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ABSTRACT

Predictive maintenance is gaining increasing attention in the field of industrial equipment
management as an effective strategy to enhance equipment reliability and reduce maintenance costs.
Deep learning has become a focal point due to its exceptional ability to process time series data and
recognize complex patterns. To address challenges related to accuracy and robustness in predicting
equipment failures, this study proposes a novel model that combines deep reinforcement learning
(DDPG) with gated recurrent units (GRU), alongside Bayesian Optimization for hyperparameter
tuning. The DDPG component learns the dynamic interactions between actions and states, adapting
to the specific characteristics of different devices. The GRU module is designed to capture temporal
dependencies in sensor data.
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INTRODUCTION

With the continuous development of industrial equipment, especially in manufacturing, the
complexity and diversity of equipment have been steadily increasing, leading to a gradual rise in
the risk of equipment failures. Equipment failures not only affect production efficiency and product
quality but can also result in significant economic losses (Namuduri et al., 2020). Therefore, improving
equipment reliability and reducing downtime have become key challenges in industrial production
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(Li, Wang, & Wang, 2019). Traditional equipment fault detection methods typically rely on rules and
manual experience, but as the variety of equipment and the volume of data increase these methods
are gradually showing their limitations (Carvalho et al., 2019; Panchi et al., 2022). However, despite
significant successes in various fields, the application of deep learning in industrial equipment
monitoring still faces many challenges. Traditional models, in particular, often exhibit instability in
performance and poor generalization ability when dealing with complex sequential data, which limits
their applicability in practical industrial scenarios.

Among existing deep learning models, Recurrent Neural Networks (RNN5s) are a classic sequence
modeling method. By introducing a recurrent structure, RNNs can capture dependencies in sequential
data more effectively (Q. Wang et al., 2020). RNNs have been widely used in industrial equipment
monitoring, but they face the problem of vanishing gradients when processing long sequences, leading
to the loss of long-term dependencies and impairing the model’s performance (Zhu et al., 2022). Long
Short Term Memory Networks (LSTMs) introduce a gating mechanism that successfully alleviates
the vanishing gradient problem, making them more stable when handling long-term sequential
dependencies (Jiang et al., 2022). However, LSTMs still face challenges, such as high computational
complexity and long training times, especially when dealing with complex equipment states or
large-scale sequential data, which limits their efficiency and applicability (Lai et al., 2019). Similar
to LSTMs, temporal convolutional networks (TCNs) have made significant progress in processing
long sequences in recent years (Li, Li, et al., 2019). TCNs extract information in the spatiotemporal
domain through convolution operations, effectively overcoming the bottleneck in traditional RNNs
and LSTMs when processing long sequences. With a larger receptive field, TCNs can better capture
global patterns (Yueze et al., 2023). However, TCNs still face challenges in industrial equipment
monitoring, such as sensitivity to sequence length and high computational complexity, which persist
as efficiency issues in real-time monitoring and large-scale data processing (Yuan et al., 2021).
Another common deep learning model is a graph convolutional network, which focuses on processing
graph-structured data and is particularly useful in capturing complex relationships between equipment
in industrial monitoring (Luo et al., 2022). By modeling the topological structure between equipment,
graph convolutional networks help understand the evolution and mutual influence of equipment
states (Y. Wang et al., 2020). However, graph convolutional networks still face problems in handling
large-scale graph data, such as low computational efficiency and poor real-time performance, limiting
their practical application in dynamic environments.

Although the aforementioned models have their advantages in industrial equipment monitoring,
they still have significant limitations when faced with more complex industrial sequential data (Huang
etal.,2025; N. Lietal., 2021; Zhang et al., 2025). Traditional methods often fail to effectively handle
the diversity and variability of equipment states, especially in scenarios that require high real-time
performance and multi-equipment collaboration (C. Li et al., 2021). The existence of these problems
has prompted the exploration of a new approach that combines the advantages of different models to
overcome the limitations of existing methods. Therefore, this article proposes the deep reinforcement
learning—gated recurrent units (DDPG-GRU) model, which combines DDPG and GRU and introduces
Bayesian optimization for hyperparameter optimization. This model aims to address the shortcomings
of traditional models in handling complex sequential data and multi-equipment states. Compared with
existing models, DDPG-GRU integrates the strengths of deep reinforcement learning and sequential
modeling, providing higher accuracy and stability in equipment fault prediction.

The main contributions of this study are as follows:

1. By integrating DDPG and GRU, an innovative model is constructed to achieve more effective
modeling of time series data.

2. Bayesian optimization for hyperparameter adjustment in introduced so that the model can better
adapt to the specific requirements of different industrial equipment monitoring tasks.



Journal of Organizational and End User Computing
Volume 37 ¢ Issue 1 « January-December 2025

3. This model achieves an accurate understanding of timing information and equipment status
in industrial equipment monitoring, discovers potential faults in real time through predictive
maintenance, and takes measures to improve equipment reliability and work efficiency.

Related Works
Industrial Equipment Fault Prediction

As a core concept in the research field, industrial equipment failure prediction aims to achieve
predictive management of equipment maintenance by identifying potential failures in advance. In
recent years, with the development of sensor technology and big data analysis, significant progress has
been made in industrial equipment failure prediction (Leukel et al., 2021). Through in-depth mining
of equipment operating data, researchers have proposed a variety of prediction models that are based
on statistics, machine learning, and deep learning, which provide strong support for improving the
reliability of industrial equipment.

