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Abstract: Battery aging is a complex phenomenon, and precise state of health (SoH) monitoring
is essential for effective battery management. This paper presents a data-driven method for SoH
estimation based on support vector regression (SVR), utilizing features built from both full and partial
discharge capacity curves, as well as battery temperature data. It provides an in-depth discussion
of the novel features constructed from different voltage intervals. Moreover, three combinations of
features were analyzed, demonstrating how their efficacy changes across different voltage ranges.
Successful results were obtained using the full discharge capacity curves, built from the full interval
of 2 to 3.4 V and achieving a mean R? value of 0.962 for the test set, thus showcasing the adequacy
of the selected SVR strategy. Finally, the features constructed from the full voltage range were
compared with ones built from 10 small voltage ranges. Similar success was observed, evidenced by
a mean R? value ranging between 0.939 and 0.973 across different voltage ranges. This indicates the
practical applicability of the developed models in real-world scenarios. The tuning and evaluation of
the proposed models were carried out using a substantial dataset created by Toyota, consisting of
124 lithium iron phosphate batteries.

Keywords: lithium-ion battery; battery degradation; prognostics; machine learning; SoH

1. Introduction

Lithium-ion batteries have become the preferred choice due to their high energy
density, long cycle life, and low self-discharge rate [1]. This makes them especially favorable
for electric vehicles, where minimizing the weight of the battery pack while maintaining
the desired performance and range is crucial. Furthermore, the increasing presence of
photovoltaic and wind systems in the grid has led to the deployment of massive stationary
battery storage systems to address the intermittency of these renewable sources and to
provide essential support services to the grid [2]. Battery cells are very small units that are
a part of battery packs for the majority of storage applications. The pack necessitates the
presence of a Battery Management System (BMS) to ensure safe and efficient operation. It
monitors and controls the charging and discharging process and implements battery cell
balancing. To accomplish this task, the BMS must accurately estimate key battery metrics
such as State of Charge (SoC), State of Health (SoH), and remaining useful life (RUL).

Battery SoH is a measure of the battery’s ability to hold its charge. It is commonly
defined as the ratio of the maximum available capacity of a used battery compared with
its original or brand-new state. On the other hand, battery RUL refers to the estimated
amount of time or number of charge—discharge cycles that a battery can operate for before
experiencing failure or unacceptable performance. Battery degradation is a highly variable
process, dependent on ambient conditions, cell chemistry, use patterns, and the BMS.
Consequently, a wide variety of model-based [3—6] and data-driven battery aging methods
used for SoH and End of Life prediction of batteries exist in literature.

Model-based methods rely on physical principles and mathematical equations to
describe the behavior of batteries. These methods are characterized by very high accuracy;
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however, their development can be very resource-intensive and time-consuming, requiring
both significant computational power and expert knowledge.

With the abundance of data and advancements in the machine learning field, data-
driven methods have become particularly popular. By analyzing large datasets, data-driven
methods can uncover patterns and relationships that may not be easily identifiable using
traditional analytical techniques. Numerous features, also called health indicators (Hls),
have been used to realize different ML strategies. They are very commonly extracted from
voltage, current, and temperature curves during the charging and discharging processes;
for example, the authors of [7] extracted 11 features in the voltage range of 3.8 to 4.1 V.
In [8], eight features were extracted from the discharge voltage, current, temperature,
and the elapsed time of the discharge process, while in [9], features were built from the
same quantities during the constant current (CC) and constant voltage (CV) charging
process. In [10], unique features were constructed from the dependence of battery voltage
and discharge capacity (Q (V), and the integral of battery temperature, through statistical
analysis. Furthermore, incremental capacity analysis (ICA) is another commonly used
method for feature extraction, representing the ratio between an increment of capacity and
a fixed-voltage increment (dQ/dV) for a full or partial cycle. The resulting differential
curves have a peak that becomes less pronounced as the battery ages. Many works have
generated various valuable features from these curves [11-13]. The only drawback of these
curves is that they can be easily affected by noise.

Numerous machine learning methods have been proposed in literature regarding State
of Health (SoH) estimation. These can range from classical machine learning techniques
such as modified linear regression, Gaussian processes regression (GPR), support vector
regression (SVR), and random forest to different neural network (NN)-based approaches.

