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Abstract: Industrial Control Systems (ICSs) are widely used in critical infrastructures to support the
essential services of society. Therefore, their protection against terrorist activities, natural disasters,
and cyber threats is critical. Diverse cyber attack detection systems have been proposed over the
years, in which each proposal has applied different steps and methods. However, there is a significant
gap in the literature regarding methodologies to detect cyber attacks in ICS scenarios. The lack
of such methodologies prevents researchers from being able to accurately compare proposals and
results. In this work, we present a Methodology for Anomaly Detection in Industrial Control Systems
(MADICS) to detect cyber attacks in ICS scenarios, which is intended to provide a guideline for
future works in the field. MADICS is based on a semi-supervised anomaly detection paradigm and
makes use of deep learning algorithms to model ICS behaviors. It consists of five main steps, focused
on pre-processing the dataset to be used with the machine learning and deep learning algorithms;
performing feature filtering to remove those features that do not meet the requirements; feature
extraction processes to obtain higher order features; selecting, fine-tuning, and training the most
appropriate model; and validating the model performance. In order to validate MADICS, we used the
popular Secure Water Treatment (SWaT) dataset, which was collected from a fully operational water
treatment plant. The experiments demonstrate that, using MADICS, we can achieve a state-of-the-art
precision of 0.984 (as well as a recall of 0.750 and F1-score of 0.851), which is above the average of
other works, proving that the proposed methodology is suitable for use in real ICS scenarios.

Keywords: anomaly detection; artificial intelligence; critical infrastructures; deep learning; industrial
control systems; industry applications; machine learning

1. Introduction

Industrial Control Systems (ICSs) are the core of critical infrastructures that provide essential
services such as water, power, or communications, among others. ICSs support basic services for
monitoring and controlling industrial processes. On the one hand, the monitoring part supervises the
processes and checks their correct operation through the measurement of different signals obtained
by sensors. On the other hand, the controlling part manages the processes and makes decisions that
trigger actions carried out by actuators. If this workflow is interrupted due to technical problems or
cyber attacks, many citizens can be affected; for example, through disruptions of electrical supply
or communications.

ICS are complex systems, whose networks transport sensor and actuator information together
with multimedia data [1], such as images and videos. Thus, it is crucial to adopt security mechanisms
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to protect these information assets from malicious activities and cyber threats. These cybersecurity
mechanisms are needed not only to maintain service availability, which is critical to sustain the
supply chain, but also to ensure the safety of workers and goods and protect the information—either
sensor/actuator or multimedia data—which flows in their networks. On the one hand, an ICS affected
by a cyber attack can trigger a malfunction, causing some physical part (e.g., a robotic arm or a whole
robot) to damage other physical elements or even people. On the other hand, a cyber attack can steal
confidential information about the process performed in the industry, which can ultimately reduce
industrial competition.

Over the years, multiple cyber attacks and incidents have been reported in the ICS field [2,3];
however, their incidence has been increasing [4]. Among them, we highlight the Stuxnet [5] malware,
which infected nuclear plants in Iran, and Irongate [6], a Stuxnet-based malware developed to attack
ICSs specifically. This increase can be explained by the following reasons:

• Increased connectivity to the Internet [7] and the integration of commercial-off-shelf technologies
(COTS) [8], which expose ICSs to vulnerabilities similar to those typical of IT networked systems.

• The value attached to ICSs by critical infrastructure stakeholders, given the contribution of ICSs
to cyber-physical system interactions and interdependencies, and the damage that interferences
can cause [9].

Due to the increase of cyber attacks, researchers have proposed many techniques to detect
and mitigate cyber attacks affecting ICSs. Intrusion Detection Systems (IDSs) [10], together with
Intrusion Prevention Systems (IPSs) [11] are popular systems to detect and mitigate cyber attacks in
corporate networks. They monitor network traffic, in order to detect and prevent intrusions, using
traditional techniques. However, these traditional systems rely on databases that store the signatures
of well-known cyber attacks, in order to compare the monitored traffic with those signatures. In other
words, to detect a cyber attack, it must have been seen previously and its signature stored in the
database. The main consequence is that these techniques are inefficient in detecting specialized
or unseen cyber attacks. In order to address these limitations, the anomaly detection paradigm
has moved to Deep Learning (DL) and Machine Learning (ML) methods, which can achieve high
performance in terms of evaluation time [12]. The anomaly detection paradigm is usually considered
to detect cyber attacks, as a cyber attack is an event that rarely occurs and, so, can be considered as an
anomaly. Although many anomaly detection methodologies based on ML/DL have been proposed
in different fields, industrial scenarios have several considerations that need to be taken into account
in order to detect an anomaly successfully. Therefore, the current major challenge is the lack of a
common methodology in the anomaly detection field that establishes guidelines to detect cyber attacks
specialized in ICS scenarios. The existing solutions apply different steps without standard criteria,
resulting in hardly comparable results. The lack of such a common methodology may even lead to the
results obtained by the researchers being invalid, due to the wrong steps being carried out.

