. Random Forest model hyperparameters.

Hyperparameter Value

Number of trees (n_estimators) 1000

Maximum tree depth (max_depth) 8

Criterion (criterion) Entropy

Number of features at node 2

The implementation of random forests in Python 3.6 is performed using the scikit-
learn package (specifically, the RandomForestClassifier object). In this package, the default
number of features considered at a node for splitting is the square root of the number
of features, i.e., the square root of 6, which rounds down to 2. The number of trees was
increased to 1000 in order to get better statistical results for the classification, and the tree
depth is constrained to limit the complexity of the fitting criteria. Both of these lead to
reduction in overfitting.

3.2.2. Artificial Neural Networks

Artificial neural networks are designed on the basis of the human brain and use nodes
(or neurons) to construct a function that best defines the input data distribution [23]. Based
on the literature, support vector machines and neural networks are the most commonly
used models. In this research work, neural networks are chosen due to their high cus-
tomizability (in the form of a large number of hyperparameters) and suitability for big
data [24]. Multilayer perceptrons (MLPs) were chosen for this research work since the
nature of the data did not necessitate the usage of RNNs or CNNs. In this paper, the terms
MLP and ANN will be used interchangeably. The implementation of ANNs in Python 3.6
is performed using the Keras package (specifically, the KerasRegressor object). The model
architecture used in the current work is shown in Figure 11. The hyperparameters used for
the neural network analysis are shown in Table 5.

The number of hidden layers was chosen based on different trial runs. Above four lay-
ers, the model was found to drop in performance due to overfitting, whereas below four
layers, the objective function had insufficient complexity to fit the input data. Binary cross
entropy loss was chosen as the loss criterion and the sigmoid function was used at the
output layer due to the binary nature of classification being performed. The optimizer
learning rate was also chosen based on multiple trials. Higher learning rates were found to
cause reductions in performance due to the weight corrections being large and skipping
over possible minimas in the objective function, whereas lower learning rates caused the
convergence to be too slow.

Figure 11. MLP architecture used for bead data analysis.
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Table 5. MLP model hyperparameters.

Hyperparameter Value

Number of hidden layers 4

Number of neurons per layer 25

Activation function ReLU (hidden layers), Sigmoid (output layer)

Loss Binary cross entropy

Optimizer Adam

Optimizer learning rate 0.0004

Number of epochs 450

4. Results and Discussion
4.1. Class Balance Evaluation

It is useful to evaluate the class composition, i.e., the number of samples which are
clean versus defective. Class balance (or imbalance, thereof) can have an impact on the
performance of machine learning models, and thus it is important to conduct this evaluation
before the actual learning process. An imbalance ratio has been calculated for each material,
defined as the ratio of the number of samples in the majority class (class with higher number
of samples) to the number of samples in the minority class (class with lower number of
samples). This ratio, along with the number of samples in each class for all the materials in
this study, are presented in Table 6.

Table 6. Class composition of all materials.

Material Inconel 718 Inconel 625 Invar 36

Clean 30 22 121

Defective 151 0 24

Imbalance Ratio 5.033 ∞ 5.042

The highest extent of imbalance is in Inconel 625, since the defective class is completely
absent. In order to evaluate the extent of imbalance in the remaining two materials, it is
necessary to consult the literature to identify the limit of imbalance ratio beyond which
prediction performance is affected. Buda [25] conducted a study on different types of
convolutional neural networks, and the results indicated that at an imbalance ratio close
to 15, the performance of some of the CNNs would drop by approximately 5% only. The
others required much higher imbalance ratios to show similar performance drops. This
indicates that the extent of imbalance in Inconel 718 and Invar 36 is small enough to have
minimal effects on the performance of ML models. Another literature survey conducted
by Leevy et al. [26] suggested that high imbalance ratios generally lie between 100:1 and
10,000:1, indicating that the ratios in Table 6 do not qualify as extreme in nature (except
Inconel 625). Johnson et al. [27] surveyed the usage of deep neural networks to analyze
class imbalanced data and found that the actual number of samples in the minority class is
an important factor in determining the quality of prediction. To take class imbalance into
account, tests were conducted with the training and testing sets for different ML models,
being chosen such that the minority class would be sufficiently represented in the testing set.
The idea behind this approach was to ensure that the model correctly learns the differences
between clean and defective samples in spite of the imbalance.