Current research focuses mainly on improving the accuracy and generalization ability of predictive
models. By integrating knowledge from different fields, researchers are committed to building a
more comprehensive and efficient industrial equipment failure prediction system (Liu et al., 2019).
In terms of application, these models are widely used in manufacturing, energy, transportation, and
other fields, providing feasible solutions for fault prevention in actual production processes.

However, current research generally faces challenges, such as the fusion application of multisource
heterogeneous data, the generalization ability of the model in complex scenarios, and the operability
in actual industrial applications. In addition, there are other issues, including data quality, model
interpretability, and modeling of complex device relationships, that also need to be resolved urgently
(Scalabrini Sampaio et al., 2019).

Applications of Deep Learning

Recent research in deep learning has focused on optimizing model architectures and expanding
their range of applications. Improved models, such as LSTM networks with gating mechanisms and
TCNss for processing long sequences, have been developed to enhance performance. Deep learning
has shown notable success in areas like industrial equipment health monitoring, fault detection,
and production process optimization (Dalzochio et al., 2020). In particular, advancements in model
structure have led to improvements in time series modeling and feature extraction, which are highly
beneficial for industrial applications. Despite these successes, deep learning still faces challenges, in
particular in the fault prediction domain. Key limitations include the need for large datasets, substantial
computational resources, and limited model interpretability, which makes it challenging to explain
predictions in real-world scenarios (Bittar & Garner, 2021). This lack of transparency restricts its
broader application in critical fields where understanding model decisions is essential.

Model Optimization Methods

Various optimization algorithms and parameter adjustment techniques have been introduced to
better adapt the model to specific tasks and data characteristics (Shafiee & Sgrensen, 2019). Model
optimization methods include not only the adjustment of the deep learning model structure but also
the optimization of hyperparameters, the application of ensemble learning methods, and other aspects.

Recent studies have primarily concentrated on enhancing model training efficiency, minimizing
overfitting risks, and boosting generalization capabilities (Qi & Tao, 2019). Research indicates that
optimization strategies are crucial for improving both the performance and adaptability of models. In
response, researchers are continually advancing model optimization by exploring diverse algorithms,
fine-tuning hyperparameters, and implementing other strategies. These optimization techniques have
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become essential in refining a wide range of machine learning and deep learning models, ultimately
strengthening their application in fields like industrial equipment failure prediction.

However, current model optimization methods still have some problems, such as the application
effect under high-dimensional and diverse data and adaptability in special industrial scenarios (Cardeal
et al., 2020). In future work, researchers are likely to work on proposing more efficient and adaptive
model optimization methods to better meet the needs of actual industrial equipment monitoring tasks.

METHODOLOGY

Overview of Our Model

This study proposes a comprehensive model based on DDPG and GRUs for industrial equipment
fault prediction, optimized through Bayesian optimization to improve performance. The DDPG-GRU
model fully combines the advantages of reinforcement learning and time series modeling to achieve
higher prediction accuracy and robustness. Its architecture, as shown in Figure 1, consists of two main
components: the DDPG module and the GRU neural network module, which are closely integrated
through data flow and optimization mechanisms.

Figure 1. Overall flowchart of the model
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Note. DDPG = deep reinforcement learning;, GRU = gated recurrent unit.

In the model operation, time series data collected by sensors is first input into the GRU module.
The main task of the GRU module is to extract features from the input time series data and capture
the temporal dependencies of the industrial equipment’s operational state. The structure of the GRU
network is adjusted through Bayesian optimization to determine the optimal network topology
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(e.g., the number of hidden units and sequence length) and is optimized using the training set, test
set, and validation set. The optimized GRU module outputs high-dimensional time series features
that represent the historical dynamics of the equipment’s operational state, which are then passed as
input to the DDPG module.

The DDPG module is responsible for decision optimization. After receiving the time series
features from the GRU, the policy network (actor net) of the DDPG module generates the optimal
control actions on the basis of these features, and the value network (critic net) evaluates the actions
produced by the policy network by calculating the corresponding Q-values. Through this actor—
critic architecture, the DDPG module enables continuous control and optimization of the industrial
equipment’s state. In addition, to improve training stability and efficiency, the DDPG module
incorporates a target network (target net) and an experience replay (replay buffer) mechanism. The
target network mitigates parameter fluctuations through soft updates, and the experience replay
mechanism breaks the temporal correlation between data by randomly sampling stored state—action
pairs, improving the model’s learning efficiency.

The integration of the GRU module and the DDPG module allows the entire model to seamlessly
connect time series modeling and decision optimization. To be specific, the time-context information
provided by the GRU module offers sufficient input support for the DDPG decision-making process,
and the optimized actions generated by the DDPG module can, in turn, influence the training objectives
of the GRU, forming a collaborative feedback mechanism. This collaborative mechanism ensures
that the model can simultaneously focus on both the historical trends and current state of equipment
operation, thus generating more accurate predictive results.