To overcome the aforementioned challenge, we propose a Methodology for Anomaly Detection in
Industrial Control Systems (MADICS), a complete methodology based on semi-supervised ML and DL
anomaly detection techniques for the ICS field. MADICS is intended to be a step-by-step guide that
any researcher can apply to detect cyber attacks in ICS scenarios, aiming to provide a common and
unified means to compare results in the field of cyber attack detection in ICS scenarios. Although the
MADICS steps are based on a typical ML/DL methodology, it is worth mentioning that these steps
are adapted to industrial scenarios and can deal with the specific particularities present in these types
of scenarios. Among these particularities that other scenarios such as 5G networks [13] or clinical
information systems [14] do not have, we highlight the high correlation between the features and
the repetitiveness of actions carried out in ICS. To address these issues, MADICS proposes specific
actions for an ICS scenario, such as the study of the correlation between features and the label, not to
eliminate features, but to determine if a data leakage has occurred, and the application of two different
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techniques to extract high-order features based on the repetitive nature of the ICS. The proposed
methodology is divided into the following steps and assumes that an ICS-oriented dataset is available.

• Cleaning the dataset to be used with ML and DL models. Dataset splitting, categorical feature
encoding, corrupt and missing value treatment, and feature scaling are some of the tasks
considered in this step.

• Filtering features to select the most discriminant ones. Features with high correlation, with no
variance, or anomalous behavior are removed.

• Extracting higher order features from the dataset. This process exploits the repetitive nature of
ICSs and uses statistical measures to extract features from autocorrelation and the Discrete Fourier
Transform (DFT).

• Building an anomaly detection method. First, a prediction model and hyperparameters are
selected, and then, the optimal ones are searched. Second, the prediction model is trained,
and finally, a threshold is selected to decide whether a certain sample comes from the normal
system behavior or a cyber attack.

• Validating the results obtained using performance metrics such as precision, recall, and F1-score.

In addition, we validated MADICS using the popular SWaT [15] dataset, which was collected from
a fully operational water treatment plant. The performed validation tests achieved a precision of 0.984,
which is the highest precision compared with related works. Moreover, the recall and F1-score were
0.750 and 0.851, respectively, which are above the average values obtained in other works. In terms of
cyber attack detection, MADICS identified 23 of 28 cyber attacks, proving that MADICS is suitable for
real ICS scenarios.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follow: Section 2 presents a literature review in
relation to ML and DL solutions focused on cyber attack detection in ICSs. In Section 3, we present
the proposed methodology for cyber attack detection in ICS scenarios. This section is split into
five sub-sections, in which each step of the methodology is explained. In Section 4, we show the
implementation of our methodology using the well-known SWaT dataset. In Section 5, we discuss our
findings. Finally, the conclusions and future work are presented in Section 6.

2. Related Work

In the past, many solutions have been proposed to detect cyber attacks in ICSs. Some examples are
the usage of rule-based IDSs [16–18] or Deterministic Finite Automata (DFA) [19]. However, at present,
research efforts are typically focusing on developing new techniques using innovative technologies
such as Big Data [20] or ML/DL. In particular, the use of ML and DL techniques is increasing,
which play a key role in detecting cyber attacks affecting the industrial field [21]. This section performs
an exhaustive review of the most relevant works related to ML/DL for anomaly detection in the
industrial context. After this revision, we see that the existing solutions follow different methodologies
and procedures, without clear guidelines. A summary of the main aspects of these works is listed
in Table 1.

Due to its nature, anomaly detection in ICSs is frequently treated as a time-series classification
problem. Therefore, many techniques rely on algorithms that can deal with time. Among these DL
techniques, we highlight Convolutional Neural Networks (CNN) and Long-Short Term Memory
(LSTM) neural networks. Both can be applied to problems that require converting the input data
into sequences, and both can deal with the concept of time; for example, in [22], the authors tested
different DL models to detect anomalies. Among the tested methods, we outline the LSTM and
1-Dimensional Convolutional Neural Network (1D CNN). Besides, the authors proposed adding new
features by computing the difference between the current value and the past values with a given lag.
The authors concluded that 1D-CNN obtained a better result than LSTM, while being much faster to
train. Another example is [23], where the authors proposed an automatic architecture optimization
based on Genetic Algorithms (GAs). The DL models tested by the authors were Dense Neural Network
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(DNN), 1D-CNN, and LSTM networks. In addition, the authors proposed the usage of the Numenta
Anomaly Benchmark (NAB) metric [24], instead of the F1-score, and introduced different threshold
methods such as exponentially weighted smoothing, mean p-powered error measure, individual error
weights for each variable, and disjoint prediction windows. In [25], an IDS based on the LSTM neural
network was presented. The authors proposed a Cumulative Sum (CUSUM) method for anomaly
detection. The CUSUM is computed from the residual error calculated from the ground-truth and the
data predicted by the model. A novel Generative Adversarial Network-based Anomaly Detection
(GAN-AD) method for ICS scenarios was presented in [26]. The authors implemented an LSTM
network in the core of the GAN-AD to capture the distribution of the multivariate time-series of
sensors and actuators under normal conditions in an ICS. Another example using LSTM networks
is [27], where the authors proposed a sequence-to-sequence LSTM neural network for anomaly
detection. The LSTM network was trained using data under normal conditions and made use of
attention mechanisms.

Table 1. Overview of the different works focusing on anomaly detection in Industrial Control System
(ICS) scenarios. Each column corresponds to the steps that we considered desirable to detect cyber
attacks in ICS scenarios. DIF, Dual Isolation Forest.