GPR can provide mean capacity estimates as well as probabilistic bounds using various
features [14]. In [15], the authors use GPR to estimate the SoH and RUL of lithium-ion
batteries while also considering uncertainty in two different attempts: first, by using a
known parametric battery degradation model to exploit prior knowledge, and secondly,
by developing a model based on experimental capacity measurements of battery cells.
Ref. [16] presents an approach where probability prediction together with a GPR model is
used to estimate the SoH, which is then used with three other indirect health indicators to
forecast the RUL of the batteries.

Refs. [17,18] apply regression to model battery aging patterns; additionally, the RUL
prediction capabilities of two fitting functions are analyzed, which are the third-degree
polynomial and a custom hybrid function. An SVR strategy is presented in [19] based
on curves of battery voltage as a function of charging capacity (V-Q). In [20,21], an SVR
strategy based on partial voltage charging curves is proposed, while in [22], a comparison
between linear regression, SVR, and random forest methods is provided.

Finally, many works have focused on different methods based on neural networks
because of their flexibility, adaptability, and ability to learn complex patterns. Refs. [23,24]
employ back-propagation neural networks (BPNN) using various health indicators, result-
ing in accurate SoH estimation. Ref. [25] proposes a solution based on the convolutional
neural network (CNN), incorporating the concepts of transfer learning and network prun-
ing. In [26], an Echo State Network is used together with a single exponential function
to predict the SoH evolution curve of the tested batteries in different cycles. From the
generated curves, the RUL is also inferred. Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) networks
are a type of neural network architecture that are particularly effective at processing long
sequences of data [27-31]. In [28], the proposed method is based on LSTM NN and signal
processing methods for SoH and RUL prediction of lithium-ion batteries, while [29] created
an SoH estimation method based on LSTM and transfer learning.

This work presents a data-driven method for SoH estimation based on SVR and
three features obtained from full and partial discharge capacity curves as well as battery
temperature data. SVR was selected instead of the recently popular NN-based strategies
because it offers a good trade-off between low computational burden, applicability, and
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accuracy of results, while also providing higher model interpretability. The performance
of all models was evaluated using a substantial dataset, consisting of 124 battery cells. A
discussion is provided on the unique extraction procedure of the features, their combination,
as well as the parameter tuning process. Results demonstrate that the SVR models can
successfully use features built from partial discharge capacity curves for accurate SoH
estimation, highlighting the method’s applicability in real-life scenarios.

2. Dataset

Toyota, in cooperation with Stanford University and MIT, created a dataset of
124 commercial lithium—iron phosphate battery cells [32], with 1.1 Ah nominal capac-
ity and 3.3 V nominal voltage, cycled under fast charging conditions until their end of life
(EoL) is reached. The cycling was carried out in a fixed chamber temperature of 30 °C,
applying two steps of constant current charging, according to a policy defined by the format
“C1(Q1) — C2”, where C1 and C2 are the charging current values, and Q1 is the SoC level
at which the current is switched. A total of 72 different policies with different values for
charging current and switching step are used across the dataset, while the discharge is
performed at a constant current of 4.4 A. While the chamber temperature is controlled, the
cell temperature can vary by up to 10 °C within a cycle and between cells due to the vastly
different charging policies and internal impedance values.

The number of cycles to failure for the batteries spans from approximately 150 to
2300, and the average end of life number is 806. Figure 1 shows the batteries ranked by
cycle life, while Figure 2 shows the various SoH evolution profiles. The heterogeneous
charging profiles generate a lot of variety within the dataset, allowing for deep analysis
and insight into the behavior of the batteries and degradation patterns. For every battery
cycle, the dataset includes a range of measured quantities including voltage, charge and
discharge capacity, temperature, and internal resistance. In [14], the dataset authors created
an in-depth analysis of the data and proposed many data-driven features, using which they
developed a linear regression model to predict battery RUL.
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Figure 1. Dataset ordered by battery lifespan expressed in number of cycles.
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Figure 2. SoH over number of cycles for a set of representative batteries of the dataset.

