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Abstract:



Time series data of multiple water quality parameters are obtained from the water sensor networks deployed in the agricultural water supply network. The accurate and efficient detection and warning of contamination events to prevent pollution from spreading is one of the most important issues when pollution occurs. In order to comprehensively reduce the event detection deviation, a spatial–temporal-based event detection approach with multivariate time-series data for water quality monitoring (M-STED) was proposed. The M-STED approach includes three parts. The first part is that M-STED adopts a Rule K algorithm to select backbone nodes as the nodes in the CDS, and forward the sensed data of multiple water parameters. The second part is to determine the state of each backbone node with back propagation neural network models and the sequential Bayesian analysis in the current timestamp. The third part is to establish a spatial model with Bayesian networks to estimate the state of the backbones in the next timestamp and trace the “outlier” node to its neighborhoods to detect a contamination event. The experimental results indicate that the average detection rate is more than 80% with M-STED and the false detection rate is lower than 9%, respectively. The M-STED approach can improve the rate of detection by about 40% and reduce the false alarm rate by about 45%, compared with the event detection with a single water parameter algorithm, S-STED. Moreover, the proposed M-STED can exhibit better performance in terms of detection delay and scalability.
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1. Introduction


Water is an important resource of the ecological environment in the agricultural industry. Polluted water can have directly negative impact on the agricultural irrigation and result in the low quality and output of the crops. When a large-scale water contamination event occurs, it is one of the most important issues to detect and warn contamination events and prevent pollution from spreading. One effective way is to deploy a large-scale number of water quality sensors to monitor generic water quality parameters and detect contamination events [1]. At present, online water quality sensors are deployed in the waters networks (WSNs), which can measure many contaminants and provide an early indicator of possible pollution [2,3]. Contamination event detection approaches focus on identifying abnormal system behavior. Accurate detection should consider the response strategies, operation optimization, and overall system efficiency [4]. It is an important to establish how to detect contamination events in real-time and in an accurate way with the multivariate time series of water quality parameters in a WSN. The main water quality parameters are free chlorine, electrical conductivity (EC), pH, temperature, total organic carbon (TOC), and turbidity [5]. Almost all existing contamination event detection approaches are based on only a single water quality parameter, which results in high false negative rates and low false positive rates [6]. It is difficult to detect a potential contamination event in the WSNs due to the number of parameters involved [7].



In real application, many redundant sensor nodes are deployed in the water supply networks to improve the robustness of the monitoring systems. On the other hand, due to large-scale sensor node deployment, the amount of data from dissimilar sensors has increased tremendously. To reduce the computational cost of event detection and improve the response time, sensor node selection needs to cut down the amount of data for the spatio-temporal correlation analysis. To avoid forwarding and collecting the sensed data from all of the sensors in the WSNs, Connected Dominating Set (CDS) [8,9] is introduced to select the backbone nodes and construct an effective connected structure in a WSN to reduce the amount of transmitted data and improve the response speed for contamination event detection. In this paper, a distributed and effective algorithm to construct CDS called Rule K [9] is adopted to select backbone nodes and forward the sensed data of water quality.



Meanwhile, real-time event detection (e.g., water pollution incidences) in the WSNs should consider both spatial and temporal correlation and dynamically record the propagation path of the contamination event. This paper focuses on real-time contamination event detection with a spatio-temporal correlation model in a water supply network to achieve high accuracy and low false alarm rates. Therefore, a spatial–temporal-based event detection approach with multivariate time-series data for water quality monitoring (M-STED) was proposed. The M-STED approach includes three parts. The first part is that M-STED adopts Rule K algorithm to select backbone nodes as the nodes in the CDS, and forward the sensed data of multiple water parameters. The second part is to determine the state of each backbone node with back propagation neural network (BP) models and the sequential Bayesian analysis in the current timestamp. The third part is to establish the spatial model with Bayesian networks to estimate the state of the backbones in the next timestamp and trace the “outlier” node to its neighborhoods to detect a contamination event.



The contributions of this work are as follows.

	(1)

	
A connected dominated set (CDS) approach is introduced to select backbones from a large number of sensors, which can cut down the amount of data for the spatio-temporal correlation analysis.




	(2)

	
A data-driven event detection algorithm is developed, which relies on multivariate water quality time series with Bayesian sequential analysis and BP model from a WSN. Multiple parameters of water quality are fused to provide a unified decision support about a contamination event.




	(3)

	
Bayesian network (BN) is used to model spatial dependency.









The experimental results indicate that the proposed M-STED approach can achieve 90% accuracy with BP model and improve the rate of detection by about 40% and reduce the false alarm rate by about 45%, compared to temporal abnormal event detection of univariate spatial-temporal event detection algorithm (S-STED). Furthermore, we found that M-STED can achieve better performance in terms of response time and scalability, compared to the simple threshold algorithm and the BN-only algorithm.



The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Related work is discussed in Section 2. Section 3 presents the overall water supply network model with multivariate time-series of water quality parameters. The CDS-based node selection strategy is proposed in Section 4. In Section 5, the temporal event detection with multivariate time-series data algorithm for a single node is proposed. Section 6 presents the spatial correlation model for event detection. The performance evaluation is given in Section 7. Section 8 is conclusions.




2. Related Work


The contamination event detection approaches based on water quality measurements consist of two phases. The first phase is to set up the prediction model with the historical data as the training dataset. The second one is to determine the water quality by comparing the predicted values with the measurements. Various approaches have been proposed for addressing the problem of contamination detection, using single or multiple-type measurements which are analyzed separately or in combination, from one or more locations in the network, using model-based or model-free approaches.



In the threshold-based approaches, the threshold values are set through statistical models. Simplicity is the main advantage since raw data can be directly processed. The abnormal event detection with two thresholds were adopted in [10]. However, the threshold-based approaches cannot obtain the spatio-temporal feature of water quality data, which results in low accuracy and high false positives of event detection. In the pattern matching approaches, the pattern is established and verified with water quality sensor readings to infer the contamination event [11]. Byer and Carlson assumed that the water quality parameters obey a Gaussian distribution. One statistical model was established to detect contamination events [12]. The statistical model detection methods cannot be used in the applications.



Learning-based methods can make inference of the possibility of contamination events based on the temporal and spatial correlation of water quality measurements [4,13,14]. It was promising to make full use of the spatial and temporal correlation to detect contamination events. Markov random fields (MRFs), Bayesian network (BN), dynamical BN, and SVM are common models in the WSNs with the high density. MRFs were adopted to model spatial context and stochastic interaction among observable quantities [15]. BN is considered as a means for unsupervised learning and anomaly detection in gas monitoring sensor networks for underground coal mines [13]. Using a single water parameter-free chlorine, radial basis function (RBF) neural network and wavelet analysis were applied to determine the contamination event occurrence with on-line data of water quality [16]. Perelman proposed a BN-based contamination event detection method to determine the event occurrence through estimating the possible locations of potential contaminants in WSNs [17]. One improved water-contamination events detection based on D-S theory was proposed to predict water quality parameters with on-line water quality sensors [18]. The contamination event detection algorithm based on principal component analysis (PCA) has been presented [19]. The PCA was applied to the normalized measurement. Then, the alarm index and the threshold of the alarm were obtained. In addition, a spatio-temporal model was adopted to detection the contamination events with water sensor networks [20].