Another matter of importance is the metrics that are used for evaluation of the predic-
tions. Elmrabit et al. [28] analyzed multiple ML classification models to evaluate various
instances of network behavior to identify cyberattacks. They used seven metrics to analyze
the models, including accuracy, precision, recall, false positive rate, F1 score and area under
the receiver operating characteristic curve (ROC-AUC). A confusion matrix was also used
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to evaluate the true and false positives and negatives. Earlier research regarding time series
anomaly detection by Aminikhanghahi et al. [29] detailed the aforementioned parameters
and mentioned that they can be useful in classification-related problems. Chicco et al. [30]
interestingly noted that another metric called the Matthew’s correlation coefficient (MCC)
could be more effective than F1 score and accuracy when evaluating binary classification
problems. They conducted tests on highly class-imbalanced datasets and found that the
MCC score could better assess the poor quality of prediction compared to accuracy and F1
score (both of which were erroneously high in some cases). Considering that the current
research work also involves situations with class imbalance (specifically concerning Inconel
625 due to the large amount of clean data versus no defective data), it is useful to consider
MCC as an evaluation metric.

In addition, scaling was performed on all input parameter vectors to ensure an equal
weightage of every parameter in the model. Scaling was performed using the Standard-
Scaler function from scikit-learn in Python 3.6, which scales the data such that the mean
is 0 and the variance is 1 (zero mean unit variance). For the generation of training and
testing sets from the total dataset, a test set fraction of 0.25 was used (i.e., 75% of the
data would be used in training and 25% of the data would be unseen by the model and
used for testing). In addition, for the neural network, the training process involved the
formation of a validation set with a fraction of 0.1 (i.e., 10% of the training data would be
used for validation). Using the information from Table 6, it was decided to include 66%
(or two thirds) of the minority class dataset in the testing set, and the remaining in the
training set. The split was performed using the train_test_split function from scikit-learn
(Python 3.6).

4.2. Random Forest Classification

The error metrics obtained when running this model on the data of Inconel 718 and
Invar 36 are shown in Table 7. Inconel 625 is omitted due to the lack of defective beads.

Table 7. Random Forest results on Inconel 718 and Invar 36.

Evaluation Metric Inconel 718 Invar 36

Accuracy 0.911 0.611

Precision 0.862 1.000

Recall 1.000 0.125

False Positive Rate (FPR) 0.200 0.000

F1 0.926 0.222

Matthew’s Correlation Coefficient (MCC) 0.830 0.271

The results of Inconel 718 show a high MCC, indicating very strong positive correlation
between the prediction and ground truth (the assigned data labels). The accuracy, precision,
recall and F1 are also very high. The false positive rate is 20%. Ideally, an FPR of less than
10% should be targeted at the very least. The most important result, however, is that even
with a low number of minority class datapoints to train on, the model was able to correctly
classify minority datapoints for the most part. The results of Invar 36 clearly indicate the
lack of ability to detect true positives (defects) correctly, since the recall score and F1 score
are very low. The MCC is also less than 0.5, indicating a weak correlation between the
ground truth and predictions.

The feature importances for the random forest model in case of both Inconel 718 and
Invar 36 are shown in Figure 12a,b.

4.3. Artificial Neural Network Regression and Classification

While the random forest approach was of classification nature, the ANN was config-
ured to run as a regression. The reasoning behind this was that modeling the differences
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between sensor responses and defect presence as a continuous function introduced the
possibility of deducing defect severity or extent of presence using the value of class rating
predicted by the model. The caveat to such an approach, however, would be that more
datapoints which sufficiently represent varying levels of defect severity would be needed
for finetuning the model. Apart from the classical regression approach, another possibil-
ity would be to convert the predictions into a classification result by defining prediction
windows for each class. The easiest way to do this would be to apply a threshold of 0.5
(midway between 0 and 1) for the regression class labels. Both regression and classification
results were examined.