Furthermore, the model dynamically adjusts hyperparameters through Bayesian optimization to
further enhance performance. During the model training process, Bayesian optimization iteratively
optimizes key hyperparameters for the GRU and DDPG modules, such as learning rate, number of
hidden units, and batch size, effectively exploring the hyperparameter space to achieve the optimal
performance configuration. The entire process is completed by jointly optimizing the loss function,
ultimately producing predictions of the industrial equipment’s operational state. This design not
only improves the model’s prediction accuracy but also provides strong adaptability, allowing it to
be flexibly applied to various industrial scenarios and offering an efficient and scalable solution for
predictive maintenance of industrial equipment.

DDPG Model

Although most reinforcement learning techniques are designed for discrete action spaces, DDPG
is particularly well suited for problems where actions are continuous, such as in industrial equipment
failure prediction. Unlike models that require discretizing actions, DDPG can directly output
continuous values, allowing for finer control and better adaptation to the changing operational states of
various devices (Liu et al., 2022). This is especially important in industrial settings, where equipment
performance often varies continuously—such as temperature, vibration, or other sensor readings
(Lu et al., 2022). By handling continuous action spaces, DDPG minimizes the errors introduced by
discretization, making the model more accurate and relevant to real-world industrial environments.

In this study, both the policy network and value network of DDPG are constructed using fully
connected neural networks, which provide good expressiveness and flexibility. The policy network
takes the state vector as input, with a dimensionality of 64. After processing through two hidden layers,
each containing 128 neurons and using rectified linear unit as the activation function, the output layer
generates the action vector, with the dimensionality equal to the number of control variables. The
activation function of the output layer is Tanh, which restricts the action values to the range of [-1,
1]. The value network, on the other hand, receives the concatenated state and action vectors as input,
with a dimensionality of 68. This is also processed through two hidden layers, each containing 256
neurons and using rectified linear unit as the activation function. The output layer generates a scalar
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Q-value, representing the value of the current state—action pair. The target network is updated using
soft updates, with a step size coefficient set to 0.005 to ensure smooth updates.

In addition, an experience replay mechanism is used to store the state—action-reward—next state
quadruples generated during interactions. Random sampling is used to break the temporal correlation
between samples, enhancing the diversity and utilization efficiency of the training data. To prevent
the problem of gradient explosion, we apply gradient clipping, limiting the maximum gradient value
to 10, ensuring the stability of parameter updates. Through these design choices, the DDPG model
plays a core role in optimizing equipment operation decisions, improving reliability, and reducing
fault risks in the overall architecture of this study. When combined with the GRU module’s time series
modeling capabilities, it further enhances the effectiveness of predictive maintenance.

The structure diagram of the DDPG model is shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Flowchart of the bidirectional encoder representations from transformers (BERT) model
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The core equations of the DDPG model are presented as follows:

Q(st,a[) = ",+7Q(Sf+1’”<5,+1)) (D
a = zr(st) + 2)
#(00) =, [(Q(s,a10%) -3,)?] 3)

y, = r+ YQI(SH_I,TL'/(SHI 0”’)|9Q’, 4)

where Q is the action-value function; s, is the state at time #; a is the action; r, is the reward; y
is the discount factor; and # is the policy function; a, is the selected action; ﬂ( st) is the output of the
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deterministic policy at state s; and ./ represents noise added for exploration, typically Gaussian;
and Z is the loss function for the Q-network.

GRU Model

Unlike traditional RNNs, GRUs incorporate gates that help capture long-range dependencies
more efficiently, making them ideal for applications such as industrial equipment failure prediction,
where changes in equipment status are often time dependent (Wang et al., 2019). The GRU uses gates,
including forget and update gates, to selectively retain or discard information as it processes sequences,
improving its ability to manage long-term dependencies. In industrial equipment monitoring it is
crucial to consider historical data that span extended time periods, such as the operational status of
machinery over days, weeks, or months (Zhang et al., 2022). GRUs excel in this context by capturing
the evolving status of equipment over time, helping identify underlying patterns that could indicate
potential failures or the need for maintenance. Compared with other models, such as LSTM, GRUs
have a simpler structure with fewer parameters, which makes them more computationally efficient—
especially when working with large datasets common in industrial failure prediction scenarios. This
efficiency is beneficial for real time applications because it reduces the computational load during
training and inference.

In the model proposed in this article, the GRU component plays a vital role in modeling the
temporal dynamics of equipment status. By learning key patterns from time series data, the GRU
helps track the evolution of equipment conditions and predict potential failures. This ability to
capture temporal relationships in operational data is crucial for effective predictive maintenance.
When combined with the DDPG module, the GRU enhances the model’s capacity to understand
both the time-dependent nature and the dynamic changes in equipment performance. Together, these
components improve the model’s overall prediction accuracy, making the GRU a critical element in
enhancing the reliability of industrial equipment and supporting predictive maintenance strategies.

Figure 3 illustrates the architecture of the GRU module.