A multiple type measurement approach at a single location was proposed in [12], where each parameter was compared to its three bounds. Control charts and Kalman filters have also been proposed in [21]. When multiple types of sensors are available, these can be used to compute distance metrics to detect contamination [22]. The probability of contamination events could be computed and compared to an adaptive threshold by utilizing a sequential Bayesian rule [23]. The estimation error of event detection was computed with respect to the measurements from a moving window [24]. Moreover, the US Environmental Protection Agency provides the event detection tool-CANARY [25,26] for time series analysis of multiple water quality parameters. Fluctuations in water distribution networks may cause significant variability, a Bayesian belief network was presented to infer the probability of contamination [27].



Based on the above analysis, most approaches for contamination event detection have been discussed via using single type water quality parameters. There are multiple components to indicate water quality in a WSN, such as free chlorine, EC, pH, temperature, TOC, and turbidity. Unfortunately, a single parameter of water quality cannot reflect the real water quality in a WSN. When a contamination event occurred, the observable values of multiple water quality parameters changed in a significant way. The contamination event detection methods based on single parameter may result in low detection accuracy and high false alarms. To improve the detection accuracy and reduce the false alarms, multiple parameters of water quality should be considered to make a decision with data fusion. Liu et al. [28] proposed a method for real-time contamination detection using multiple conventional water quality sensors. Eight sensors were used in the case study. Furthermore, they extended their work by determining how the number of sensors influences the detection performance and identifying the optimal combination of sensor deployment [29]. Unfortunately, the development of multi-parameter water quality models and their calibration is challenging due to the large amount of information and number of parameters involved. A large amount of data should be transmitted and processed, which results in the great overhead for event detections. Thus, their application in the context of contamination event detection is complicated. On the other hand, changes in sensor readings caused by one contamination event usually exhibit a strong spatio-temporal correlation. The spatial and temporal correlation is critical to improve the accuracy of event detection. In this paper, the proposed M-STED utilizes a back propagation neural networks model to estimate the relationships between water quality parameters in a WSN. The proposed M-STED can detect potential contamination events for temporary analysis of multivariate water quality time series with Bayesian sequential analysis.




3. Water Supply Network Model


To clearly illustrate the event detection with spatio-temporal correlation in water sensor networks, the structure of a water supply network is shown in Figure 1. All of water quality sensors are deployed in the water supply network and each sensor can communicate with others via single-hop communication. The topology of the water supply network can be represented as a graph [image: ], where [image: ] is the set of water quality sensor nodes. Each directed edge [image: ] in the graph [image: ] can be represented as the single-hop transmission link. In the water supply network, a set of sensors is deployed to monitor water quality. Each sensor node has a unique ID, from 1 to [image: ]. Sensors can sense a variety of attributed, such as free chlorine, electrical conductivity (EC), pH, temperature, total organic carbon (TOC), and turbidity.


Figure 1. The topology of a water supply network.
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Before contamination event detection, the spatio-temporal correlation is modeled based on normal historical data. For a large water supply network, it is difficult to simultaneously model spatial and temporal relationships due to the complexity of the data. In this paper, spatial and temporal relationships are separately modeled. BP models and the sequential Bayesian analysis are used to detect the outlier nodes for each water quality sensor node with multivariate time series of six water quality parameters. The conditional probability of BN is used to represent the spatial relationship. [image: ] is denoted as the observed value from sensor [image: ] at the time interval [image: ]. Once [image: ][image: ] can be used as one of the training data cases for learning the parameters of the BN. The maximum likelihood parameter estimation algorithm is adopted to compute the parameters of the BN. If the states of corresponding sensor nodes deviate from the learned spatial relationship, we consider that a contamination event has occurred.



In this paper, the proposed M-STED approach keeps monitoring streams from the backbone nodes at every timestamp and traces from one outlier to its neighborhood to find a contamination event. First, the water supply network keeps monitoring data from the sensor nodes in the CDS at every timestamp, and then the selected nodes analyze whether a temporal outlier appears with BP models and sequential Bayesian analysis for each node in the CDS. If it does not, the system waits to monitor the data streams from the backbone nodes in the next timestamp. Otherwise, a candidate CDS set is generated for each “outlier” node and its children nodes of each “outlier”. Then, in the next timestamp, the monitoring scope will be expanded, including the backbone nodes and the nodes in the candidate sets. Once a node in a candidate set is detected as a spatio-temporal outlier node, the children nodes of the outlier node will be added to the candidate set. When the number of spatio-temporal outliers is equal to or greater than the threshold [image: ], we consider that a contamination event has happened and the corresponding warning is broadcast.




4. Backbone Node selection


Thousands of water quality sensors are deployed in a water supply network to sense, transmit, and forward the massive sensed data, which brings heavy burdens to further contamination event detection in the context of real-time analysis. To avoid forwarding and collecting all of the sensed data from all sensors in the WSNs, optimal sensor node selection is needed to reduce the amount of transmitted data and improve the response time for event detection. CDS is one of the optimal node selection strategies from Graph Theory [8].



A dominating set (DS) of an undirected graph [image: ] is a subset of [image: ] of the vertex set [image: ] such that every vertex in [image: ] is adjacent to a vertex in [image: ]. A dominating set [image: ] is connected if for any two vertices [image: ] and [image: ], a path [image: ], [image: ], …, [image: ], [image: ] in [image: ] exists. Rule K algorithm was proposed in our previous work [9], which is an energy efficient and distributed algorithm for CDS selection. Through the selection of the appropriate communication range, a set of CDS can be constructed to meet the requirements of network connectivity and coverage. In each round of selection, the sensors adjust the appropriate communication range and select the nodes as nodes in the CDS. The sensors in the CDS as the backbones execute the tasks of monitoring and data forwarding. After the collected data from the CDS are analyzed, the system can detect the contamination event in the context of real-time analysis. The backbone nodes can keep monitoring several streams from backbone nodes instead of all streams, therefore, the CDS-based node selection strategy can reduce the amount of transmitted data and improve the response time for real-time event detection. In this paper, Rule K algorithm [9] is adopted to select the backbone nodes and construct an effective connected structure in a WSN.



Rule K algorithm consists of two parts: marking process and pruning rule.



In the marking process, all of the water quality sensor nodes are non-dominated nodes. Each node [image: ] exchanges its neighbor’s information in its communication radius [image: ] with all its neighbors. According to two neighbors’ information, node [image: ] judges whether it can directly communicate with its neighbor nodes [image: ] and [image: ] or not. That is [image: ], [image: ], while [image: ]. If two nodes [image: ] and [image: ] can directly communicate, node [image: ] can be as a candidate dominant node and participate in the construction CDS. Otherwise, node [image: ] is controlled by other nodes and is not in the CDS.



In the pruning process, it should reduce the size of dominant node set because the number of candidate dominant node selected via marking process is excessive. The basic idea of pruning rules is that if the [image: ] neighbor nodes of candidate dominant node [image: ] can make communication with other nodes, then node [image: ] can be deleted from the CDS. The CDS-based node selection strategy can reduce the amount of transmitted data and improve the response time of the event detection.




5. Temporal Event Detections with Multivariate Time Series in a Single Node


5.1. Main Idea


The temporal outlier detection approach consists of two phases: an off-line phase and an on-line phase. At first, the system is in the off-line phase. During the off-line phase, one data-driven model—BP neural network is established. The historical data is trained for temporary analysis of multivariate water quality time series. If the obtained model has low residuals, the system enters into the on-line phase manually. In the on-line phase, Bayesian sequential analysis and BP model are adopted to compute the new measured parameter’s value of each water parameter. Six parameters of water quality are fused to provide a unified decision support about a contamination event. After a period of time, with the increase of the measured values, it needs to retrain the historical data to refine the assessment model. A summary of the overall temporal outlier detection framework is presented in Figure 2 and Figure 3.