(a) (b)

Figure 12. Relative feature importances of RF model for (a) Inconel 718 and (b) Invar 36.

Obtaining confidence intervals for predictions with neural networks is not straightfor-
ward due to its “black-box” nature. The usual methodology for constructing such intervals
is bootstrapping, where multiple training sets are constructed from the total available
dataset with replacements (i.e., some elements in the training set could be repeated), and
the model is run on all these individual training sets to obtain multiple predictions [31].
The mean and variance of these predictions are used to make confidence intervals (akin to a
brute-force approach) [32]. In this work, bootstrapping was be used to generate confidence
intervals for statistical analysis (1000 sets).

The regression error metrics obtained when running this model on the data of Inconel
718 and Invar 36 are shown in Table 8. Inconel 625 is omitted due to the lack of defective
beads. Applying thresholding on the regression results gives “classification” results from
which metrics can be calculated for both materials. These metrics are presented in Table 9.

Table 8. ANN regression results on Inconel 718 and Invar 36.

Evaluation Metric Inconel 718 Invar 36

Mean Squared Error (MSE) 0.086 (95% CI {0.084, 0.089}) 0.358 (95% CI {0.355, 0.362})

Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE) 0.286 (95% CI {0.282, 0.290}) 0.597 (95% CI {0.595, 0.600})

Mean Absolute Error (MAE) 0.092 (95% CI {0.089, 0.095}) 0.368 (95% CI {0.365, 0.371})
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Table 9. Thresholded ANN classification results on Inconel 718 and Invar 36.

Evaluation Metric Inconel 718 Invar 36

Accuracy 0.894 (95% CI {0.887, 0.901}) 0.611 (95% CI {0.605, 0.617})

Precision 0.844 (95% CI {0.835, 0.853}) 0.846 (95% CI {0.831, 0.860})

Recall 0.972 (95% CI {0.961, 0.982}) 0.271 (95% CI {0.259, 0.282})

False Positive Rate (FPR) 0.202 (95% CI {0.197, 0.208}) 0.117 (95% CI {0.099, 0.135})

F1 0.903 (95% CI {0.893, 0.912}) 0.354 (95% CI {0.346, 0.363})

Matthew’s Correlation Coefficient (MCC) 0.796 (95% CI {0.781, 0.810}) 0.245 (95% CI {0.230, 0.259})

The results of Inconel 718 are good, with a high MCC indicating an extremely strong
correlation between prediction and original data. The false positive rate is approximately
20%. The high precision and recall indicates a good ability to predict high-quality positives
(defects), which is expected since it is the majority class.

The results of Invar 36 are seen to be average–poor. The high precision indicates
that the positive (defect) detection performed by the model is of high quality (i.e., low
false negative predictions). The recall score is poor, indicating a poor ability to detect true
positives. This indicates that the model is very strict with the criteria for classifying a
datapoint as positive, leading to a low number of high-quality positive predictions. The
false positive rate is also very low. The MCC is closer to 0 than to 1, indicating a weak
positive correlation between ground truth and predictions.

The feature importances in neural networks are calculated differently from random
forests. Shapley additive explanations (SHAP) is an approach developed by Lundberg et al.
which utilizes game theory to determine the contribution of each feature to the model
prediction [33]. The SHAP feature importances for the ANN model in the case of both
Inconel 718 and Invar 36 are shown in Figure 13a,b.

(a) (b)

Figure 13. SHAP feature importances of ANN model for (a) Inconel 718 and (b) Invar 36.

4.4. Cross-Material Analysis

The objective of this section is to examine the possibility of training a model on
the defective/clean samples of one material (say, Material 1) and testing the model on a
different material (say, Material 2). Training on Inconel 625 was omitted due to the lack of a
sufficient number of audio datapoints.

ANN models separately trained on Inconel 718 and Invar 36 using the hyperparame-
ters in Table 5 were tested on the other two materials (for example, trained on Inconel 718
and tested on Invar 36 and Inconel 625). Bootstrapping was performed (250 samples) in
order to construct confidence intervals. The obtained classification results are shown in
Tables 10 and 11.
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Table 10. Thresholded ANN classification results on Invar 36 and Inconel 625 using training on
Inconel 718.