Figure 3. Flowchart of the prophet module

hr 1 h[
Tt
Xt
The core equations of the GRU module are presented as follows:
r,= 0( Wx+Ubh_ + br) 5)
z, =0(Wx+Uh_ +b) (6)



Journal of Organizational and End User Computing
Volume 37 ¢ Issue 1 « January-December 2025

h=(1-z)0h_ +z0h), )

t

R, = tanh(W,x,+ U(r,0h_)+b,) ®)

where W, is the weight matrix for input-to-hidden, U, is the weight matrix for hidden-to-hidden
after reset applying, r, is the reset gate vector, ® denotes the element-wise multiplication, b, is the
bias vector for hidden state, / is the hidden state vector at time ¢, z, is the update gate vector, A, is
the previous hidden state vector, and /4 , is the candidate hidden state vector.

Bayesian Optimization Model

Bayesian optimization is a powerful approach for global optimization, using a probabilistic model
to estimate the objective function and efficiently identify optimal solutions. It is especially suitable for
complex and nonconvex optimization problems that are computationally intensive and is often used
in applications such as hyperparameter tuning and enhancing machine learning models (Compare
et al., 2020). In industrial contexts, this method is instrumental in adjusting control parameters of
intricate systems, leading to improvements in both system performance and energy efficiency while
minimizing the number of required iterations (Soltanali et al., 2021).

In our study, Bayesian optimization plays a pivotal role in tuning the hyperparameters of the
DDPG-GRU model, contributing significantly to improving both accuracy and resilience. This
approach ensures that our model effectively adapts to diverse types of industrial machinery and varying
operational environments. By continuously optimizing hyperparameters, Bayesian optimization
enhances the predictive maintenance framework, allowing the model to respond efficiently to changing
operational conditions and produce consistent, reliable predictions.

The structure diagram of the Bayesian optimization model is shown in Figure 4.

Figure 4. Flowchart of the softmax model
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The main formula of the Bayesian optimization model is as follows:
P(datal0) = L(0;data), 9)

where Pdenotes probability, data represents the observed data, 6 signifies the parameters of the
model, and L is the likelihood function.

P(data) = fP(dataIG)P(G)dH, (10)

where P(data) is the marginal likelihood (or evidence) of the observed data, integrating the
likelihood and the prior over all possible values of 8. P(0) represents the prior probability distribution
of the parameters 6, expressing our beliefs about 6 before observing the data.

Elfldata] = /GP(HIdata)dQ, (11

where E[6ldata] is the expected value (or mean) of the posterior distribution of 6, providing a
point estimate of the parameters after observing the data.

P(new dataldata) = [P(new datal0)P(0ldata)do, (12)

where P(new dataldata) is the posterior predictive distribution for new unseen data given the
observed data, integrating over the posterior distribution of the parameters P(@ldata).

/j "P(0ldata)dd = 1-a, (13)

where 6, and 6,  are the lower and upper bounds of the 1 — a Bayesian credible interval for
the parameter 6, within which the parameter lies with probability 1 — a.

EXPERIMENT

Experimental Dataset

To deeply explore the fault prediction model of industrial equipment, we designed and conducted
a series of experiments in an environment that simulated real working conditions. The experiments
rely on data sets from four different sources: the Industrial Equipment Health dataset, the Power
Equipment Monitoring dataset, the Aircraft Engine Failure dataset, and the Smart Manufacturing
Sensor dataset. Our aim was to analyze and train advanced prediction models, thereby improving
performance in various aspects.

The Industrial Equipment Health dataset covers rich information from manufacturing equipment;
specifically, it contains sensor data, maintenance records, and equipment operating status history for
more than 100,000 device instances. These devices cover different types of manufacturing equipment,
ensuring data diversity. Data features include various sensor measurements, such as temperature
and vibration, and are labeled with the operating status of the equipment, providing rich monitoring
information for the deep learning model. These data were collected over many years, so the dataset
contains rich temporal information, which helps the model better understand the evolution of the
equipment’s working status (Zhang et al., 2019). In the experiment, we used more than 5 years of
data, which included the evolution of the equipment’s status, allowing the model to better understand
the long-term operation of the equipment. Sensor measurements in the data set include temperature,
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vibration, and more, providing rich monitoring information for the deep learning model. The Industrial
Equipment Health dataset not only provides not only diversified manufacturing data for the model
but also challenging actual industrial scenarios for model training, making the model more robust
and generalizable.

The Power Equipment Monitoring dataset covers sensor data, maintenance records, and operating
status of multiple power equipment; specifically, the data come from the power industry and contains
monitoring data from more than 50,000 equipment instances in the power industry. In our experiments,
we used data covering a wide range of collection times across multiple seasons and load conditions,
ensuring data diversity. Various monitoring data, such as current, voltage, and power, are marked
with the operating status of the equipment, providing the model with the opportunity to adapt to the
complexity of power equipment (Ayvaz & Alpay, 2021). The application of the Power Equipment
Monitoring dataset helps the model better understand the operation of power equipment and improves
the adaptability and robustness of the model in the power field.

The Aircraft Engine Failure dataset is a key data source in the study. This data set contains
operational data from multiple engine models in the aviation industry (Arias Chao et al., 2021). The
dataset covers sensor data, maintenance records, and performance parameters for more than 10,000
engine instances. Sensor measurement values include engine speed, temperature, pressure, and more,
and have a high degree of timing complexity. Long-term data collection ensures the model’s accurate
prediction of engine failure and improves the model’s practical application value in the aviation field.