Work Dataset Pre-Processing Feature Filtering Feature Extraction Anomaly Detection
Method Year

[22] Feature scaling and treat
corrupt values No

Difference between
the current and past
value of the feature

CNN and LSTM 2018

[23] No No No DNN, CNN, and LSTM 2018

[25] Feature scaling and
one-hot encoding

Check statistical
distributions No LSTM 2019

[26] Treat corrupt values No No GAN based on LSTM 2018

[27] Feature scaling No No LSTM 2019

[28] Feature scaling with test No No DNN 2017

[29] Feature scaling Kolmogorov–Smirnov
test Fourier 1D CNN

AE 2019

[30] No No No Growing random trees 2020

[31] Subtractive clustering
technique No

New features from
the cluster
considering cluster
intra-distances and
inter-distances

Clustering and inference
system 2016

[32] No No No Stacked denoising
autoencoders 2018

[33] Feature scaling No PCA DIF 2020

[34] Removing missing
values No

Difference between
the current and past
value of the feature
and vector sum

Naive Bayes, PART,
and RF 2019

[35] No No No Naive Bayes, J48,
and RF 2019

[36] Feature scaling and
one-hot encoding No No RF, SVM, OCSVM, IF

and DNN 2019

Ours
Feature scaling, one-hot
encoding, and treatment
of missing values

Correlation filter,
Kolmogorov–Smirnov
filter, variance filter

Fourier and
autocorrelation LSTM

In addition to CNN and LSTM networks, other DL and ML techniques have been proposed in the
literature. For example, in [28], the authors proposed and evaluated the application of unsupervised
machine learning to detect anomalies in Cyber–Physical Systems (CPS). They compared two different
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methods: Deep Neural Network (DNN) and Support Vector Machine (SVM). Both are adapted to
work with time-series data. They scaled the test dataset with its own mean and standard deviation.
In [29], the authors proposed a DL method based on AutoEconders (AE) and 1D-CNN for anomaly
detection in ICSs. In addition to the DL models proposed by the authors, they suggested filtering
features to select those more suitable for the anomaly detection task. They also introduced a feature
extraction process that computes features in the frequency domain using the Discrete Fourier Transform
(DFT). However, feature extraction using the DFT creates features based on the most energy bands,
removing important information from the remaining signal. Besides, they used a threshold for anomaly
detection defined as a function of the mean and standard deviation of the test dataset. The authors
of [30] presented an unsupervised anomaly detection method focused on large-scale and real-time
data analysis. The approach is based on three techniques: an update trigger, tree growth, and a
mass weighting scheme. This combination allows for online updating and building the random
trees. Another unsupervised anomaly detection was presented in [31], where the authors conducted
clustering analysis to find the underlying structures present in the dataset. Next, the authors extracted
features from the clusters considering cluster intra-distances and inter-distances. Finally, an inference
system determined whether an anomaly was triggered. In [32], the authors presented an unsupervised
learning approach based on stacked denoising autoencoders. Their approach used the bytes of the
original network stream; therefore, it does not require specific knowledge.

The authors of [33] presented a semi-supervised approach based on Dual Isolation Forest (DIF).
In this approach, two Isolation Forests (IF) are trained. The first IF is trained with the original data
after normalizing, while the second IF is trained with a version of the original data after applying the
Principal Component Analysis (PCA) technique. Additionally, they used the normal samples from
the training and test datasets to train the model; while, to test the model, they only used cyber attack
samples from the test dataset. In [34], the authors developed another anomaly detection IDS using ML
algorithms – Naive Bayes, PART, and Random Forest (RF) – and performed a feature extraction process
to improve their results. Similarly, the authors of [35] presented an IDS based on three models of
machine learning (J48, naive Bayes, and RF) to detect Distributed Denials of Service (DDoS) in SCADA
systems. In [36], the authors generated a new dataset collected from an electric traction sub-station
and tried semi-supervised and supervised ML and DL models to detect anomalies. Among the models
tested, we highlight RF, Support Vector Machine (SVM), One-Class Support Vector Machine (OCSVM),
IF and DNN. In their work, the authors encoded categorical features and normalized features.

As can be seen in Table 1, there is no standardized procedure, and the steps of each work have been
left to the authors’ discretion. Moreover, if we extend our analysis to anomaly detection methodologies
using other types of techniques, there is a reduced number of additional works; for example, ref. [37]
proposed an independent methodology to analyze an Internet of Things (IoT) data stream in real time,
presenting a proof-of-concept in the form of anomaly detection. In [38], the authors presented an
anomaly detection methodology using boosted regression trees. There are only a few methodologies
proposed in the literature for ICS cybersecurity. In particular, the authors of [39,40] proposed two
methodologies for gas turbines. The former presented the k-σ methodology, whereas the latter
presented an optimization over the k-σ methodology. Both of them rely on the mean and standard
deviation, however detecting only a limited kind of cyber attacks.

In conclusion, the majority of the related work have proposed new anomaly detection techniques
based on a different ML/DL models, but without following a methodology that establishes guidelines
to detect cyber attacks. Thus, there is a clear gap in terms of methodologies that allow the development
of ML and DL models for the detection of cyber attacks in ICS scenarios. In our work, we propose a
complete methodology that allows future works to follow a sequence of common steps.
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3. Proposed Methodology

This section describes MADICS, which is divided into the five steps: (1) dataset pre-processing,
(2) feature filtering, (3) feature extraction, (4) anomaly detection method selection, and (5) validation.
A graphical representation of the methodology is shown in Figure 1.