Evaluation Metric Score on Invar 36 Score on Inconel 625

Accuracy 0.258 (95% CI {0.245, 0.272}) 0.078 (95% CI {0.069, 0.087})

Precision 0.181 (95% CI {0.178, 0.184}) 0.000 (95% CI {0.000, 0.000})

Recall 0.962 (95% CI {0.954, 0.969}) N/A

False Positive Rate (FPR) 0.881 (95% CI {0.865, 0.898}) 0.922 (95% CI {0.913, 0.931})

F1 0.303 (95% CI {0.299, 0.307}) 0.000 (95% CI {0.000, 0.000})

Matthew’s Correlation Coefficient (MCC) 0.086 (95% CI {0.076, 0.097}) N/A

When looking at the prediction on Invar 36, it is clear that the metrics are very poor.
The MCC is very close to 0, indicating a weak positive correlation between prediction and
ground truth. The recall and false positive rates are both high, indicating that the model
considers most examples to be defective. The prediction on Inconel 718 is also poor. The
false positive rate is less than 10%. The precision is high and false positive rate is low,
indicating that the model is good at selecting positives of high quality. The recall is low,
indicating that only a low fraction of the actual positives are detected by the model. The
MCC is close to 0, indicating nearly no positive correlation between predictions and ground
truth. For Inconel 625, the lack of defective datapoints leads to two undefined metrics and
other poor results.

Table 11. Thresholded ANN classification results on Inconel 718 and Inconel 625 using training on
Invar 36.

Evaluation Metric Score on Inconel 718 Score on Inconel 625

Accuracy 0.271 (95% CI {0.260, 0.281}) 0.681 (95% CI {0.643, 0.720})

Precision 0.906 (95% CI {0.884, 0.928}) 0.000 (95% CI {0.000, 0.000})

Recall 0.144 (95% CI {0.131, 0.158}) N/A

False Positive Rate (FPR) 0.093 (95% CI {0.071, 0.116}) 0.319 (95% CI {0.280, 0.357})

F1 0.234 (95% CI {0.216, 0.252}) 0.000 (95% CI {0.000, 0.000})

Matthew’s Correlation Coefficient (MCC) 0.064 (95% CI {0.043, 0.084}) N/A

Similar to earlier, RF models trained separately on Inconel 718 and Invar 36 using
the hyperparameters in Table 4 were tested on the other two materials. The classification
results are shown in Tables 12 and 13.

Table 12. Random forest results on Invar 36 and Inconel 625 using training on Inconel 718.

Evaluation Metric Score on Invar 36 Score on Inconel 625

Accuracy 0.172 0.000

Precision 0.162 0.000

Recall 0.958 N/A

False Positive Rate (FPR) 0.983 1.000

F1 0.277 0.000

Matthew’s Correlation Coefficient (MCC) -0.066 N/A
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Table 13. Random forest results on Inconel 718 and Inconel 625 using training on Invar 36.

Evaluation Metric Score on Inconel 718 Score on Inconel 625

Accuracy 0.199 0.545

Precision 0.636 0.000

Recall 0.093 N/A

False Positive Rate (FPR) 0.267 0.455

F1 0.162 0.000

Matthew’s Correlation Coefficient (MCC) -0.198 N/A

Tables 12 and 13 show that even with the random forests approach, the results are
poor. For the prediction on Invar 36, the accuracy is found to be low, and the MCC is
negative and close to 0, indicating a very weak negative correlation. The recall score is
high, indicating a high fraction of true positives (defects) being detected, but the precision
is very low, indicating a poor quality of positive prediction. The false positive rate is high,
indicating the tendency of the model to label most samples it sees as positive. Even with
switching to Invar 36 for training the model, the results remain poor. For the prediction on
Inconel 718, the accuracy is still low and the precision is higher than with ANNs. The recall
score and false positive rate have become worse, indicating that the model has become too
stringent with finding positives. The MCC is negative and higher in magnitude, indicating
a mild negative correlation between predictions and ground truth. For Inconel 625, the lack
of defective data causes poor results.