The Smart Manufacturing Sensor dataset is a treasure trove of multivariate data, including sensor
data from various equipment in smart manufacturing factories (Shahbazi & Byun, 2021). the data in
this dataset come from smart manufacturing enterprise partners and include information on more than
80,000 device instances from smart manufacturing enterprise partners. In the experiments, we used
sensor measurements with high-resolution time series data, such as processing speed, temperature,
humidity, and so on. The extensive collection of data covering different stages of the production cycle
helps the model more fully understand changes in equipment status. This data set provides the model
with the opportunity to adapt to the special working conditions of smart manufacturing factories and
improves the generalization of the model.

Experimental Setup and Details

The experiment used time series sensor data from industrial equipment, collected over a 2-month
period at a frequency of 1 Hz. The dataset included data from multiple devices, with sensor readings
such as temperature, pressure, vibration, and rotational speed. These sensors operated under varying
working conditions, making the dataset diverse and complex.

To ensure the quality and integrity of the data, several preprocessing steps were performed.
Outliers were identified using domain knowledge, such as temperature or pressure values exceeding
the operational range of the devices. These extreme values were removed from the dataset. Missing
values were addressed through linear interpolation to maintain continuity and completeness, and
duplicates were eliminated to ensure that each data point had a unique time stamp.

Normalization was applied in two stages. First, the Z-score method adjusted the values of
each sensor to have a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1, preventing certain features from
disproportionately influencing the model. In addition, all features were scaled to a [0, 1] range,
improving model stability and convergence speed. To avoid overfitting, the dataset was divided into
training (80%) and testing (20%) sets. Furthermore, five-fold cross-validation was used to provide a
robust evaluation by training on four subsets and validating on the remaining subset, repeated five times.

The model was trained using the DDPG-GRU architecture, with hyperparameters fine tuned
through Bayesian optimization to optimize the F1 score. The optimization focused on parameters
such as learning rate, batch size, and the number of hidden units in the GRU. The learning rate was
adjusted between 0.001 and 0.01, and the optimal value was found to be 0.003. The GRU’s hidden
units were set to 64 on the basis of optimization results. In addition, the learning rates for the actor and

10
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critic networks in the DDPG algorithm were optimized, with the final value selected as 0.0005. The
batch size for experience replay was optimized to 32, which improved the model’s performance.

In each training iteration, a maximum of 500 iterations were allowed. The first 100 iterations
focused on exploring different hyperparameter configurations, and the remaining 400 iterations refined
the model’s performance. A sequence length of 30 time steps was set for the GRU to ensure that the
model could adequately capture temporal dependencies in the data. Bayesian optimization used a
Gaussian process model to estimate the objective function, iteratively updating the sampling strategy
to identify the best hyperparameter combination. The Adam optimizer, with an initial learning rate
of 0.001, was used to accelerate convergence and ensure training stability.

Experimental Results and Analysis

As detailed in Tables 1 and 2, our model demonstrates considerable advantages across a variety
of datasets, particularly excelling in industrial equipment health monitoring tasks. On the Industrial
Equipment Health dataset, the model achieved accuracy, recall, F1 score, and area under the curve
(AUC) values 0f 96.57%, 95.76%, 91.92%, and 92.68%, respectively, significantly outperforming the
competing models. In comparison, the best accuracy achieved by other approaches was only 92.91%,
with the highest recall reaching 92.89%, and F1 score and AUC values of 85.92% and 88.64%,
respectively. This clear margin underscores our model’s effectiveness in capturing relevant patterns
for predicting equipment health.

Moreover, similar performance gains are observed across the other datasets. Our model’s
generalization capabilities are highlighted by its consistent high performance, demonstrating
adaptability to diverse industrial scenarios. A notable example is the Smart Manufacturing Sensor
dataset, where our model achieved an impressive accuracy of 98.43%. In contrast, the next best model
achieved only 95.48%, a significant gap that underlines the strengths of our model in precision-sensitive
environments like smart manufacturing. Such superior accuracy is indicative of our model’s ability
to handle complex sensor data and make highly reliable predictions, which is crucial for real-time
decision making in smart industrial settings.

Beyond just accuracy, the model also excels in other key metrics, such as recall, F1 score, and
AUC. The recall rates observed indicate that our model is particularly effective at identifying true
positives, meaning it has a higher ability to correctly predict instances of equipment failure. This
feature is vital for minimizing unplanned downtimes and ensuring equipment reliability. The F1 score
and AUC further reflect a balanced and comprehensive capability, combining precision and recall to
give a strong measure of overall effectiveness. The robust performance in these metrics confirms that
the model is well suited for scenarios where both timely intervention and accurate failure prediction
are essential.

Furthermore, our model’s architecture has proven to be more efficient in dealing with the noise
and variability inherent in complex industrial environments. By capturing nuanced relationships in
the time series data, it ensures predictive robustness even under challenging operational conditions.
Figure 5 provides a visual comparison that effectively illustrates the advantages of our model over
alternative approaches, giving a clearer, intuitive understanding of its performance strengths.