Figure 2. Procedure in the off-line phase.
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Figure 3. Procedure in the on-line phase.
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Off-line phase: First, six BP neural networks were established and trained to simulate the six water quality parameters (free chlorine, EC, pH, temperature, TOC, turbidity), respectively. Then, the residuals are calculated for each new measured value of each quality parameter as the total error. The possible outliers can be identified based on the residuals. The next step is to evaluate the sensitivity of the BP model and assess its accuracy.



The on-line phase includes four main steps for each incoming measured value: (1) data-driven model training—the relationships between water quality parameters are examined using BP models; (2) error threshold setting—calculated residuals are classified as normal or abnormal values using thresholds for each water quality parameter; (3) identification of events—the probability of an event is updated using sequential Bayesian analysis based on the residual classification; and (4) information fusion—univariate event probabilities are fused to provide a unified multivariate event probability reflecting the likelihood of an event based on all water quality parameters. Each water quality parameter is assigned a weight reflecting its influence on the fusion decision. Steps (1) and (2) are initially trained using available data collected from the WSN. Steps (1) to (4) are then repeatedly executed in real-time for each new incoming measured value.




5.2. Water Parameters Simulation Based on BP Model


BP model is adopted to estimate the relationships between six water quality parameters through nonlinear, weighted functions during normal operation. The development of BP model does not require any knowledge of the physical and chemical laws affecting water quality parameters. Thus, BP model can be available to model the multivariate reactions in the WSN.



In the water supply networks, contamination events heavily rely on multiple water quality factors, which results in the difficulties to pre-specify the events. In the case of free chlorine, BP model is just established with the historical data from single water parameter—free chlorine to estimate the predicted value. When there is a small difference between the measured and estimated free chlorine values, it has obvious great deviations between the measured values of other water parameters and their normal states. The reason is that the measured values of free chlorine exhibit great deviations from the normal operation conditions due to the interplay among some of water quality parameters. The prediction model based on a single water quality parameter would obtain a lower accuracy of estimated values. To improve the accuracy of the prediction model, BP neural networks are adopted and trained for modeling the relationships between multiple variate water quality parameters in WSNs. One of the most important components in the BP model are multi-layer perceptrons (MLPs). MLPs are represented by an input layer, a hidden layer, and an output layer and correlate input variables to output variables depending on the nonlinear, weighted, parameterized functions. The BP model is shown in Equation (1):


[image: ]



(1)




where [image: ], [image: ] are weights, [image: ], [image: ] are biases, [image: ] and [image: ] are activation function and output function, respectively, [image: ] is one of water quality parameters, and [image: ] is used to estimate the target value [image: ]. Data is passed from the input layer with [image: ] inputs [image: ] to hidden layer having [image: ] neurons. Each neuron in the hidden layer receives the summed weighted outputs of the preceding layer. The output layer with [image: ] targets [image: ] receives the summed weighted outputs of the preceding layer again. The final output is the function [image: ].



To avoid the interplay among multiple water quality parameters, for each target water quality parameter, the corresponding BP model is established with the input measured time series of all predictive parameters and lagged target parameter, as formulated in Equation (2).


[image: ]



(2)




where [image: ] and [image: ] are the measured and estimated water parameters at time [image: ] respectively, [image: ] n is the number of water quality parameters, and [image: ] is a function defined by the BP model, as in Equation (1).



Water quality parameters include free chlorine, electrical conductivity (EC), pH, temperature, total organic carbon (TOC), and turbidity. Six BP models can be created and trained. One of each water quality parameter [image: ] with six water parameters, respectively, to predict the target water quality parameters and the relationships between them. A BP model consists of the size of the BP neural network, its inputs, and a training algorithm and testing the model with measured values. According to Equation (2), one model was constructed for each target water quality parameter with the input vector containing measured time series of all predictive parameters at the same time as lagged target parameters. For example, as shown in Figure 4, the BP model for estimating free chlorine takes the following inputs:


[image: ]



(3)






Figure 4. BP (Back Propagation) neural network structure of free chlorine.
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The accuracy of BP model can be evaluated through mean error, standard deviation ([image: ]), and correlation ([image: ]) between the measured values and predicted values of water quality parameters.




5.3. Residual Estimation and Classification


The established BP models through training the historical data can be utilized to predict the values of water quality parameters. The next step is to calculate the residuals as the difference between the predicted and measured values of parameters and then to classify the residuals. Residuals can be calculated as shown in Equation (4), represented as time series.


[image: ]



(4)




where [image: ], [image: ], and [image: ] represent the measured value, the estimated values, and the estimated residual for parameter [image: ] at the time [image: ], respectively, [image: ] is defined by Equation (1).



To distinguish the normal operation of a water supply network from the contamination events, the estimated residuals [image: ] can be classified into two types: normal and outlier. For each BP model, the estimated residuals are bounded within the upper and lower limits. If the measured values exceeding the threshold are considered to represent outliers. During the training phase, the experimental results indicate that the majority of residual within the bound [96%, 99%] can be acceptable. If the residuals cannot reside within the upper and lower limits, the residual should be considered as outlier.




5.4. Sequential Bayesian Updating


In this stage, the probability of a contamination event is updated using sequential Bayesian analysis for each incoming value. In the sequential Bayesian analysis, the number of incoming values is unknown in advance. In fact, the measured values come in sequence and a decision is required to be made about the current state. The performance of the BP model is measured through a confusion matrix during the training [30]. The confusion matrix represents the model’s classification of all measured values to one of four classes: true positive (TP), the residual is classified as an outlier during an actual event; false oositive (FP), the residual is classified as an outlier during normal operation condition; true negative (TN), the residual is classified as reasonable model error during normal operation; false negative (FN), the residual is classified as a reasonable model error during a contamination event, as shown in Table 1.



Table 1. Notations of four conditions.







	
Estimated Conditions

	
Actual Normal Operation

	
Actual Outlier Operation






	
Normal operation

	
True Negative (TN)

	
False Negative (FN)




	
Outlier operation

	
False Positive (FP)

	
True Positive (TP)










Additional common metrics, two others can be derived from the confusion matrix as described in Equation (5).


[image: ]



(5)




where [image: ] represents the ratio of the number of the detected contamination events to the number of the actual contamination events, and [image: ] is the ratio of the number of the detected false alarms to the total number of the determined contamination events.



To determine the possibility of a contamination event occurrence from previously classified states (normal or outlier), the probability of a contamination event is updated based on the classification of the residuals. The state of an event has two states: normal and outlier, as shown in Equation (6). In the sequential Bayesian analysis for each new incoming data, the number of measured values is not known in advance. The measured values come in sequence, and a decision is made based on the current state.


[image: ]



(6)







At first, the probability of a contamination event is assumed to be rare. With each new incoming measured value, the probability of an event is updated with sequential Bayesian rule, as shown in Equation (7).


[image: ]



(7)




where [image: ] is the probability of an event at time [image: ], [image: ] and [image: ] are “Outlier” and “Normal” states at time [image: ], respectively. [image: ] is the conditional probability of a contamination event when the residual is classified as an outlier. [image: ] is the conditional probability of a contamination event when the residual is classified as a normal state.