3. Proposed Approach

This paper proposes a solution to estimate the SoH, which is based on a feature
extraction procedure, where features that are considered strong battery health indicators
are extracted from the discharge phase of every cycle. In the second step, those features are
used as predictors to fit an SVR model, which is well suited to battery degradation modeling
since it is strongly resistant to overfitting and can handle non-linear data. The SVR model
is tuned with a cross-validation procedure and then used to perform SoH estimation.

3.1. Support Vector Regression

Support vector machine (SVM) is a very powerful algorithm for classification and
regression tasks, which has been widely and successfully used in various fields such
as image recognition, text classification, and prognostic and diagnostic processes. SVM
works by finding the hyperplane that separates the data into classes and maximizes the
minimum distance between data points and the hyperplane itself (maximizes the margin).
SVM is effective with highly non-linear data thanks to the kernel trick: it can be used to
transform the input (non-linear) data into higher-dimensional feature spaces, where linear
classification can be performed.

SVR s a version of SVM specifically tailored for regression tasks. Similarly to SVM,
it works by finding the hyperplane (line) that best fits the data and minimizes the error
by using a tunable value ¢ as the minimum considered error. Any point lying inside
the e-tube is not considered in the cost function (1). A high value of ¢ leads to a more
tolerant model, prone to underfitting, while a low value of ¢ leads to a more accurate but
likely overfitted model. ¢, ¢, are the slack variables used to account for the positive and
negative error of the points outside the e-tube (2). The sum of ¢, and ¢, * is minimized in
the loss function, weighted by a hyperparameter C, called a box constraint, which helps
balance the complexity of the model. Finally, w and w’ are the weights arrays, normal and
transposed, respectively; Y}, is the target value; X,,’ is the transposed descriptor array; and
b is the bias.

il s Oy .
mins w'w+C}Y (&, +E5) Q)
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(Xjw+b)—Y, < e+ Vn

3.2. Feature Selection Procedure

In [10], the authors propose and study a set of features computed over the Toyota-MIT
dataset, which they use as predictors to fit a linear regression model and provide an early
RUL prediction at cycle 100 of the batteries. To do so, they extract one value of each feature



Energies 2024, 17, 206

50f 14

per battery, using the measurements made between cycles 10 and 100. The extraction
approach is revisited in this work and adapted to compute three of the features at every
cycle. The values of the features are then used to feed the SVR model to obtain a continuous
estimation of the SoH at every cycle, using the feature data of that cycle. The first two
features are related to the discharge capacity curves of the batteries as a function of voltage
(Q (V)), i.e., their total moved charge (Q) during each discharge phase.

Figure 3 shows these discharge capacity curves at different cycles of battery life. The
area under each curve can be seen as the total energy output by the battery during that
cycle, and it gradually drops as the battery ages. The discharge capacity curve at cycle 10 is
taken as a reference to compute the values of the features. The reference discharge curve
is then subtracted by the discharge curve of every cycle after it to obtain a measure of the
drop in performance between cycle 10 and the actual cycle (k).
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Figure 3. Discharging capacity as a function of voltage for all cycles of a sample battery.

The full voltage range is equal for all the cycles (and batteries) and constitutes a solid
base for comparisons. However, before it could be utilized, interpolation of the different
curves over a common set of voltage values had to be performed so that their subtraction
could be made point by point. In Figure 4, the difference curves are shown for cycle
200 of all batteries, which are the result of the procedure explained above. Blue lines that
are almost flat show no significant drop in performance from cycle 10. Yellow lines, on
the other hand, indicate a major degradation. The first feature (Ftrl) is computed as the
common logarithm of the variance of the difference curves, while the second feature (Ftr2)
is computed as the common logarithm of the minimum of the difference curves. Both the
features are computed for every battery and every cycle except cycles from 1 to 10, for
which the value is considered equal to the 11th. The result, for both features, is a feature
space on which the data are almost linearly distributed over the battery life span, and it
is plotted for cycle 200 of every battery in Figure 5a for Ftr1 and Figure 5b for Ftr2. This
property is maintained over all the aging cycles. While the results for both features seem
identical, drastic differences will come to the surface when partial discharge curves are
discussed in Section 4.2.
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Figure 4. Difference in discharge capacity curves between reference cycle 10 and cycle 200, calculated

for all the batteries.
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Figure 5. (a) Common logarithm of the variance in the difference between capacity curves at cycle
200 and cycle 10 for all batteries (Ftr1(200)). (b) Common logarithm of the minimum of the difference
between capacity curves at cycle 200 and cycle 10 for all batteries (Ftr2(200)).