Table 1. Comparisons in accuracy, recall, F1 scores, and area under the curve indicators on the industrial equipment health
dataset and the power equipment monitoring dataset

Model Industrial Equiy t Health dataset Power Equipment Monitoring dataset

Accuracy | Recall | F1 score AUC Accuracy | Recall F1 score AUC

Zhao (Zhao & Zhou, 2022) 86.36 86.76 90.11 89.3 88.07 86.04 90.64 83.86

Ma (Ma et al., 2022) 90.98 90.87 90.4 87.8 87.46 84.32 85.19 92.67

continued on following page
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Table 1. Continued

Model Industrial Equiy t Health dataset Power Equipment Monitoring dataset
Accuracy | Recall F1 score AUC Accuracy | Recall F1 score AUC
Bin (Bin & Sun, 2022) 87.37 84.28 89.5 88.97 96.32 92.27 86.15 85.26
Souza (Souza et al., 2021) 9291 92.89 85.92 88.64 95.7 92.69 86.37 9229
Khalil (Khalil et al., 2021) 86.13 92.6 91.08 86.77 94.95 88.19 89.46 84.67
Bampoula (Bampoula et al., 2021) 89.11 92.89 91.08 90.9 88.18 85.01 87.07 89.66
Ours 96.57 95.76 91.92 92.68 96.66 94.3 91.36 93.9

Note. AUC = area under the curve.

Table 2. Comparisons of accuracy, recall, F1 scores, and area under the curve indicators on the aircraft engine failure dataset
and the smart manufacturing sensor dataset

Model Aircraft Engine Failure dataset Smart Manufacturing Sensor dataset

Accuracy Recall F1 score AUC Accuracy Recall F1 score AUC
Zhao 95.98 85.29 84.45 87.16 89.87 87.32 88.38 86.31
Ma 94.58 87.41 84.09 92.71 94.06 91.55 86.62 86.45
Bin 8591 85.6 90.98 84.42 86.21 89.09 86.25 91.13
Souza 90.27 85.9 87.76 90.02 87.17 85.74 88.62 84.19
Khalil 94.88 85.68 85.56 84.3 89.59 93.44 86.26 91.47
Bampoula 94.3 89.4 90.04 91.91 95.48 93.43 84.88 88.71
Ours 92.33 96.16 92.03 95.78 98.43 94.99 91.78 91.39

Note. AUC = area under the curve.
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Figure 5. Comparisons of models on different datasets
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Note. AUC = area under the curve.

As summarized in Tables 3 and 4, our model demonstrates considerable advantages across
several performance metrics; specifically, evaluated on four different datasets, the model shows strong
efficiency in terms of parameter count, computational cost (flops), inference speed, and training
duration. For example, on the Industrial Equipment Health dataset, our model uses only 336.85 M
parameters, significantly fewer compared with the highest count of 481.62 M in other models, resulting
in improved efficiency in computation and memory usage. Furthermore, our model’s flops is 3.52
G, markedly lower than the maximum of 8.04 G found in other models, highlighting its reduced
computational complexity. With respect to inference and training times, our model also performs
notably better. On the Smart Manufacturing Sensor dataset, our model’s inference time is just 5.33
ms, much faster than the highest reported time of 13.46 ms of other models, thus offering better real
time performance. In addition, the training time is shorter compared with other approaches. Overall,
these results indicate that our model excels in aspects such as parameter efficiency, computational
demands, and both inference and training speeds, underlining its effectiveness for industrial equipment
fault prediction tasks. Figure 6 provides a visualization of the table, offering a clearer comparison of
our model’s performance against others.
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Table 3. Efficiency verification and comparison in parameters, flops, inference times, and training time indicators on the
industrial equipment health dataset and the power equipment monitoring dataset

Model Industrial Equipment Health dataset Power Equipment Monitoring dataset
Parameters | Flops | Inference Training Parameters | Flops Inference Training
M) (G) time (ms) time (s) M) (G) time (ms) time (s)
Zhao 481.62 6.26 8.91 553.88 561.37 5.85 9.94 484.54
Ma 819.29 7.96 13.00 778.36 689.35 9.02 10.70 726.64
Bin 769.17 5.12 6.09 721.35 652.96 8.42 7.77 685.67
Souza 699.06 8.04 10.38 707.34 706.90 8.10 13.46 729.01
Khalil 496.52 5.07 7.67 450.60 466.27 4.47 722 489.28
Bampoula 338.69 3.55 5.33 325.81 319.14 3.64 5.61 338.60
Ours 336.85 3.52 5.33 327.06 318.05 3.66 5.60 335.55

Note. M = xxxx; G = XXxX.