From Equation (7), each event probability is updated through the sequential Bayesian rule depending on the new measured value and on the [image: ] and [image: ]. The posterior probability is updated for each water quality parameter independently resulting in univariate event probabilities. The probability of events designates the likelihood of a contamination event based solely on the target parameter. If the probability exceeds the pre-defined threshold value, it is considered that a contamination event has occurred.



In the application of contamination event detection, the initial probability of an event is set to 10−5, and the default threshold probability for a contaminating event is set to [image: ]. Real data are available from CANARY database. The data covers four months with five-minute intervals of operations. Table 2 shows the average results of multiple runs for ten contamination events. In the contamination events simulation, the update probability of each water quality parameter can be found in Table 2. In the simulation, if the updated probability of single water parameter above 9.4 × 10−1 indicates an event. Alarm (1) represents at least one water quality parameter raised an alarm. Alarm (2) shows that an alarm is raised if at least two water quality parameters or more are fused. In this case, only one event is undetected with one false alarm. As shown in Table 2, one of the six water quality parameters identified a contamination event at 8:20, and three of the six parameters raised an alarm at 9:00. Moreover, during the contamination event spreading phase, the updated probabilities of a single water parameter gradually increased and more alarms are declared from 8:20 to 16:20. When the event ends, the pollution disappears slowly and the corresponding probability decreases.



Table 2. Updated probability of contamination events in a single node.







	
Time

	
Mon

08:00

	
Mon

08:20

	
Mon

08:40

	
Mon

09:00

	
Mon

16:00

	
Mon

16:20

	
Mon

16:40

	
Mon

17:00






	
true state

	
FALSE

	
TRUE

	
TRUE

	
TRUE

	
TRUE

	
TRUE

	
TRUE

	
TRUE




	
free chlorine [mg/L]

	
4.19 × 10−5

	
4.05 × 10−1

	
9.50 × 10−1

	
9.50 × 10−1

	
8.69 × 10−2

	
4.18 × 10−2

	
3.50 × 10−1

	
1.52 × 10−1




	
EC [mS/cm]

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
2.59 × 10−1

	
8.01 × 10−1

	
3.02 × 10−1

	
2.16 × 10−2




	
pH

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
1.00 × 10−5




	
Temperature

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
1.00 × 10−5




	
TOC [ppb]

	
1.87 × 10−5

	
9.46 × 10−1

	
9.50 × 10−1

	
9.50 × 10−1

	
9.50 × 10−1

	
9.50 × 10−1

	
2.01 × 10−1

	
4.02 × 10−1




	
Turbidity [NTU]

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
1.00 × 10−5

	
5.34 × 10−2

	
9.50 × 10−1

	
9.50 × 10−1

	
9.50 × 10−1

	
9.50 × 10−1

	
4.02 × 10−1




	
Alarm (1)

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
TRUE

	
TRUE

	
TRUE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE




	
Alarm (2)

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
TRUE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE




	
Alarm (3)

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE




	
Alarm (4)

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE




	
Alarm (5)

	
FALSE

	
TRUE

	
TRUE

	
TRUE

	
TRUE

	
TRUE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE




	
Alarm (6)

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
FALSE

	
TRUE

	
TRUE

	
TRUE

	
TRUE

	
FALSE








Notes: the underline italic numbers denote that the values are greater than the threshold. The bold texts mean that the results of alarms are true.









5.5. Multivariate Fuse Decision


To improve the model’s estimation of a temporal event and to lower the number of false alarms, a process of multivariate fusion decision is invoked. This process ensures that only when a predetermined number of parameters indicates an event, an alarm is raised. This process reduces the number of false alarms and improves the alarms’ reliability. The univariate event probabilities are fused to compute the multivariate event probability reflecting the likelihood of a contamination event based on all measured water parameters.



Figure 5 illustrates the univariate event probabilities for each water quality parameter during the simulated ten contamination events. In the simulations, the threshold probability for a contamination event is set to [image: ]. If the updated probability of one water parameter is above 0.7, the corresponding event for single parameter occurs. As shown in Figure 5, free chlorine can detect eight out of ten events with three false alarms. EC can detect six out of ten events with one false alarm. pH can detect five out of ten events with one false alarm. Temperature detects five out of ten events without false alarm. TOC detects nine out of two events with three false alarms. Turbidity can detect eight out of ten events with two false alarms.


Figure 5. Event probability of single water quality parameter. (a) free Chlorine; (b) EC; (c) pH; (d) Temperature; (e) TOC; (f) turbidity.
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Since water quality parameters differ in their predictive ability of contamination events, weights reflecting their influence on the synchronized decision should be allocated. In this paper, uniform weights were given to reflect no prior information. Figure 6 depicts the multivariate fused alarms with six water parameters. In Figure 6, warning (1) represents that a contamination event is detected when the probability from one water parameter is above the threshold. In this case, almost contamination events can be detected, however, it also results in high false alarms. As shown in Figure 6, nine out of ten events can be detected with four false alarms. Warning (2) represents that a contamination event is detected when the probabilities from two or more parameters are greater than the threshold. In this case, only one true event cannot be detected with two false alarms. When the probabilities from three parameters are fused to indicate an event, there are no false alarms. This reflects the better tradeoff between the detection accuracy and the false alarm rate. Therefore, when the updated probabilities of three or more water parameters through the sequential Bayesian analysis are greater than the threshold 0.7, the M-STED event detection method can determine a temporal outlier occurrence after multiple fusion decisions in the water supply network.


Figure 6. Event probability of multiple water quality parameters.
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6. Spatial Event Detection in the CDS


In Section 5, single water quality sensor node in the water supply network can determine whether it is “outlier” or “normal” with multivariate time series of six water quality parameters. Unfortunately, it cannot obtain an accurate judgement for contamination event detection without considering the spatial correlations among the sensor nodes. After the determination the state of a single node, it should establish a spatial correlation model to further detect the contamination events based on the spatial relationship among the “outlier” sensor nodes. A BN is used to model causal and spatial relationship between the sensor stream and its neighbor sensor streams. As illustrated in Figure 7, a causal relationship exists between the upstream nodes and the downstream nodes, so the structure of BN is the same as the topological structure of water supply network.


Figure 7. State transitions of the fused values of six water quality parameters at the moment [image: ]
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.



Assume that there are three sensor nodes [image: ], [image: ] and [image: ] to measure the multivariate water quality, with values varying from 0.0 to 1.0. There is a total of two states. Based on the experts’ experiences, if the values are in [0.0, 0.5), the state of sensor node is denoted as [image: ]. While the values are in [0.5, 1.0], the state is denoted as [image: ]. During the training phase, it can compute the parameters of BN by adopting the maximum likelihood parameter estimation algorithm.



After the training phase, the conditional probability table of each sensor can be learned. The temporal event probabilities of sensor [image: ] are shown in Table 3. The conditional probabilities of sensor [image: ] and [image: ] are shown in Table 4. From Table 3, the probability of two states of sensor [image: ] are 0.2 and 0.8, respectively. In Table 4, if the states of sensor [image: ] is [image: ], the state of sensor [image: ] is [image: ], then the conditional probability is 0.8. That is to say, [image: ]. During the reasoning phase, if the probability of sensor [image: ] at a certain interval time is 0.24, the state of sensor [image: ] will more likely at [image: ] and the state of sensor [image: ] will at [image: ], according to the given conditional probability table. If the real value of sensor nodes [image: ] and [image: ] is not within that state, it can be considered that the sensed value deviates from the spatial relationship. It can be considered that a contamination event occurred.