Dataset preprocessing

Feature Filtering

Feature Extraction

Anomaly Detection

 1 - Remove features highly correlated with label
 2 - Remove features with variance equal to 0
 3 - Remove features with high K-S statistic

 1 - Extract features based on Autocorrelation
 2 - Extract features based on Fourier Transform

 1 - Select a prediction model
 2 - Select hyperparameters and their range
 3 - Train and fine-tune the prediction model
 4 - Select appropiate threshold technique

 1 - Split into training, validation and test dataset
 2 - Treat corrupt and missing values
 3 - Encode categorical features
 4 - Scale features

Validation

 1 - Define metrics to evaluate performance
 2 - Validate results

Figure 1. Methodology for anomaly detection in ICSs.

Although these five steps are common to every ML/DL project, we recommend taking very
specific tasks and optimal actions for our scenario (i.e., industrial control systems). ICSs have specific
characteristics that are important to consider when designing an anomaly detector. Among these
characteristics, we highlight the repetitive nature of the ICS and the need to preserve the temporal
coherence in both dataset splitting and model training. Besides, in other contexts different from ICSs,
a high correlation between features would be an indicator of a problem, and it should be necessary
to remove those features. However, because of the high dependence between the devices in ICS,
high correlation is desirable, and therefore, it does not indicate any issue. In contrast, a high correlation
between the vector label and features would indicate a potential issue. Our methodology considers
this characteristic of the ICS, and particular actions are recommended when a high correlation is found
between the features and the vector label.

3.1. Dataset Pre-Processing

In this section, we start from a dataset obtained directly from the selected ICS scenario.
Although the methodology is based on a semi-supervised approach, it requires a labeled dataset
to validate the results properly. The main goal of this first step is to prepare the dataset to be used with
semi-supervised ML and DL models.

The first task is to perform the dataset division into three new datasets: training, validation,
and test. The training dataset is used to train the model, the validation dataset to evaluate the
performance of the model during hyperparameter optimization, and the test dataset to validate the
methodology with unseen data. If the dataset is not initially partitioned into training, validation,
and test sets, we need to follow some criteria to obtain a suitable partition. MADICS imposes two
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restrictions: (1) the training dataset must contain only normal data, whereas the test dataset must
contain normal and anomalous data; and (2) the temporal order in the dataset must be preserved.
Therefore, the value of certain features should depend on the evolution over time of other features:
for example, at an instant t, the water tank output valve is open because, during the previous instant,
t− 1, the water tank input valve was open and the water tank was filling. Moreover, we recommend
partitioning the dataset by taking the initial samples for the training dataset and the remaining samples
for the test dataset. Once the training dataset is obtained, we need to extract a small partition as the
validation dataset. An established method is to split the original training dataset into two new datasets
following the 80/20 rule [41], while still preserving the temporal order. Conversely, if the dataset is
already partitioned, we should use that division to train, validate, and test our models, to be able to
compare our results with others using the same dataset.

The second task is to explore the dataset, in order to check whether the data contain spurious
or corrupted values. These types of values are frequent during transitory states or warm-up
processes; that is, when the ICS is initializing or after a cyber attack is performed. We suggest
independently plotting each feature against time and visually identifying corrupted values to remove
the corresponding samples. Additionally, we also recommend checking whether the dataset contains
missing values and to fix them accordingly. To treat missing values, there are three well-known
techniques: (1) set missing values to the mean/median; (2) remove the damaged samples; and (3) mark
the missing values as non-valid data. The first two options are not appropriate in an ICS dataset. First,
many features in ICS datasets are categorical (i.e., they only contain a few discrete values, such as a
valve being either open or closed), and the usage of the mean/median makes no sense for these values.
Second, the absence of a value can contribute information about the cyber attack (e.g., a cyber attack
that halts a valve controller). Therefore, we recommend marking missing values as not valid, either by
setting them to an invalid value or adding a new column to the dataset that indicates the validity of
the data.

The third task is dedicated to the preparation of categorical features to be used with the ML and
DL models. At this point, our suggestion is to encode categorical features present in the dataset by
applying One-Hot Encoding (OHE), yielding a binary feature for each different categorical value. As an
example, consider a valve feature with three possible states: open, half-open, and closed. This feature
is replaced, after applying OHE, by three binary features representing the open, half-open, and closed
valve states, respectively. An optional embedding layer would transform the set of OHE categorical
features into a vector of continuous features. This transformation allows for better integration of both
types of features into the neural network, which might improve the detection results [42].

The fourth and final task consists of scaling the continuous features. We recommend two different
approaches: standardization and min-max scaling. Standardization is the best option when the data
follow a normal distribution. For each continuous feature in the training set, the mean is subtracted,
and the resulting values are divided by the standard deviation. The same mean and standard deviation
computed on the training set is used to standardize the test dataset. After applying standardization,
each feature has a zero mean and unit variance. The advantage of min-max scaling is that it does not
distort the dataset shape. We first calculate the maximum and minimum values in the training dataset,
and then, we scale both the training and test datasets by subtracting the minimum value and dividing
by the difference between the maximum and minimum values. After applying this normalization,
each feature is within the range of [0, 1].