Finally, the third feature (Ftr3) is computed as the sum of temperature: for every cycle
k of each battery, the average temperature of each cycle (Tcyde) is summed from the first up

to the k-th cycle.

In Equation (3), the three features are defined and computed for each cycle of every
battery. More specifically, Q19 (V) and Qy (V) represent the discharge capacities at reference
cycle 10 and cycle k, respectively, as a function of voltage. AQy (V) is the difference of
those two curves, while AQ; (V) represents the average value of that difference for cycle k.
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Parameter p refers to the number of points in the curve. Finally, T; represents a singular
temperature measurement.

71 L (8Qk (V) — A0 (V)]
Ftr2(k) = log(|min(AQx (V ))])
Ft?’?)(k) = f Tcycle 3)
cycle=1

AQk (V) = Qk (;’) — Q1o (V)
AQy (V) = %ElAQk,i(V)

Ftri(k) = log(| -5

4. Results and Discussion
4.1. Experimental Procedure and Full Discharge Window Approach

The voltage operating range of the batteries in the used dataset is approximately
from 2 to 3.4 V. Initially, the features were extracted from the whole interval according to
the procedure defined in Section 3.2. From the 124 available batteries, 15 were randomly
selected to form the test set, while all of the cycles of the remaining 109 batteries formed
the training and validation set. The SVR models were trained using solely the data of the
109 batteries. Initial parameter tuning was performed, followed by two sets of five-fold
cross-validation (CV) campaigns to determine the best feature sets and then optimize the
hyperparameters of the final model. In all stages, the predicted and measured values of
SoH were compared after every cycle of every battery of the training and validation set.

To achieve a fully standardized and comparable results framework, the following
procedure was developed and strictly followed:

The accuracy of the various proposed models was evaluated using the coefficient of
determination (R?). It is often defined as the amount of variability in the data explained or
accounted for by the model, and it is represented by Equation (4).

R2—1— ie1 (v —f(xi))z
Y (v —9)

(4)

where

n—number of observations;
y;—target value of SoH;
f(x;)—predicted value of SoH;
¥ —mean of the target values.

Initial tuning of the SVR model hyperparameters (box constraint, epsilon, and kernel
scale) was performed using MATLAB 2021b’s built-in tool for hyperparameter optimiza-
tion with the following properties: Bayesian optimizer, 60 optimization iterations, and
loss metric RMSE. Due to the limited computational power, the number of optimization
iterations had to be limited as well. This step is required to find an acceptable starting point
from which to proceed with subsequent refinements.

Afterward, one of three sets of features is selected, where each feature set is a different
combination of the three constructed features. Five-fold cross-validation (CV) is applied
to the three potential feature sets, and the one with the highest mean CV R? is chosen.
The considered feature sets along with their mean CV R? scores for the full discharge
window approach are shown in Table 1. The highest R? value was achieved for feature set
B, consisting of the first and third features.

Once the set of features is fixed, the model is further tuned by performing a five-fold
CV for a range of values for each single hyperparameter, where the range depends on the
results of the initial tuning of the parameters. This procedure is hierarchical, meaning that
it starts from the most impactful hyperparameter (epsilon), then moves to the second most
impactful (box constraint), and so on. The CV R? of the final optimized model is 0.976.
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The hyperparameters of the final model considering the full window approach are a box
constraint (BC) equal to 0.0055, epsilon equal to 0.0021, and a gaussian kernel and kernel
scale (KS) of 1.

Table 1. Feature sets and achieved R? values.