Table 3. The temporal event probability table of sensor [image: ]
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Table 4. The conditional probability table of sensor [image: ] and [image: ].
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The contamination event detection approach, M-STED, based on the spatio-temporal correlation model is as follows:

	(1)

	
The nodes in the CDS collect the sensed data. If temporal abnormal events occur, the nodes individually go through the BP model and sequential Bayesian updating with multivaries time series of six water quality parameters for a period of time [image: ]. If the temporal event probability of one backbone node is greater than the threshold, it can consider that backbone node as in the “outlier” state.




	(2)

	
If the temporal event occurs in one of the backbone nodes, a candidate set is constructed with each backbone node in the “outlier” state, and its corresponding children nodes. If there is no temporal event in these backbone nodes, these nodes just wait for sensing and will be checked in the next time period.




	(3)

	
The reasoning ability of BN can be used to estimate the expected state of the backbone nodes [image: ] in the “Outlier” state. Each backbone node compares the expected state with the observed value [image: ] to determine whether the value of observed data deviates from the spatial relationship.




	(4)

	
If the observed value [image: ] is greatly different from the expected value, it can be considered as a spatial deviation. The number of nodes in the “outlier” state increases by one.




	(5)

	
In the following timestamp, the scope of monitoring is expanded, including the backbone nodes and their candidate nodes. They continue to detect whether there is a temporal and spatial deviation.




	(6)

	
If the number of nodes in the “outlier” state in the CDS is equal to or greater than the threshold [image: ], we consider that a contamination event occurred and the warning should be broadcast.










7. Performance Evaluation


7.1. Experimental Setup


The methodology is tested on real data from CANARY [27]. The data spans over four months with five-minute intervals. The data consists of six online multivariate water quality parameters: free chlorine (mg/L), EC (mS/cm), pH, temperature (C), TOC (ppb), and turbidity (NTU). In the experiments, the data set is divided into two subsets, 67% for training and 33% for testing. The training subset is used to establish the BP neural network model with data-driven model, and the test subset is used to evaluate the accuracy of BP neural model.



Event Simulation: Contamination events in the water supply networks heavily depend on environmental factors, which makes it harder to detect contamination events. To cope with the above difficulty, contamination events are superimposed on normal patterns, characterized by the magnitude, direction, and duration [31], which can reflect water parameter variation caused by contamination events. Contamination events were assumed to be Gaussian in distribution [32]. Figure 8 shows a partial time series plot of six water quality parameters during normal operation and randomly simulated events with real data from CANARY [27].


Figure 8. Time series of multivariate water quality parameters. (a) Free Chlorine; (b) EC; (c) pH; (d) Temperature; (e) TOC; (f) turbidity.
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The experiments include three parts: (1) BP model assessment. The historical training subset of each water parameter was exploited to establish, train, and evaluate the BP model through mean square error ([image: ]), Correlation coefficient ([image: ]). The testing subset is used to simulate real-time contamination events and to test performance of the proposed M-STED approach; (2) Due to considering multivariate water quality parameters, several metrics, such as receiver operating characteristic ([image: ]) curve, rate of detection ([image: ]), and false alarm rate ([image: ]), are used to evaluate the performance of the M-STED algorithm in terms of the accuracy, compared with the S-STED algorithm depending on a single water parameter; (3) Efficiency. The efficiency performance can be evaluated in terms of delay and scalability, compared with the simple threshold algorithm [10], Bayesian network-based algorithm [16]. The threshold-based approach is the basic one for the event detection in water supply networks. It has the lowest communication complexity. The BN-only approach only considers the spatial relationship among the sensor nodes without temporal relationship. The average delay is the average time from event occurrence to the event being detected. The shorter the average delay, the higher the efficiency.




7.2. Experimental Results


7.2.1. BP Model Assessment


In the experiments, the data set is divided into two subsets, 67% for training and 33% for testing. [image: ] and [image: ] are adopted to calculate the residuals for each water parameter. Table 5 lists the training results and test results for six water quality parameters with BP models. As shown in Table 5, the computed MSEs of each water parameter are all below 0.035, which indicates that the training subset does not have much noise data and can reflect the actual water quality conditions. Moreover, the difference between the measured and estimated value for each parameter is quite small in the test phase. The corresponding [image: ] values of each parameter are acceptable. Therefore, it can be seen that the BP neural network model can be used to identify water quality state “normal” or “outlier”.



Table 5. Training results and test results with BP model.







	
Phase

	
Parameters

	
Free Chlorine [mg/L]

	
EC mS/cm

	
pH

	
Temperature [°C]

	
TOC [ppb]

	
Turbidity [NTU]






	
Training phase

	
[image: ]

	
measured value

	
1.945

	
77.670

	
9.039

	
17.253

	
0.966

	
0.220




	
estimated value

	
1.947

	
78.320

	
9.040

	
17.253

	
0.960

	
0.223




	
[image: ]

	
measured value

	
1.945

	
77.670

	
9.039

	
17.253

	
0.966

	
0.220




	
estimated value

	
1.947

	
78.32

	
9.04

	
17.253

	
0.960

	
0.223




	
[image: ]

	
0.923

	
0.986

	
0.999

	
0.999

	
0.685

	
0.639




	
[image: ]

	
0.007

	
0.0347

	
0.000

	
0.005

	
0.076

	
0.008




	
Test phase

	
[image: ]

	
measured value

	
2.002

	
87.207

	
9.159

	
18.078

	
1.031

	
0.198




	
estimated value

	
2.010

	
88.359

	
9.151

	
18.086

	
1.021

	
0.225




	
[image: ]

	
measured value

	
0.145

	
55.804

	
0.240

	
1.302

	
1.214

	
1.351




	
estimated value

	
0.075

	
52.244

	
0.215

	
1.189

	
1.452

	
1.439




	
[image: ]

	
0.625

	
0.914

	
0.690

	
0.779

	
0.654

	
0.654




	
[image: ]

	
0.016

	
0.502

	
0.018

	
0.377

	
0.732

	
1.379











7.2.2. Accuracy Analysis


To improve the accuracy of event detection, M-STED adopts BP models to establish the prediction model for each water quality parameter. Different water quality parameters have different predictive abilities for contamination events; it should allocate the appropriate weights to make a unified decision. Contamination event detection based on the multivariate parameters can greatly reduce the false alarms and improve the detection rate, compared with the detection based on the univariate parameter. As shown in Figure 9 and Figure 10, when the number of simulated contamination events vary from 20 to 100, the contamination event detection rate falls to a range between 45–65% with the S-STED method, while the detection rate is greater than 75% with the M-STED method. The average detection rate is more than 80% with M-STED. The detection rate of M-STED is 40% higher than that of S-STED. Meanwhile, the false alarm rates of M-STED and S-STED are lower than 9% and greater than 14%, respectively. Obviously, M-STED can effectively reduce the false alarm rates.