3.2. Feature Filtering

In this section, we propose several techniques to study the features of the dataset. The goals of
these techniques are twofold: To determine if data leakage is present in the dataset and the elimination
of features that do not change in the entire dataset, as well as those whose statistical distributions in
the training, validation, and test datasets differ significantly.
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The first task consists of studying features that have a high correlation with the vector label
(indicating the presence or absence of cyber attack). Although features in an industrial dataset
are extracted from physical signals and are supposed to be coherent, the dataset creation and
pre-processing steps may introduce some data leakage, which must be studied. In ICS datasets,
features are frequently correlated. As an illustration, when a sensor reports that a particular water
tank is full, usually the pump controlling the water tank input stops or the pump controlling the water
tank output opens. This kind of correlation is normal and desirable in the anomaly detection context.
In contrast, a high correlation between specific features and the vector label needs further analysis, as it
likely signals the presence of some kind of data leakage. If the data leakage possibility is discarded,
then the high correlation found means that the problem is simple enough to use rule-based systems.
In contrast, if data leakage is suspected, our suggestion is to discard the feature. We recommend using
the Pearson correlation coefficient to estimate the correlation between features, considering that a high
correlation exists when its absolute value is above 0.9.

The second task consists of figuring out the features that do not change in the dataset and
removing them. We recommend testing each feature in the original dataset using a variance threshold
and then preserving only those features with sufficient variance.

The third and final task is to check whether the features in the training and test datasets follow the
same statistical distributions; otherwise, our model will be unable to predict accurately. In that case,
we should extend our (training and test) datasets with more data, in order to unify their distributions.
If there is no possibility of obtaining more data, we can attempt to use only those features whose
distribution remains sufficiently stable. In order to check for the similarity between continuous
empirical distributions, we recommend applying the well-known Kolmogorov–Smirnov (K-S) test.
The K-S statistic quantifies the distance between two continuous distribution functions. The smaller the
distance, the more similar the distributions. We suggest applying K-S to remove those features whose
continuous distribution is not preserved between training and test datasets; that is, those features with
a distance greater than a given threshold. Nevertheless, even if we have sufficient data with the same
distribution in the training and test sets, we need to keep in mind that an ICS is a dynamic system,
and its normal pattern of behavior can evolve over time (and with it, the statistical distribution of the
features), requiring periodic re-training to update the model.

3.3. Feature Extraction

Feature extraction is the process of using expert knowledge to extract higher order features from
the original features. In this section, we detail the tasks needed to obtain those higher order features,
considering that ICSs are intended to control industrial and critical processes, which frequently perform
repetitive actions. For example, an ICS that controls and monitors a water tank should consider the
lower and upper water tank limits to consequently open and close the input and output water valves.
This action is repeated over time, as the water reaches its lower and upper limits. These repetitive actions
are reflected in the logs from which the datasets are created. To determine these repetitive actions, in the
form of features, we recommend extracting features using autocorrelation and the Fourier Transform (FT).

The first task is to use an autocorrelation function to extract higher order features. Autocorrelation
is defined as the correlation of a signal with a delayed copy of itself, as a function of the delay k (lag).
In our case, the correlation is applied over a time window of length W. The formal definition of the
autocorrelation is shown in Equation (1), where xw denotes the value of x at an instant w and x̂ is the
mean of the x values in the window. One of the multiple practical applications of autocorrelation is
to find repeating patterns. Hence, we expect to extract features related to signal pattern repetition in
sensors and actuators:

autocorrxw ,k =
∑w−k

i=w−W+1(xi − x̂)(xi+k − x̂)

∑w
i=w−W+1(xi − x̂)2 (1)

The second task is to use FT to extract higher order features. FT is a mathematical tool that
decomposes a signal into the frequencies from which it is formed. In other words, the FT allows us to
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convert a time-domain signal into a frequency-domain signal. In our case, we suggest the Discrete
Fourier Transform (DFT), which is formally defined in Equation (2), where xw is the wth sample of x
and W is the total number of samples:

DFTxw ,k =
w

∑
j=w−W+1

xje−
2πi
W k(j−(w−W+1)) (2)

The DFT and autocorrelation are intended to provide information on the periodicity of the signal,
in terms of each feature. The output from both functions is a vector for each feature. To summarize the
output, we recommend applying statistical functions such as the mean, standard deviation, minimum,
maximum, and range (the difference between the maximum and minimum values) to each resulting
vector. This generates ten new features (five for DFT and five for autocorrelation), which are added to
the dataset.

In this step, some recommendations need to be taken into account. Apart from the previously
discussed techniques, a well-known technique called Principal Component Analysis (PCA) can be
applied to extract new features and to reduce the number of features in the dataset. However,
the principal components returned by PCA are linear combinations of the original features, making it
difficult to interpret the results. Interpretability is a desirable requirement in many cases; for example,
if we want to know which actuator/sensor causes a certain anomaly, we should avoid using PCA.
We only recommend the use of PCA when interpretability is not required by the system.

3.4. Anomaly Detection Method

In this step, we detail all the tasks needed to select, fine-tune, and train the most appropriate
model, in order to detect anomalies.

The first task consists of choosing the proper model. We recommend a DL regressor model applied
to a feature window, as: (1) it can model more complex behavior than ML techniques, and (2) it is
suitable to model time-series data. Our recommendation is to model the problem as a time-series
data regression based on a statistical summary window, instead of a classifier, for two reasons: First,
signals from ICS sensors and actuators follow a temporal pattern, which can be easily modeled with a
regressor. Second, adopting both a regression model and proper threshold provides information about
the sensor/actuator causing the anomaly, contributing to the desirable interpretability requirement.
The proposed model receives sequences of time-series data (x0, x1, . . . , xn−1) to predict a sequence of
time-series data (xn+h, xn+h+1, . . . , xn+h+m), where n is the length of the window, m is the number of
future predictions to make, h is the prediction horizon, and (x0, . . . , xn−1) and (yn+h, . . . , yn+h+m) are
the network input and output, respectively.