4.5. Discussion

Using the welding process parameters used in this study, the average arc power used
when depositing clean and defective beads can be calculated for each material. The experi-
ments conducted involved a relatively small range of deposition speeds
(0.50 m/min–0.66 m/min for Inconel 718), and thus a population average of traverse speeds
was taken for the defective and clean bead sets of each material. Using the average arc
power and average traverse speeds, the average value of arc energy per unit length (AEL)
can be determined for each of the bead sets. The formulae for both quantities are shown in
Equations (4) and (5), where V is welding voltage, I is welding current and v is welding
speed. In addition to these quantities, it is useful to examine the ideal energy [34], which is
the energy that melts a unit volume of the material (volumetric melting energy—VME).
This can be calculated using Equation (6), where ρ is mass density, Cp is specific heat, Tm
is melting temperature, Ti is initial temperature and Lm is latent heat of fusion [34]. The
calculated ideal energy for each material is listed in Table 14 together with the average
power and AEL values. The material thermophysical properties used for computations are
taken from references [10–12,35–37].

Pavg = VI (4)

AEL =
VI
v

(5)

Ei = ρ(Cp(Tm − Ti) + Lm) (6)

Comparing the AEL values of clean and defective beads listed in Table 14, both
Inconel 718 and Invar 36 have correspondence between defects and increased AEL. This
makes logical sense when looking at Invar 36 since the reason for bead overflow is the
lack of sufficient heat dissipation from the melt pool due to low thermal conductivity
(10.49 W/mK [11]). Thus, increased heat input would exacerbate the issue and lead to an
increased probability of defects. For Inconel 718, the literature suggests that increased
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heat input can lead to cracking due to increased segregation of elements, leading to the
formation of brittle Laves phases [38,39]. Volumetric melting energy (VEM) is commonly
used in selective laser melting (SLM) for the evaluation of dense material deposition [40].
By taking into account the wire feeding rate and wire diameter (1.2 mm), together with the
AEL, the calculated VEMs in our cases are 5–10 times more than the ideal energy, which
also indirectly supports our observation that we do not find any lack of fusion or porosity
in our current study. From the section on feature extraction, it is clear that the two kinds
of defects in question are hot cracking and bead overflow. The most significant similarity
between these defects is the dependence on AEL, since that controls the amount of heat
supplied for bead formation. Thus, the average values of AEL in Table 14 will be used to
try to explain the trends in error metrics shown in the results.

Table 14. Average arc power, AEL and VME values of all materials.

Material
Volumetric

Melting
Energy (J/mm3)

Clean Dirty

Power (W)
Arc

Energy/Length
(J/mm)

Power (W)
Arc

Energy/Length
(J/mm)

Inconel 718 5.92 3201.88 291.08 2938.61 322.57

Inconel 625 6.86 3769.24 339.62 - -

Invar 36 7.99 2216.95 308.84 2492.30 536.46

4.6. Predictions between Inconel 718 and Invar 36

Consider an ML model trained on Inconel 718 data. This model would likely learn
the fact that high arc power typically corresponds to clean beads, whereas reduced arc
power corresponds to defective beads (the exact threshold is difficult to identify, but the
average powers of both bead sets are known from Table 14). It is important to note that
since traverse speed was not passed as an input parameter, the model should not have
information regarding AEL. If the power range of Inconel 718 is compared to the power
range of Invar 36, it is immediately clear that the entire power range of Invar 36 is smaller
in magnitude than the range of Inconel 718. This effectively means that if input power
was the only factor being considered, any system that learns the defect–sensor correlations
for Inconel 718 would assume nearly the entire set of Invar 36 to be defective (due to the
power being even lower than the average defective bead power of Inconel 718). This is
clearly reflected in the cross-material analysis results shown in Tables 10 and 12, where the
precision score is low and the recall score is high. This combination indicates the tendency
of random forest and neural network models to consider an excessively large fraction of the
testing set to be positive (defective). At this juncture, one may argue about the influence
of audio parameters since they do not directly correspond to heat input. To explain this,
one can examine the feature importances for the single-material analysis performed on
Inconel 718. Audio parameters are expected to have low importance relative to voltage
and current for Inconel 718, which can be logically understood when looking at the kind of
defect that is formed in this material, i.e., hot cracks. Hot cracking involves the formation
of low-melting phases and thermal strains, none of which are likely to have a significant
impact on the stability of the arc since they occur during material solidification. Since
audio signals primarily capture the stability of the electric arc during the WAAM process, it
stands to reason that a defect which does not directly influence or depend on arc instabilities
would have a smaller signature in audio sensor responses compared to welding current
and welding voltage. Due to this, it is unlikely that a model trained on Inconel 718 would
consider the existence of a significant relation between audio signals and defects, due to
which there is minimal effect of audio discrepancies on the prediction capabilities of a
model trained on Inconel 718 and tested on Invar 36.