Figure 9. Comparison of detection rates between M-STED and S-STED.
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Figure 10. Comparison of false alarm rates between M-STED and S-STED.
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In statistics, a [image: ] (receiver operating curve) is created by plotting the true positive rate against the false positive rate at various threshold settings. In our experiments, the true positive rate is denoted as [image: ], which represents the ratio of the number of the detected contamination events to the number of the actual contamination events. The false positive rate is denoted as [image: ], which is the ratio of the number of the detected false alarms to the total number of the determined contamination events. In general, if the probability distributions for both detection and false alarm are known, the [image: ] curve can be generated by plotting the cumulative distribution function (area under the probability distribution) of detection rate in the y-axis versus the cumulative distribution function of the false alarm rate in the x-axis. Therefore, [image: ] and [image: ] can be used to construct [image: ], which visually depict the same information as the confusion matrix demonstrating the fundamental performance trade-off between [image: ] and [image: ] in a much more intuitive way. Figure 11 illustrates the [image: ] of S-STED and M-STED, respectively. As shown in Figure 11, area under [image: ] of M-STED is significantly greater than that of S-STED.


Figure 11. Comparison of ROC (receiver operating curve) between M-STED and S-STED.
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Based on the experimental results analysis, M-STED has better performance in terms of the detection rate and false alarm rate than S-STED, which relies on a single water parameter.




7.2.3. Detection Delay


To evaluate the detection delay of different methods, different numbers of sensors are selected in the same area to execute the proposed M-STED, S-STED, BN-only, and simple threshold approaches. As shown in Figure 12, with the increase of the number of sensor nodes, the average delay of the four approaches significantly increase. The average delay time of the proposed M-STED is smaller than that of S-STED, BN-only, and the simple threshold one. The results show that the communication overhead increases with the increase of the number of nodes. However, the proposed M-STED approach exhibits a slower increase than the other three approaches. The reason is that Rule K algorithm is adopted to select part of the nodes as backbone nodes for forwarding the sensed data, which can greatly reduce the communication overhead. Therefore, the proposed M-STED can achieve shorter average delay for contamination event detection. While BN-only and simple threshold approaches need to collect all of the sensed data, resulting in a large communication overhead. The response time of event detection is longer than that of the proposed M-STED approach.


Figure 12. The average delay time in the different node densities.
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7.2.4. Scalability


The communication complexity of the proposed M-STED approach depends on the local transition of the sensed values. If the nodes are not in the CDS, detecting temporal events requires no communication overhead, because the nodes run the algorithm individually. Whenever a temporal event is detected by the backbone nodes, they broadcast the corresponding messages and collect the sensed data. If the nodes in the CDS are in the “outlier” state, the communication overhead and the message transmission increase when the number of sensor nodes increases. From Figure 13, it can be seen that with the increase of the number of sensor nodes, the number of message transmission also increases for all of the event detection methods. It is obvious that the increment speeds of the S-STED and M-STED with Rule K algorithm are slower than those of BN-only and simple threshold approaches. The S-STED and M-STED approaches can achieve better performance on data transmission. The reason is that Rule K algorithm can optimally reduce the number of sensor nodes, resulting in a low communication overhead. On the contrary, without an optimal node selection procedure, BN-only and simple threshold approaches exhibit a linear increase of communication overhead when the number of sensor nodes increases.


Figure 13. Scalability with an increased number of nodes.



[image: Sensors 17 02806 g013]






Furthermore, the scale of water supply networks also causes side effect on the efficiency of performance. As the number of sensor nodes increases, the average delay time of the proposed M-STED approach also grows. However, the increase speed is slower than that of BN-only and simple threshold approaches. The weak linear correlation of the number of sensor nodes and communication overhead shows good performance on scalability for the proposed M-STED approach.






8. Conclusions


To improve the accuracy of contamination event detection in the agricultural water supply networks, a spatial–temporal-based event detection approach with multivariate time-series data for water quality monitoring (M-STED) was proposed. M-STED adopts Rule K algorithm to select backbone nodes, which collect water quality parameters to reduce the transmitted data. Then, the BP neural networks models and sequential Bayesian analysis are adopted to detect the “outlier” nodes. Finally, a spatial model is established with BN to estimate and trace the state of “outlier” nodes to determine a contamination event. The experimental results indicate that the average detection rate is more than 80% with M-STED and the false detection rate is lower than 9%, respectively. The M-STED algorithm can improve the rate of detection by about 40% and reduce the false alarm rate by about 45%, compared with the S-STED algorithm. Moreover, the proposed M-STED can exhibit better performance in terms of detection delay and scalability.







Acknowledgments


This study was supported by the National Key Technology Research and Development Program of the Ministry of Science and Technology of China under Grant No. 2016YFC0400910; Technology Research Program of Huneng Group under Grant No. HNKJ17-H21; the Fundamental Research Funds for the Central Universities under Grant No. 2017B20914, 2017B16814, 2015B22214. The authors are grateful to the reviewers for their comments which greatly improved the quality of the paper.




Author Contributions


All four authors have contributed to the work presented in this paper. Yingchi Mao and Hai Qi formed the initial idea. Yingchi Mao, Hai Qi, and Ping Ping developed the overall theoretical structure of the research. Yingchi Mao and Hai Qi conceived and designed the experiments. Hai Qi and Xiaofang Li performed the experiments. Yingchi Mao, Hai Qi, and Ping Ping analyzed the experimental results. Yingchi Mao and Xiaofang Li provided the experiment dataset. All authors worked collaboratively on writing the main text.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	1. 
Heidemann, J.; Stojanovic, M.; Zorzi, M. Underwater sensor networks: Applications, advances and challenges. Philos. Trans. Roy. Soc. A Math. Phys. Eng. Sci. 2012, 370, 158–175. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	2. 
Jayaraman, P.P.; Yavari, A.; Georagakopoulos, D.; Morshed, A.; Zaslavsky, A. Internet of things platform for smart farming: Experiences and lessons learnt. Sensors 2016, 16, 1884. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	3. 
Zhang, J.; Hu, J.; Huang, L.; Zhang, Z.; Ma, Y. A portable farmland information collection system with multiple sensors. Sensors 2016, 16, 1762. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	4. 
Eliades, D.G.; Lambrou, T.P.; Panayiotou, C.G.; Polycarpou, M.M. Contamination event detection in water distribution systems using a model-based approach. Procedia Eng. 2014, 89, 1089–1096. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	5. 
Yang, J.Y.; Haught, C.R.; Goodrich, A.J. Real-time contaminant detection and classification in a drinking water pipe using conventional water quality sensors: Techniques and experimental results. J. Environ. Manag. 2009, 90, 2494–2506. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	6. 
Huang, T.; Ma, X.; Ji, X. Online detecting spreading events with the spatio-temporal relationship in water distribution networks. In Advanced Data Mining and Applications, Proceedings of the International Conference on Advanced Data Mining and Applications, Hangzhou, China, 4–16 December 2013; Springer: New York, NY, USA, 2013; pp. 145–156. [Google Scholar]

	7. 
Storey, M.V.; Gaag, B.V.D.; Burns, B.P. Advances in on-line drinking water quality monitoring and early warning systems. Water Res. 2011, 45, 741–747. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	8. 
Chandra, A.; Tarasia, N.; Kumari, A.; Swain, A.R. A distributed connected dominating set using adjustable sensing range. In Proceedings of the 2014 International Conference on Advanced Communication Control and Computing Technologies, Ramanathapuram, India, 8–10 May 2014; IEEE Press: New York, NY, USA, 2014; pp. 868–871. [Google Scholar]