Feature Set Features Mean CV R?
A Ftrl, Ftr2, Ftr3 0.968
B Ftrl, Ftr3 0.970
C Ftr2, Ftr3 0.961

Finally, the test set is fed to the tuned model. In every cycle, the model provides a
predicted value of the SoH based on the input data of the same cycle. The R? value is
calculated for every test battery individually, considering the measured and predicted
value of the SoH after each cycle. The best fit is achieved for battery 11 (T11) of the test
set, shown in Figure 6 with R? = 0.999; the worst fit for battery 4 (T4), shown in Figure 7
with R? = 0.794; and the mode is battery 5 (T5), shown in Figure 8 with an R? = 0.981.
The average R? value for all batteries of the test set is also very high and equal to 0.962,
indicating that, for the most part, the model fits the SoH evolution of the test set very well.

0.95
an
o
%)
0.9
0.85F Measured
Estimated
0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200

Number of cycle
Figure 6. Best SoH estimation results for test battery 11.

4.2. Partial Discharge Window Approach

The full window approach is subject to limitations in real use cases. The typical
use of battery-powered devices prevents the battery cycle from adequately covering the
entire voltage range since batteries are rarely fully charged and discharged. Therefore,
further analysis was carried out, adopting the same experimental procedure described in
Section 4.1. to study how performance is affected by shrinking and moving the adopted
voltage window over the full voltage span.

Ten voltage intervals were selected and a five-fold CV procedure was performed for
every voltage interval to choose the best feature set. The results in Table 2 demonstrate how
the efficacy of the three feature sets changes for the different voltage intervals based on their
R? values. Moreover, the full voltage interval is also present in the table for comparison. For
the high voltage intervals of 3.15 to 3.4 V and especially 3.25 to 3.4 V, which are highlighted
in red, the R? value is low for all feature sets. The explanation for this low accuracy can be
found in Figure 3, which shows that between such high voltage limits the moved charge is
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low and does not profoundly change as the number of cycles increase, thereby resulting
in suboptimal features. Table 2 also shows that feature set B performs poorly for voltage
intervals with an upper limit of less than 3.1 V. One of the features of this set is related
to the variance in the difference between the curves of cycle k and the reference cycle 10.
While this set was the best performer in the case of a full voltage window, it can be seen in
Figure 4 that these difference curves have a constant value for voltages lower than 3.1 and,
thus, the variance is no longer a good indicator. On the other hand, this is not the case for
the minimum of the difference curve; thus, feature sets C and A continue to perform well.
For each voltage interval, the feature set that results in the highest R? value is selected. The
chosen feature set along with the final tuned value of the hyperparameter for each model
are shown in Table 3.
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Figure 7. Worst SoH estimation results for test battery 4.
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Figure 8. Mode SoH estimation results for test battery 5.



Energies 2024, 17, 206

10 of 14

Table 2. Mean cross-validation R? values for feature set selection.

Voltage Range (V) Feature Set A Feature Set B Feature Set C
Full window (2-3.4) 0.9686 0.9705 0.9620
3-34 0.8852 0.9572 0.9538
3.15-34 0.8992 0.8306 0.8777
3.25-3.4 0.8517 0.7894 0.8195
3-32 0.9624 0.9645 0.9536
3-3.1 0.9429 0.3904 0.9531
3-3.05 0.9608 0.3883 0.9646
2.8-3 0.9691 0.4715 0.9705
2.9-3 0.9657 0.3932 0.9705
24-2.6 0.9774 0.3944 0.9699
2224 0.9772 0.3269 0.9741

Table 3. Final model hyperparameters for every voltage interval.

Voltage Range (V) BC KS Epsilon Kernel Feature Set
Full window (2-3.4) 0.0055 1.0 0.0021 Gaussian B
3-34 0.0055 1.0 0.0005 Gaussian B
3.15-3.4 1.100 2.0 0.0001 Gaussian A
3.25-3.4 0.022 1.0 0.0021 Gaussian A
3-3.2 0.0055 1.0 0.0001 Gaussian B
3-3.1 0.0055 1.0 0.0010 Gaussian C
3-3.05 0.0055 1.0 0.0021 Gaussian C
2.8-3 0.0055 1.0 0.00005 Gaussian C
2.9-3 0.0055 1.0 0.0010 Gaussian C
2426 0.1100 2.0 0.0010 Gaussian A
22-24 0.1100 2.0 0.0005 Gaussian A

Table 4 shows a five-fold CV procedure applied on the final models. The results show
very repeatable R? values for all folds and all voltage intervals except for 3.15-3.4 V and
3.25-3.4 V. For all other intervals, the minimum R? value of any fold is higher than 0.91,
and the mean R? value across all folds ranges between 0.957 and 0.982. These results
demonstrate that for the training and validation data, the models are of appropriate
complexity and have low bias and variance. This is further corroborated when the models
are applied to the remaining test battery data, as shown in Table 5.