The next step would be to consider the inverse situation, i.e., an ML model trained
on Invar 36 data attempting to make predictions on Inconel 718 data. From Table 14, it
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is clear that such a model would likely learn the fact that increased welding voltage and
current correspond to defective beads and reduced input power corresponds to clean beads.
The exact line of delineation between “high” and “low” is difficult to identify, but the
mean power values are available (in Table 14). Comparing the ranges of power values of
Inconel 718 and Invar 36, the entire range of Invar 36 is seen to be of lower magnitude than
the range of Inconel 718. Thus, a model trained on Invar 36 would be likely to consider
most beads of Inconel 718 to be defective (if the input power is the primary feature being
considered). This, however, is nearly the exact opposite of what is portrayed in the cross-
material analysis results in Tables 11 and 13. The precision score is high and the recall
score is low, indicating that both random forest and neural network models are inclined to
predict a low number of high-quality positives (defects), which is strange.

At this point, it is useful to return to the AEL. Even though it was stated earlier that
the model is unlikely to have information regarding the AEL due to the lack of a welding
speed parameter in the input, if the AEL is taken as a reference instead of input power, all
the abovementioned results suddenly make sense. Contrary to what was earlier mentioned,
the trend from clean to defective beads is found to be increasing for both materials, and
the range of magnitudes is found to be higher for Invar 36 compared to Inconel 718. From
this perspective, a model trained on Inconel 718 will still find most Invar 36 beads to be
defective (due to the higher values of AEL) and a model trained on Invar 36 will find
most Inconel 718 beads to be clean (due to the lower values of AEL). To support this, the
results from Tables 7 and 9 show that, for Invar 36, the detection of positives (defects) is
difficult. Thus, it is safe to say that the model somehow either finds the trends of AEL
without including a welding speed parameter or manages to combine the three kinds of
input parameters (welding current, welding voltage and welding audio) in a fashion that
mimics the trend of the AEL. Assessing the impact of audio data in this scenario, one
can expect that the relative importance of audio features is slightly increased compared
to Inconel 718. This may be understood when considering the nature of defects seen in
Invar 36, i.e., bead overflow, which happens during the melting process. While the root
of the issue still lies in the thermal input of the printing process, the presentation of the
defect is topological in nature (unlike cracks, which are fully internal). The change in the
surface geometry of the bead induced by molten metal runoff causes significant variation
in the instantaneous contact tip distance of the welding torch from the metal surface. This
variation can induce instabilities in the arc which directly translate to clear audio signatures.
Thus the discrepancies in audio are expected to have a bigger impact on the prediction
capabilities of a model trained on Invar 36 and tested on Inconel 718 compared to earlier.

To quantify this, it is useful to compile the precision, recall and F1 scores of both kinds
of predictions using both neural network (ANN) and random forest (RF) models. The F1
score is added as a summary of the precision and recall since it is the harmonic mean of
both metrics. The scores are shown in Table 15.

Table 15. Precision, recall and F1 scores of cross-material predictions between Inconel 718 and
Invar 36.