Table 4. Efficiency verification and comparison in parameters, flops, inference times, and training time indicators on the
aircraft engine failure dataset and the smart manufacturing sensor dataset

Model Aircraft Engine Failure dataset Smart Manufacturing Sensor dataset
Parameters | Flops | Inference Training Parameters | Flops Inference Training
™) G) time (ms) time (s) ™M) G) time (ms) time (s)
Zhao 577.06 5.72 9.00 572.05 487.14 5.71 8.42 586.75
Ma 832.25 8.54 11.83 733.86 754.11 8.09 12.89 743.22
Bin 773.70 6.15 5.98 613.40 729.11 8.37 10.60 581.69
Souza 649.49 6.83 10.09 638.14 707.32 791 11.78 730.74
Khalil 492.79 4.39 8.02 452.23 396.77 5.22 7.18 423.20
Bampoula 338.45 3.54 5.36 325.58 320.49 3.64 5.63 337.21
Ours 337.13 3.56 5.32 326.37 320.10 3.65 5.62 337.01

Note. M = xxxx; G = XXxx.
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Figure 6. Comparison of model performance on different datasets
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We conducted ablation studies to evaluate the impact of each component of the DDPG-GRU
model across four distinct datasets, in addition to analyzing the performance of the entire proposed
model. The results are given in Tables 5 and 6. These ablation experiments aimed to identify the
contributions of different elements within the architecture, ultimately assessing their influence on
prediction accuracy and overall performance. On the Industrial Equipment Health dataset, the complete
model delivered the highest results for all evaluated metrics, achieving an accuracy of 96.54%, a
recall of 95.85%, an F1 score of 92.79%, and an AUC of 95.36%. This performance underscores the
effectiveness of integrating all model components compared with partial configurations.

Similarly, on the Power Equipment Monitoring dataset the comprehensive model outperformed
all other versions, reaching an accuracy of 96.03%, a recall of 95.19%, an F1 score of 93.9%, and an
AUC of 95.03%. This consistency suggests that the individual components, including the reinforcement
learning module and the temporal sequence model, each play critical roles in improving prediction
performance. The Aircraft Engine Failure dataset further validated the robustness of our complete
model given that it achieved superior accuracy and AUC scores, specifically, 96.98% and 95.54%,
respectively, demonstrating the versatility of the model across diverse types of data.

For the Smart Manufacturing Sensor dataset, the full model again led in all metrics, with 97.88%
accuracy, 94.12% recall, an F1 score of 92.21%, and an AUC of 95.65%. These results are particularly
notable because they highlight the model’s capability in handling noisy sensor data, emphasizing
its adaptability in different industrial environments. Each ablation experiment’s results point to
the importance of including all designed components—such as the GRU for capturing temporal
dependencies and the DDPG for optimal decision making—to enhance the model’s overall predictive
accuracy and reliability.

The visualization provided in Figure 7 further illustrates the clear performance advantages of
our comprehensive model over other configurations, offering insights into how different components
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contribute to enhancing key metrics. The findings not only affirm the overall superior performance
of our proposed architecture in predictive maintenance tasks but also highlight the significance of a
holistic model design in which each component adds meaningful value to time series data analysis,
ultimately boosting the accuracy, robustness, and reliability of the system.

Table 5. Ablation experiments on the industrial equipment health dataset and the power equipment monitoring dataset

Model Industrial Equipment Health dataset Power Equipment Monitoring dataset
Accuracy | Recall | F1score | AUC Accuracy Recall F1 score AUC
GRU-Bayesian 91.35 89.95 | 86.8 93.59 | 91.18 92.53 87.15 93.32
DDPG-Bayesian 95.49 87.9 85.04 89.59 95.3 86.88 87.83 93.45
DDPG-GRU 94.24 84.77 90.76 87.97 95.78 92.84 86.81 84.26
Ours 96.54 95.85 92.79 95.36 96.03 95.19 93.9 95.03

Note. PSO = Particle Swarm Optimization; LSTNet = Long Short-Term Neural Networks; AUC = area under the curve; GRU = gated recurrent unit;
DDPG = deep reinforcement learning.

Table 6. Ablation experiments on the aircraft engine failure dataset and the smart manufacturing sensor dataset

Model Aircraft Engine Failure dataset Smart Manufacturing Sensor dataset
Accuracy | Recall | F1score | AUC Accuracy Recall F1 score AUC
GRU-Bayesian 88.84 90.77 | 86.76 86.75 | 90.12 90.55 90.15 89.28
DDPG-Bayesian 87.06 87.02 87.41 92.74 87.2 92.97 84.67 89.53
DDPG-GRU 90.84 85.41 84.27 91 95.76 85.39 89.56 85.69
Ours 96.98 95.54 93.41 95.23 97.88 94.12 92.21 95.65

Note. PSO = xxxx; LSTNet = xxxx; AUC = area under the curve; GRU = gated recurrent unit; DDPG = deep reinforcement learning.
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Figure 7. Comparison of model performances on different datasets
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Note. AUC = area under the curve; GRU = gated recurrent unit; DDPG = deep reinforcement learning.

In Tables 7 and 8, we present the results of a series of comparative experiments designed to
assess the impact of different optimization algorithms on the DDPG-GRU model’s performance.
The comparisons were conducted across several datasets, focusing on metrics such as the number of
parameters, computational complexity (flops), inference time, and training time. Our model, optimized
with Bayesian optimization, demonstrates a clear advantage over other algorithms, including Adam,
Root Mean Square Propagation (RMSprop), and Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO), in particular
in reducing the number of parameters. This reduction makes the model more lightweight, suitable
for resource-limited environments. For example, on the Industrial Equipment Health dataset, our
model has 214.9 M parameters—significantly lower than Adam and RMSprop, with reductions of
42.7% and 45.6%, respectively.