Table 4. Five-fold CV R? values of the final model for every voltage interval.

Voltage Range (V) Fold 1 Fold 2 Fold 3 Fold 4 Fold 5 Mean
Full window (2-3.4) 0.9578 0.9682 0.9891 0.9836 0.9816 0.9761
3-34 0.9337 0.9554 0.9799 0.9651 0.9701 0.9609
3.15-3.4 0.8672 0.9109 0.8994 0.9135 0.9301 0.9042
3.25-34 0.8063 0.8206 0.9146 0.8717 0.8495 0.8525
3-3.2 0.9479 0.9589 0.9846 0.9745 0.9707 0.9673

3-3.1 0.9453 0.9113 0.9784 0.9749 0.9735 0.9567
3-3.05 0.9509 0.9614 0.9816 0.9753 0.9742 0.9687

2.8-3 0.9585 0.9652 0.9857 0.9804 0.9802 0.9740

2.9-3 0.9581 0.9653 0.9855 0.9800 0.9797 0.9737
24-2.6 0.9784 0.9722 0.9842 0.9893 0.9866 0.9821
22-2.4 0.9760 0.9718 0.9893 0.9850 0.9865 0.9818
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Table 5. R? value of all 15 test batteries for all selected voltage intervals.

Full Window  3-3.4 3.25-3.4 3.15-34 3-3.2 3-3.1 3-3.05 2.8-3 2.9-3 2.4-2.6 2.2-2.4

T1 0.9834 0.9434 0.618 0.5622 09514 09548 09644 09744  0.9752 0.9874 0.9839
T2 0.9832 0.9371  0.9826 0.8765 09527 0.9512  0.9530  0.9665  0.9660 0.9913 0.9970
T3 0.9945 0.9901  0.9915 09734 09908 0.9914 09906  0.9914  0.9915 0.9954 0.9919
T4 0.7938 0.7817  0.7788 0.7452  0.7598 0.7689  0.7855  0.8038  0.8043 0.8103 0.8133
T5 0.9813 09869  0.9851 0.8784 09835 0.9887  0.9869  0.9853  0.9856 0.9782 0.9704
T6 0.9771 0.9773  0.9678 0.7470  0.8824 09737 09717 09709  0.9718 0.9905 0.9948
T7 0.9480 0.8937  0.7668 0.8838  0.9007 09216  0.9305 09465  0.9471 0.9924 0.9910
T8 0.9976 09771  0.6677 0.9613 09978 09783 09771  0.9966  0.9952 0.9987 0.9996
T9 0.9945 0.9825  0.9500 0.9521 09900 0.9896  0.9896  0.9924  0.9924 0.9970 0.9977
T10 0.9963 0979  0.8633 0.8468 09775 09925  0.9937  0.9967  0.9967 0.9881 0.9995
T11 0.9992 0.9985  0.8278 0.9964 09992 09990  0.9988  0.9993  0.9992 0.9981 0.9993
T12 0.9709 0.9533  0.8923 0.961 0.9361 09427 09455 09554  0.9537 0.9962 0.9891
T13 0.8234 0.8126  0.5329 06732  0.7952 0.8133  0.8196  0.8133  0.8089 0.8735 0.8706
T14 0.9925 0.9763  0.9929 0.9503 09782 09796  0.9805  0.9886  0.9885 0.9984 0.9987
T15 0.9944 0.9809  0.8917 0.9505 09856 0.9835  0.9856  0.9872  0.9880 0.9958 0.9954
Mean 0.9620 0.9447  0.8473 0.8639 09387 09486 09515  0.9579  0.9576 0.9727 0.9728