The second task is focused on choosing a set of hyperparameters, together with their respective
ranges of values, to be fine-tuned during the training process. The hyperparameters can be divided
into two groups. The first group contains those hyperparameters related to the input data, while the
second group contains the hyperparameters exclusively related to the DL model. Our guidelines to
select the proper range of values for the hyperparameters related to input data are:

• n: The window should be large enough to capture the system behavior. We suggest plotting the
feature to figure out the time in which repetitive behavior is observed.

• h: The prediction horizon specifies the time step in the future from which the model starts to
predict. We suggest trying different values to check that the DL model is generalizing, instead of
replicating the last input value.

• m: The number of predicted time steps needs to be fine-tuned, depending on the specific scenario.
In general, this value will be set to one.

Once the model is chosen and both hyperparameters and their range of values are defined,
the third task consists of training and fine-tuning the model. We recommend two approaches to
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search for optimal hyperparameters. The first approach, called grid search, performs an exhaustive
search by trying all the possible values for the defined hyperparameters. In contrast, the second
approach, called random search, tries random values among a list of pre-defined values for the defined
hyperparameters. For each iteration of the hyperparameter search strategy, the model is trained with
the hyperparameter values selected. The training is carried out using the training dataset, but to check
the hyperparameters’ goodness, the validation dataset is used. In particular, the goodness is measured
taking into account the validation reconstruction error, selecting those hyperparameters that achieve
the lowest one.

In this task, we also need to monitor the reconstruction training error to determine whether there
is underfitting or overfitting. On the one hand, when the training and validation reconstruction errors
are high, we face an underfitting problem, which means that the DL algorithm cannot model the
data well. On the other hand, if the training reconstruction error is much lower than the validation
reconstruction error, we face an overfitting problem, which means that the DL models are memorizing
instead of generalizing. Typical approaches to solve overfitting are: regularizing networks to restrict
learning, collecting more data, and using a cross-validation approach. However, to solve underfitting,
we need to adopt one or more of the following approaches: increase the model complexity and/or
increase the training time.

Note that we use part of the training dataset as our validation dataset. This means that important
information was lost in the training process. Once the optimal hyperparameters values are found,
we recommend training the model using the combined training and validation datasets as the
training dataset.

The fourth task is related to the threshold adjustment to detect anomalies. In this sense,
we recommend the statistical approach used in several works [22,29]. First, the error between the
result predicted by the neural network, ŷ, and the ground-truth, y, is computed as:

e = |y− ŷ| (3)

The error is computed for the training dataset. Then, both its mean, µe, and its standard deviation,
σe, are calculated. Next, we compute the error in the validation dataset, ev. At this point, we recommend
two approaches: (1) use the validation dataset split in the pre-processing dataset step; or (2) create
a new validation dataset composed of the original training and validation datasets. Whatever the
approach selected, we then use the mean and standard deviation from the training dataset to compute
a z-score for the validation dataset, ze. The formal definition is shown in Equation (4):

ze =
ev − µe

σe
(4)

To compute the threshold, we suggest two different approaches: (1) compute a unique threshold
from the maximum z-score computed; or (2) compute one threshold per feature from the maximum
z-score of each feature. To detect anomalies in the test dataset, we calculate the z-score for this dataset
(using the mean and the standard deviation from the training dataset). For a specific sample, if the
z-score of any feature is higher than the threshold, an anomaly is detected.

3.5. Validation

In this step, we detail the tasks needed to validate the trained and fine-tuned model and to check
its performance using proper metrics.

First, we recommend defining the metrics to validate the model by considering the nature of the
dataset. When we work with a highly imbalanced dataset—which means that the dataset contains a
high number of normal samples, compared to the anomaly class—accuracy is not the preferred metric.
In this case, true positive, true negative, false positive, and false negative are the preferred metrics.
However, to facilitate the comparison with other works, we recommend using the precision, recall,



Symmetry 2020, 12, 1583 11 of 23

and F1-score metrics, which can be calculated using the true positive, true negative, false positive,
and false negative metrics, as briefly described below:

• True Positive (TP): indicates the number of anomalies properly detected by the model.
• True Negative (TN): indicates the number of non-anomalies properly classified.
• False Positive (FP): indicates the number of non-anomalies wrongly classified as anomalies.
• False Negative (FN): indicates the number of anomalies wrongly classified as non-anomalies.

Based on the previous metrics, the precision, recall, and F1-score metrics can be defined as follow:

• Precision: shows what portion of the detected anomalies are truly anomalies,

Precision =
TP

TP + FP

• Recall: shows what portion of total anomalies are detected,

Recall =
TP

TP + FN

• F1-score: shows a global score that is the harmonic mean between the previous two metrics,

F1-score = 2× Precision× Recall
Precision + Recall

The second task is to check whether the results obtained are appropriate for our problem. To do
this, we need to consider the defined metrics and, if possible, conduct a comparison with other works
dealing with the same problem.

Depending on our goal, we may be interested in achieving a high precision or a high recall. On the
one hand, if we are interested in detecting the maximum number of cyber attacks, we need to focus
on the recall metric, despite getting a certain degree of false positives. On the other hand, if we are
interested in detecting cyber attacks with a low false positive rate, we need to focus on the precision
metric, although we get a certain degree of false negatives. In general, the best option is to seek a
trade-off between precision and recall, as indicated by the F1-score; however, considering the impact
that ICSs have in the physical world, it can be concluded that achieving a high recall rate is more
desirable, although we may obtain a considerable false positive rate.