ML Model

Trained on Inconel 718
Tested on Invar 36

Trained on Invar 36
Tested on Inconel 718

Precision Recall F1 Precision Recall F1

ANN 0.181 0.962 0.303 0.906 0.144 0.234

RF 0.162 0.958 0.277 0.636 0.093 0.267

The F1 values are seen to be slightly higher when predicting on Invar 36 from In-
conel 718 compared to the reversed situation. This could be due to the difference in relative
importance of audio parameters, as explained earlier, but the difference is small (the in-
crease is close to 30% for the ANN model and approximately 4% for the RF model). It is
interesting to note that when looking at the effect of class imbalance, there is not much
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difference seen depending on which class is in the minority (since Inconel 718 and Invar 36
have opposite classes as the minority class). Both Inconel 718-Invar 36 and Invar 36-Inconel
718 predictions have comparable metrics, and the MCC only differs by approximately 0.023.
It would be useful in the future to look into cases where the same class is the minority for
both materials in order to see whether the prediction quality changes.

4.7. Predictions on Inconel 625

On the one hand, going off the trend of AEL seen in Table 14, one would expect
that a model trained on Inconel 718 would predict most datapoints of Inconel 625 to be
defective (since the average AEL of Inconel 625 is higher than the entire range of values for
Inconel 718). On the other hand, a model trained on Invar 36 would predict a fair number
of Inconel 625 datapoints to be clean since the AEL of Inconel 625 is closer to the average of
clean Invar 36 beads compared to the defective beads. This expected result is confirmed
when looking at Tables 11 and 12. Since the precision is zero in all cases (due to the lack of
ground truth positives), the false positive rate can be examined to assess the tendency of
the models to erroneously predict positives. The compiled results are shown in Table 16.

Table 16. False positive rates of cross-material predictions on Inconel 625.

ML Model Trained on Inconel 718 Trained on Invar 36

ANN 0.922 0.319

RF 1.000 0.455

5. Conclusions

Through the course of this research work, many interesting aspects were found be-
tween various sensor responses and defects. Physically consistent reasonings were deduced
for most observations, but some still need further investigations. The primary conclusions
made from this work can be summarized as shown below.

1. Out of the two supervised ML models used for predictions on the single-material
defect status of WAAM deposits, for the most part, the random forest model is found
to have better results compared to the ANN in terms of accuracy (91.1% vs. 89.4%
for Inconel 718), F1 (92.6% vs. 90.3% for Inconel 718) and MCC (83.0% vs. 79.6% for
Inconel 718) scores.

2. Even though welding speed as a parameter is not introduced to the supervised models
at any stage of training, the trends seen in the predictive nature of these models show
similarities to the energy/length values, which would theoretically require knowledge
of the welding speed.

3. Cross-material predictions between Inconel 718 and Invar 36 are found to heavily de-
pend on the nature of the defect in either material. Training with Inconel 718 is found
to lead to overprediction of defects in Invar 36 (recall > 95% and precision < 20%) and
Inconel 625 (false positive rate > 92%), whereas training with Invar 36 is found to lead
to underprediction of defects in Inconel 718 (precision > 60% and recall < 15%) and
Inconel 625 (false positive rate < 46%).

4. In both random forest and ANN models with a reduced amount of minority class
datapoints in the training set (33.3% of total), the testing performance of Inconel 718
was found to be better than Invar 36 in terms of accuracy (91.1% vs. 61.1% for random
forest), F1 (92.6% vs. 22.2% for random forest) and MCC (83.0% vs. 27.1% for random
forest) scores.

5. The usage of welding current, welding voltage and audio signals is found to provide
information about the stability of the arc. However, tracking additional details such
as heat input, weld contaminants, etc. will require additional parameters or sensor
responses. One possibility is to include spectroscopic sensing in order to gather arc
temperature and arc plasma composition data. In addition, attempting to extract more
parameters from the voltage, current and audio data can be helpful.
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Based on the current research work, it can be seen that there is good potential for
the application of machine learning to complex processes such as gas metal arc welding-
based additive manufacturing. However, much fundamental research work has to be
carried out for better understanding or for establishing sets of rules, so that the machine
learning techniques can be adopted for achieving inline usage, contributing to building
next-generation smart systems. Future work would mainly involve the expansion of
both defect domain and material domain to include more variety and generalization in
the modeling approach. In addition, new models using incremental learning could be
potentially useful for continuous learning [41].
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