The columns of Table 5 are the different voltage intervals used to build the features of
the final models, while the rows are each test battery. As was the case for the full voltage
window, the R? value shows the accuracy with which the predicted value of SoH—as a
function of the number of cycles—compares with the measured one, for every battery
individually. Unsurprisingly, for the voltage ranges of 3.15-3.4 V and 3.25-3.4 V, the
accuracy of the models is low for most batteries. On the other hand, for the rest of the
intervals, the R? values are high and similar to the full window, and to the R? values
obtained during the five-fold CV campaign using the training and validation data. More
specifically, the mean R? for all batteries is in the range of 0.939 and 0.973. Therefore, the
first conclusion is that the models are accurate and not just overfitting to the training data.
The second, but just as important, conclusion is that partial voltage ranges can be used to
build the features of the model, thus giving real-life applicability to the constructed models.

Finally, it can be noted that for batteries 13 (T13) and 4 (T4), highlighted in red in
Table 5, the model accuracy is not very high, regardless of the voltage range used. This
is because they follow a very different SoH evolution trend. To highlight this difference,
for every battery, the SoH as a function-normalized number of cycles was defined by
dividing the value of number of cycles by the value of total number of cycles. Therefore,
the normalized number of cycles value for all cells is equal to 0 at the beginning and 1 when
the battery reaches the end of life. Afterwards, the batteries of the training and validation
set are grouped by their SoH value at every percent of the normalized number of cycles.
The blue curve in Figure 9 is the 50th percentile for the SoH as a function of the normalized
number of cycles, while the dotted blue lines are the 25th and 75th percentile. The same
procedure is repeated for the test set, omitting T4 and T13. The yellow line is the 50th
percentile of the SoH evolution for the test set, while the yellow dotted lines are the 25th
and 75th percentile. Based on the small width of the percentile curves, as well as the mostly
overlapping blue and yellow curves, it can be concluded that the batteries of the train
and test set follow a similar SoH evolution trend, regardless of their vastly different cycle
life. On the contrary, batteries 4 and 13, represented by the two red curves in Figure 9,
follow a vastly different pattern of degradation, having a more sudden and almost linear
decline in SoH rather than a slow descent. This is most likely due to some physical internal
battery issue or extreme usage conditions, making these two cells outliers of the dataset
and resulting in lower accuracy of SoH estimation by the models.
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Figure 9. Distribution of the SoH evolution curves for the training data (blue), test data (yellow), and
mis-predicted batteries 4 and 13 (red).

5. Conclusions

Accurate battery SoH estimation is crucial to achieve optimal performance, ensure
safety, and minimize cost and environmental impact. This paper presents an SoH estima-
tion method based on SVR, which offers a favorable compromise between applicability,
computational efficiency, and accuracy of results. The dataset used in this work consists of
124 batteries. A total 109 batteries formed the training and validation set and the remaining
15 batteries formed the test set, which was used only in the final stage, to evaluate the
performance of the developed models. Three features were selected, including two derived
from discharge capacity curves and the third one based on battery temperature.

Moreover, three combinations of features were analyzed to determine how their
effectiveness changes across different voltage ranges. When full discharge capacity curves
are considered, all three feature combinations are successful, with the best results obtained
when considering the logarithm of the variance of the difference curves and the temperature
integral features, reaching a mean CV R? value of 0.976 for the training set and 0.962 for the
test set. Additionally, the same features were built from 10 small voltage intervals, and the
results show the considerations that must be made when following this approach—namely,
models using features constructed from the upper voltage limits of 3.15-3.4 V or 3.25-3.4 V
demonstrate poor accuracy because at such high voltage limits the moved charge is low
and does not profoundly change as the number of cycles increases. Furthermore, feature
set B performs poorly for voltage intervals with an upper limit of less than 3.1 V because
the difference curves have a constant value for voltages lower than 3.1 V; thus, the feature
related to variance is no longer a good indicator. This is not the case for the minimum
of the difference curve feature; thus, feature sets A and C continue to perform well. The
models that incorporate these limitations are very successful, reaching a CV R? value in
the range of 0.957 and 0.982, and a mean R? value for the test set in the range of 0.939
and 0.973, depending on the selected voltage interval. These values are on par with the
values achieved considering the full voltage window. Therefore, it can be concluded that
partial voltage ranges can be used to build the features of the model, thus giving real-life
applicability to the constructed models.
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