4. Experimental Results

In this section, we evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed methodology using a well-known
dataset. With this goal in mind, we first describe the dataset used to detect anomalies, and then, we apply
our methodology (detailed in Section 3).

4.1. Dataset

The dataset used in this work, named SWaT, was captured from a fully operational scaled-down
water treatment plant. As shown in Figure 2, the SWaT testbed consists of six industrial Processes
(labeled from P1 to P6), which work together to treat water for its distribution.

Specifically, Process 1 (P1) is responsible for supplying the raw water tank with enough water
to supply the other processes. Process 2 (P2) is in charge of pre-treating the water, in order to ensure
that it has acceptable quality levels. If the raw water from the tank in P1 is not of satisfactory quality
(as measured by sensors AIT201, AIT202, and AIT203), the pumps (P201, P203, and P205) will be
opened, and chemical dosing will be applied to correct the water deficiencies. Once the water is of the
proper quality, it is passed to Process 3 (P3). In this stage, the undesired materials remaining in the
water are removed by an Ultra Filtration (UF) system using a fine filtration membrane. In the following
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Process 4 (P4), any remaining chlorine is destroyed by dechlorination using Ultraviolet (UV) lamps.
The next stage consists of reducing the inorganic impurities present in the water. To accomplish this
task, the water of P4 is pumped into the Reverse Osmosis (RO) process (P5). Finally, the last process
(P6) is responsible for making the water available for distribution.

Figure 2. SWaTtestbed and its processes.

The dataset contains 11 days of continuous operation: seven days under regular operation and
four days under cyber attacks. In the testbed, a total of 41 cyber attacks were deployed, classified into
four different categories:

• Single-stage single-point: cyber attacks that target only one sensor or actuator in exactly one process.
• Single-stage multi-point: cyber attacks that target multiple sensors and/or actuators in only

one process.
• Multi-stage single-point: cyber attacks that target one sensor or actuator in more than one process.
• Multi-stage multi-point: cyber attacks that target multiple sensors and/or actuators in two or

more processes.

The SWaT dataset provides a snapshot every second with the values of the 26 sensors and
25 actuators in the testbed, stored in CSV files.

4.2. Dataset Preprocessing

We started from the sensor and actuator logs of the SWaT dataset, which are stored in two files.
One of them contained only the values of sensors and actuators under normal behavior (for seven
days). The other consisted of the values of sensors and actuators during a total of 41 cyber attacks
(for four days), such that this file had both normal and cyber attack behavior. Following the first task,
we used the seven day normal behavior file to extract our training and validation datasets. In particular,
we split the dataset containing normal behavior with the initial 80% of the samples for the training
dataset and the remaining 20% of the samples for the validation dataset. On the other hand, the four
day file containing both normal and cyber attack behavior was used as our test dataset.

As stated for the second task, it is crucial to explore the dataset to find corrupt or spurious values
for normal behavior. To perform this step, we used tools, such as matplotlib [43] and seaborn [44],
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to plot the data. After analyzing the values of each feature, we concluded that the first records of
the dataset corresponded to the ICS warm-up process. The time taken by the warm-up process
varies depending on the feature under study. Figure 3 shows the time needed to stabilize the values
of two features after the warm-up process. We decided to remove the first 100,000 records from
the training dataset, as this was the largest time needed to stabilize the feature values (shown by
the AIT401 feature).

0 50,000 100,000 150,000 200,000 250,000 300,000 350,000 400,000
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Figure 3. Time of the stabilization of the features AIT202 and AIT401.

In addition, after the cyber attacks finished, the samples collected in the SWaT dataset were
prematurely labeled as normal behavior. The ICS takes some time to stabilize again and reach its
normal behavior. For this reason, we removed the next 3 min of normal behavior (the shortest
separation time between cyber attacks) following each cyber attack in the test dataset.

The third task was to carry out categorical feature encoding using OHE; mainly features from
motor valves and pumps. Table 2 gives a complete list of the categorical features encoded using OHE.
Finally, following the fourth task, we decided to scale the continuous features using standardization.

Table 2. Categorical features in the SWaT dataset.

Categorical Features

MV101 P101 P102 MV201
P201 P202 P203 P204
P205 P206 MV301 MV302
MV303 MV304 P301 P302
P401 P402 P403 P404
UV401 P501 P502 P601
P602 P603

4.3. Feature Filtering

Following the first task of feature filtering, we carried out a covariance study to ensure there was
no high correlation between the features and the label. Second, we carried out a variance study of each
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feature to determine those features that did not suffer a change in the dataset. Furthermore, as usual in
ICS scenarios, we tested whether features from both datasets—one containing only normal behavior
and the other containing both normal and cyber attack behaviors—came from the same distribution.
A particular example is illustrated in Figure 4, where two features (AIT201 and P201) are plotted.
The training dataset values are drawn in blue color, whereas the values from the test dataset are shown
in orange color. It can be observed that the values in the training dataset differed slightly from the
values of normal behavior in the test dataset.
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Figure 4. Values over time of the features AIT201 and P201.