	9. 
Mao, Y.C.; Xu, Z.; Liang, Y. An energy efficient connected coverage protocol in wireless sensor networks. In Proceedings of the Joint Asia-Pacific Web and International Conference on Web-Age Information Management Conference on Advances in Data and Web Management, Huang Shan, China, 16–18 June 2007. [Google Scholar]

	10. 
Yim, S.J.; Choi, Y.H. Fault-tolerant event detection using two thresholds in wireless sensor networks. In Proceedings of the 15th IEEE Pacific Rim International Symposium on Dependable Computing, Shanghai, China, 16–18 November 2009; IEEE: Picataway, NJ, USA, 2009; pp. 331–335. [Google Scholar]

	11. 
Xue, W.; Luo, Q.; Wu, H. Pattern-based event detection in sensor networks. Distrib. Parallel Datab. 2012, 30, 27–62. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	12. 
Byrt, D.; Carlson, K.H. Expanded summary: Real-time detection of intentional chemical contamination in the distribution system. J. Am. Water Works Assoc. 2005, 97, 130–133. [Google Scholar]

	13. 
Wang, X.R.; Lizier, J.T.; Obst, O. Spatiotemporal anomaly detection in gas monitoring sensor networks. In Wireless Sensor Networks, Proceedings of the 5th European Conference, Bologna, Italy, 30 January–1 February 2008; pp. 90–105. [Google Scholar]

	14. 
Uusital, L. Advantages and challenges of Bayesian networks in environmental modelling. Ecol. Model. 2014, 203, 312–318. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	15. 
Piao, D.; Menon, P.G.; Mengshoel, O.J. Computing probabilistic optical flow using Markova random fields. In Computational Modeling of Objects Presented in Images; Zhang, Y.J., Tavares, J.M.R.S., Eds.; Springer: New York, NY, USA, 2014; Volume 8641, pp. 241–247. [Google Scholar]

	16. 
Hou, D.; Chen, Y.; Zhao, H. Based on RBF neural network and wavelet analysis the water quality of anomaly detection method. Transducer Microsyst. Technol. 2013, 32, 138–141. [Google Scholar]

	17. 
Peremlan, L.; Ostfeld, A. Bayesian networks for source intrusion detection. J. Water Resour. Plan. Manag. 2012, 139, 426–432. [Google Scholar]

	18. 
Hou, D.; He, H.; Huang, P.; Zhang, G.; Loaiciga, H. Detection of water-quality contamination events based on multi-sensor fusion using an extended Dempster-Shafer method. Meas. Sci. Technol. 2013, 24, 055801. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	19. 
Kuhnert, C.; Bernard, T.; Arango, I.; Nitsche, R. Water quality supervision of distribution networks based on machine learning algorithm and operator feedback. Procedia Eng. 2014, 89, 189–196. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	20. 
Mao, Y.; Chen, X.; Xu, Z. Real-Time Event Detection with Water Sensor Networks Using a Spatio-Temporal Model. In Proceedings of the 21st International Conference on Database Systems for Advanced Applications, Dallas, TX, USA, 16–19 April 2016. [Google Scholar]

	21. 
Hou, D.; Liu, S.; Zhang, J.; Chen, F.; Huang, P.; Zhang, G. Online monitoring of water-quality anomaly in water distribution systems based on probabilistic principal component analysis by UV-Vis absorption spectroscop. J. Spectrosc. 2014, 150636, 1–9. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	22. 
Kroll, D.; King, K. Laboratory and flow loop validation and testing of the operational effectiveness of an on-line security platform for the water distribution system. In Proceedings of the Water Distribution Systems Analysis Symposium, Cincinnati, OH, USA, 27–30 August 2006; pp. 1–16. [Google Scholar]

	23. 
Perelman, L.; Arad, J.; Housh, M.; Ostfeld, A. Event detection in water distribution systems from multivariate water quality time series. Environ. Sci. Technol. 2012, 46, 8212–8219. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	24. 
Arad, J.; Housh, M.; Perelman, L.; Ostfeld, A. A dynamic thresholds scheme for contaminant event detection in water distribution systems. Water Res. 2013, 47, 1899–1908. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	25. 
Hart, D.; McKenna, S. CANARY User’s Manual, 4.1 ed.; National Security Applications Dept., Sandia National Laboratories: Albuquerque, NM, USA, 2009.

	26. 
Murray, R.; Haxton, T.; Janke, R.; Hart, W.E.; Berry, J.; Phillips, C. Water Quality Event Detection Systems for Drinking Water Contamination Warning Systems—Development, Testing, and Application of CANARY; Technical Report EPA/600/R-10/036; U.S. EPA: Washington, DC, USA, 2010.

	27. 
Murray, S.; Ghazali, M.; McBean, E.A. Real-time water quality monitoring: Assessment of multisensor data using Bayesian belief networks. J. Water Resour. Plan. Manag. 2011, 138, 63–70. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	28. 
Liu, S.; Che, H.; Smith, K.; Chen, L. Contamination event detection using multiple types of conventional water quality sensors in source water. Environ. Sci. Process. Impacts 2014, 16, 2028–2038. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	29. 
Che, H.; Liu, S.; Smith, K. Performance evaluation for a contamination detection method using multiple water quality sensors in an early warning system. Water 2015, 7, 1422–1436. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	30. 
Kong, Y.H.; Jing, M.L. Classification method based on confusion matrix and the integrated learning research. Comput. Eng. Sci. 2012, 34, 111–117. [Google Scholar]

	31. 
Mckenna, S.A.; Klise, K.A. Multivariate Applications for Detecting Anomalous Water Quality; American Society of Civil Engineers: Reston, VA, USA, 2010; p. 247. [Google Scholar]

	32. 
Mckenna, S.A.; Wilson, M.; Klise, K.A. Detecting Changes in Water Quality Data. J. Am. Water Works Assoc. 2008, 77, 74–85. [Google Scholar]













































© 2017 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).






media/file26.jpg
1500
1000

The number of message transmission

I simple threshold
BN-only

100

200

[ s-sTED
I \+STED i
L. IIII |I|| | lh |

300 400 500 600 700 800 900
“The number of sensor nodes





media/file8.jpg
T






media/file27.png
uolissiwsuel) abessaw Jo Jaquinu ay |

|
|
|
B
|
|
—
| ,
| , , , °
— I I )
B , , , ~
o
|| < | , , ,
n
N N I R IR S B o
,mN,DD, | | | =i O
|| © © W Wy , , , | | |
o O F
IRSER7R7) , , , , , ,
f\.&BQ_uM,\\f\\f\\f\\ﬂ\\\\
| | , , , ,
| | , , , , , ,
R - = = = =+ =+ — +
| | | | , , , , ,
| , , , , , , , , ,
, ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! !
O O O © O O O o o o
S &6 &6 & & &6 &6 &5 & &
O b &6 b &6 b 6 b & 1,
Te] <t < (4p] (ap] Al Al -~ -~

The number of sensor nodes





media/file13.png
Pi,j:P(ST+1:Nj|PT:Ni)





media/file12.jpg
P, =P(8,.1=N,|P,=N)





media/file18.jpg
detection rate

0
85
80
75
70
65
60
55
50
45

I \-STED
I s-sTED ‘
20 ) 100

The number of s\mu\aled ccmammaﬂon events





media/file9.png
o

probability of event
o

o

probability of event

©

free chlorine

AR, .
| ] \ \ N
8 \ true event \ \
6 | predicted event ,: _ ,:
| T
\ \ \ \
4 I e L e e e e |
\ \ \ \
2 H--F+-t-1-41-1+-H# -~
\ \ \ \
0 | | | J
0O 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000
Time (minute)
(a)
Temperature
1 | | | |
\ \ \ \
0.8 ; : o :7 true events :7
06 N predicted events |
\ \ \ \
\ \ \ \
0.4 4 vy rrr 11 o
\ \ \ \
0.2 -1 1tr 11 1
\ \ \ \
0 | |