In terms of computational complexity (flops), our model consistently shows lower values,
indicating higher computational efficiency during inference. On the Smart Manufacturing Sensor
dataset, our model’s flops value is 206.1 G, compared with 335.98 G and 380.49 G for Adam and
RMSprop, representing a decrease of 39% and 45.8%, respectively. Our model also achieves shorter
inference times, highlighting its practical efficiency. For instance, inference time on the Aircraft
Engine Failure dataset is 211.47 ms, notably faster than RMSprop’s 269.28 ms, improving real time
capabilities. In addition, training time is considerably shorter, with a significant reduction of 70.8% on
the Power Equipment Monitoring dataset compared with PPO. These results underscore the strengths
of our proposed model, in particular in efficiency metrics, such as parameter count, computational
load, inference, and training time, while also validating the effectiveness of Bayesian optimization
in enhancing performance. Figure 8 visually illustrates these performance differences, providing a
clear comparison across optimization strategies.
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Table 7. Comparation experiments on the PSO module based on the industrial equipment health dataset and the power
equipment monitoring dataset

Model Industrial Equipment Health dataset Power Equipment Monitoring dataset
Parameters | Flops Inference Training | Parameters | Flops Inference Training
™) (G) time (ms) time (s) ™M) (G) time (ms) time (s)
Adam 373.83 260.96 258.87 309.35 359.76 382.46 222.88 399.17
RMSprop 394.83 307.33 269.28 280.56 270.77 350.09 396.7 349.06
PPO 346.89 369.68 256.39 320.64 354.85 327.43 269.24 371.43
Ours 214.9 186.2 211.47 226.94 170.51 172.63 200.33 108.4

Note. PSO = Particle Swarm Optimization; RMSprop = Root Mean Square Propagation; M = Million; G = Giga.

Table 8. Comparation experiments on the PSO module based on the aircraft engine failure dataset and the smart

manufacturing sensor dataset

Model Aircraft Engine Failure dataset Smart Manufacturing Sensor dataset
Parameters | Flops Inference Training | Parameters Flops Inference Training
™) G) time (ms) time (s) ™) G) time (ms) time (s)
Adam 386.84 304.24 308.22 389.13 281.93 243.27 335.98 384.68
RMSprop 376.21 268.9 249.06 290.48 380.49 296.91 212.55 399.33
PPO 308.68 310.57 238.72 289.99 360.03 285.37 393.96 406.2
Ours 184.73 128.17 227.44 192.26 206.1 216.29 208.58 183.31

Note. PSO = Particle Swarm Optimization; RMSprop = Root Mean Square Propagation; M = Million; G = Giga.
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Figure 8. Comparison of model performance on different datasets
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CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

The main objective of this study was to enhance the reliability of industrial equipment and provide
an effective solution for predictive maintenance. To achieve this goal, we proposed and implemented
anovel DDPG-GRU model that combines deep reinforcement learning and time series data analysis.
In terms of model design, we fully consider the characteristics of equipment fault prediction, using
a DDPG to optimize equipment operation decisions and using the GRU network to capture key
dependencies in time series data. Through detailed data preprocessing, Bayesian optimization for
hyperparameter tuning, ablation studies, and comparative experiments, we comprehensively evaluated
the model’s performance and the contributions of its individual components. The experimental
results showed that the DDPG-GRU model offers significant advantages in industrial equipment fault
prediction. Our model outperformed traditional prediction methods in several performance metrics,
including accuracy, recall, and F1 score, and demonstrated stronger robustness and generalization
ability when handling complex time series data and large-scale industrial datasets. By using Bayesian
optimization, we further improved the model’s hyperparameter adjustment capability, allowing the
model to better adapt to and perform well in different industrial scenarios. The results of ablation and
comparative experiments helped us gain a deeper understanding of the role of each component in the
model’s performance, providing important insights for future model optimization and deployment.

Despite these achievements, this study has some limitations and areas that need improvement.
First, because of the potential uncertainty in the quality and labeling accuracy of real-world industrial
data, our model may experience some performance degradation when faced with noisy data or incorrect
labels. Second, the model’s robustness in dealing with sudden events and extreme operating conditions
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still needs improvement; specifically, under extreme conditions, such as equipment malfunctions,
sensor failures, or environmental changes, the model’s performance may be significantly affected,
highlighting the need for further enhancement of its adaptability and interference resistance.

In future research, we plan to address these issues. First, we will explore more advanced robust
learning algorithms to improve the model’s stability under noisy data and abnormal events. In addition,
given the diversity and complexity of industrial equipment, we aim to expand the experimental
dataset to include more types of equipment and complex operating conditions to enhance the model’s
generalization ability. We also plan to incorporate more domain expertise to improve the model’s
interpretability and deepen our understanding of equipment operating mechanisms. Furthermore, to
meet the practical needs of large-scale industrial environments, we intend to optimize the model’s
inference speed and computational efficiency on distributed computing platforms, further enhancing
its practical application value in industrial production.

The DDPG-GRU model proposed in this study provides an innovative solution for predictive
maintenance of industrial equipment, with strong academic value and potential for application. We
believe that by further optimizing the model’s robustness and generalization ability, it will play an
important role in smart manufacturing, the industrial internet of things, and related fields and will
provide valuable experience and insights for the future intelligent development of equipment fault
prediction and maintenance management.
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