Time (minute)

(d)

| \
2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000

EC

Time (minute)

(e)

i i i i
o LT ILLIL]
3 ‘ true events
© 06 |- — predicted events |-{ — | —
= | | |
S04-—1-r—1-11-t1-1"1- 1
©
S \ \ \
0 | | | |
0O 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000
Time (minute)
TOC
R I Y T
"GEJ 0.8 true events . 1 o
3 predicted events | |
50614 —--1-F-F 1 H+F -H -
> \ \ \ \
S 04 — - |“L_Ld_ N e
I \ \ \ \
Q
o) \ \ \ \
so2--Fd--I-t-F4-H4-H-t-H-
\ \ \ \
| | I | |
0O 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000

probability of event

probability of event

pH

I I I
| L
0.8~ *:* true events 11
06 | predicted events |
NN BN
\ \ \
04111 F1 11T B
\ ! \
o211t 41 1-r1-1T+1 M
\ \ \
0 | I |
0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000
Time (minute)
(c)
turbidity
1 : : : :
\ \ \ \
NN e
0.8+ ol e
true events ‘ ‘
06 — predicted events IV B B
\ \ \ \
o4 94— “F-Ed-FEE“]E L4
' \ \ \ \
\ \ \ \
0247 r1-"rFrrr~F 1 -
\ \ \ \
0 | | | |
0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000

Time (minute)

(f)






media/file14.jpg
froa chiorne.

(@)

. @
N MO ) 0 O W M -
T £ 2 2% T’Ih-vmm;.':v‘ e ‘:n;u,‘::m""u

(b)





media/file20.jpg
false positive rate

20

@

3

@

0
20

. \+STED

| I s-STED
40 60 80 100

the number of simulated contamination events





media/file28.png





media/file23.png
ROC curve

a)eJ uonoslep

0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9

0.1

false positive rate





media/file5.png
( start )
v
? /New observations input of
sIX water parameters /
. 4
| Estimate the prediction values |

v

| Residuals calculation |

he difference between thé
measured value and estimated value
is greater than threshold?

Normal state based
on the residuals

Outliers based on
the residuals

—

The probability of an event is
updated using sequential
Bayesian analysis

v

Compute the univariate event
probability

v

Univariate event
probabilities are fused

he fused probability 1s
oreater than threshold?






media/file19.png
M-STED

, , , ,

, , , ,

, , , ,

, , , ,
Lo o L0 o
~N N~ © ©

90
85— —

8lkel uonoslep

100

80

60

40

20

The number of simulated contamination events





media/file15.jpg
TEE T Tt T el — e
()
=
SO Ml |
@
3 %
& o 2
()
& Turbidity
o L
S

[G)





media/file2.jpg
Ro ptimal threshold?

Gata input of multivariate o
water parameters

abnormal events Threshold

simulation computation
Data preparation

Training data with BP Outliers identification
models ¥
¥ Model assessment

Residuals calculation

end






nav.xhtml


  sensors-17-02806


  
    		
      sensors-17-02806
    


  




  





media/file11.png
warning (1)

I LT F 1] | |
% 08 H true even.t§ i | R I A
3 false positive \ \ \
5 06 [ predicted events ,: _ ,: 1L ,: _|
I I [
E \ \ \ \ \ \
g0-4***\***\***\**7* 10 17
2 \ \ \ \ \ \
so0o2-H-+-4-1-1-FH-H-41F 1
\ \ \ \ \ \
0 | | | J |
0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000
Time (minute)
(a)
warning (4)
1 I I I I I
EEEERNNe.
€08 ‘ ! S E EE N g
% true events \ \ \
506 false positive | I I I .
> predicted events : : :
= \ \
SRt e e I e e e e O e
9 \ \ \ \ \
so02- -4 —1-F-FA-"F-"F+F 1t
\ \ \ \ \
0 | | J | |
0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000

Time (minute)

(d)

probability of event

probability of event

warning (2)

0.8

0.6

04+

true events
false positive
— predicted events

Time (minute)

(b)

warning (5)

4000 6000 8000

\ \
10000 12000

true events
false positive
predicted events

2000 4000 6000 8000

Time (minute)

(e)

10000 12000

probability of event

probability of event

o
N

warning (3)

o
©
\

o
o))

=
~
I

o
N
\

— predicted events | _|

true events
false positive

\
\
\
\
\
|
\
|

0
0

—

o
o

o
o

o
N

2000 4000 6000 8000

Time (minute)

(c)

warning (6)

10000

12000

true events

false positive
predicted events |

Time (minute)

(f)

\ \
4000 6000 8000 10000 12000





media/file6.jpg
Xonto)
N






media/file24.jpg
Average delay time (s)

)

8

8

3

o

I simple threshold
[ BN-only
[ s-sTED

i “ | " ‘h ‘l IV

100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900
The number of sensor nodes





media/file1.png





media/file16.png
free chlorine

/6w

Contamination event

measured data

*10*

Time (min)

(a)

EC

\
\
\
\
\
2.44

2.5

6

2

2

2

300

contamination event

measured value

Time (min) *1 0’

(b)





media/file10.jpg





media/file7.png
P01 f(x, W)
Xfree chlorine (t)






media/file3.png
(=)

No

A A

/

data input of multivariate
water parameters

Optimal threshold

v

| Data preparation |

v

abnormal events
simulation

Threshold
computation

Training data with BP
models

v

Residuals calculation

N

‘ Qutliers 1dentification ‘

| Model assessment |

v
(end)






media/file22.jpg
°
®

06

04

detection rate

o
®

01

02

03

ROC curve

04 05 06
false positive rate

—— MSTED
—— S-STED

07

08

0.9





media/file17.png
| | |
| | |
| | |
2.34 2.36 2.38 24 242 2.44 2.46 2.48 2.5
Time (min) *1 o* contamination event

(c)

Temperature

measured value

2.34 2.36 2.38 2.4 2.42 2.44 2.46 2.48 2.5

measured value contamination event

ppb
N

—

\ \ \

\ \ \

\ \ \ \ \

| | | | |
2.34 2.36 2.38 2.4 242 2.44 2.46 2.48 25
Time (min) *10*

measured value contamination event

(e)

Turbidity

NTU

IV B

\
\
\
\
\
2.44 2.46 2.48 2.5

4 .
contamination event

Time (min) *10 measured value

(f)





media/file4.jpg
“The probability of an event is
(> updated using sequential
Bayesian analysis

I

ew observations input of
six waler parameters

S ——— Compute the uniarite cvent
Londii L e ‘probability
7
Residuals calclation v

Univariate event
probabiliies are fused

i fused probability T
o tha ireshold?

Outliers based on Normal state based|
the residuals. on the residuals






media/file25.png
I simple threshold

50

(s) swn Aejop abelany

The number of sensor nodes





media/file0.jpg





media/file21.png
100

B \+STED

80

\
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
60
the number of simulated contamination events

20

,
,
,
,
O o

alel aAlIsod as|e)