In the covariance matrix, as shown in Figure 5, some pairs of features were highly correlated;
for example, the most highly correlated features were P501 and UV401, with 99.99% correlation.
This makes sense, as when the water is dechlorinated (UV401), it passes to P5 through pump P501.
This type of correlation is usual in ICSs, where some sensors or actuators depend on each other.
Regarding the correlation between each feature and the label, the most correlated feature was FIT401,
with about 76.33% correlation. In addition, most of the chemical sensors, such as AIT503, AIT504,
AIT401, AIT201, and AIT201, were correlated less than 10% with the label. Considering the moderate
correlation between the features and the labels, we decided not to eliminate any feature in this step.

Following the second task, we carried out a variance study, which showed that, in general,
the features with a lower variance corresponded with those that only had a few possible values
(i.e., the categorical features, such as those of motorized valve and pumps). In the top chart of Figure 6,
the features with the lowest variances can be seen. We removed those features whose variance was equal
to zero.

Following the third task, we used the K-S test to check whether continuous features from both the
training and the test datasets came from the same statistical distribution. As shown in the bottom chart
of Figure 6, features from the sensors of chemical processes returned a higher K-S statistic. In this step,
we removed the features with a K-S statistic score higher than 0.25. Additionally, we also removed the
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P201 feature, as we found that its behavior differed significantly between the training and test datasets,
as shown in Figure 4.

A summary of the removed features and the reasons for our decisions is shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Features removed in feature filtering.

Reason Features Removed

Variance equals 0 P202, P301, P401, P404, P502, P601

K-S Statistic higher than 0.25 AIT402, AIT201, AIT501, AIT502, AIT202, AIT504, FIT301,
PIT502, PIT503, FIT503, PT501, AIT203, AIT401, AIT503, FIT601

Training and test empirical distributions do
not match P201
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Figure 5. Correlation between features in the SWaT dataset. A value of one represents a highly correlated
feature, whereas a value of -1 represents a highly inverse correlation. Blank spaces in some features
represent that the Pearson correlation could not be calculated, due to the fact that the value of that
feature remained constant over the whole dataset.
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Figure 6. Top: Features with the lowest variances. Bottom: Features with a K-S statistic score higher
than 0.25.

4.4. Feature Extraction

In order to extract higher order features from the original features, we first applied autocorrelation
and DFT using a 120 s window and, then, computed five statistical measures (mean, standard
deviation, minimum, maximum, and range) for each operation. These new features were added
to the dataset, resulting in a total of 704 features: 54 features from the original dataset and 650 new
autocorrelation/DFT features. As the new extracted features had different ranges, we computed the
mean and the standard deviation of the new features from the training dataset and applied standard
scaling to the training and test datasets.

4.5. Anomaly Detection Method

Our first decision to build the most appropriate model was to use an LSTM neural network,
as they are capable of capturing temporal patterns and predicting future states based on the previous
and current state. Next, we decided to select 120 s as the length of the window n, as this provided
sufficient information about the recent past of the different sensors and actuators. Furthermore, we set
a value greater than one as the prediction horizon h, as neural networks tend to reproduce the last
value when the prediction horizon is close to the input. Then, we set h to 10 s, and finally, we assigned
the number of time steps to predict in the future, m, as 1 s, as we were interested in predicting only the
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next value; based on this, we computed the residual error in order to determine whether to trigger an
alarm or not.

Regarding the LSTM model, we selected a set of hyperparameters, together with their respective
ranges of values, to be fine-tuned during the training process. Following our methodology, hyperparameter
fine-tuning was carried out by means of a grid search over the possible values. The list of hyperparameters,
with their optimal values highlighted in bold, is given in Table 4.

Table 4. Set of hyperparameters tested. The optimal ones in are listed in bold.

Hyper-Parameter Values

LSTM layers [3,4]
Neurons per LSTM layer [[512, 256, 128, 100],[512, 256, 128]]
Dense layers [1,2]
Neurons per dense layer [[100,704],[704]]
Activation function [ReLU, Sigmoid]

As a final step, we used Equation (4) to compute the z-score over the validation dataset and
calculate the threshold for the maximum z-score achieved. This threshold was used to detect anomalies;
that is, when the z-score computed over the test dataset was higher than the threshold.

4.6. Validation

To train and evaluate the models previously presented, we used a workstation with 32GB of
RAM, an Intel i7-5930K, and an NVIDIA GeForce GTX 1080 graphic card with 8GB of video memory.
The operating system running on top of the workstation was Linux, and the software used to train
and evaluate the models was TensorFlow 1.12.0 [45] and Keras 2.2.4 [46].

As recommended by the first task of the validation methodology step, we used precision, recall,
and F1-score to measure the performance, as SWaT is an imbalanced dataset. Our experimental results
achieved values of 0.984, 0.750, and 0.851, respectively, for these performance metrics. As shown
in Table 5, our solution reached the best result, in terms of precision, the DNN presented in [28]
obtaining the second-best result with a precision of 0.982. Furthermore, our recall was above the
average of those given in other works. In particular, the author of [26] gave a recall of 0.954, ref. [22] a
recall of 0.791, ref. [29] a recall of 0.827, and [33] a recall of 0.835, these being the only works that
outperformed our results. Finally, our F1-score was, again, above the average, where [22] gave an
F1-score of 0.871, ref. [29] gave an F1-score of 0.873, and [33] gave an F1-score of 0.882, these being the
only works that surpassed our solution.

In addition to precision, recall, and F1-score, Table 6 shows the numbers of TP, FN, FP, and TN
obtained during the validation phase using the test dataset. Our MADICS implementation achieved a
high TP (43 807) and a low number of FP (701), the preferred combination in an ICS scenario. Besides,
the number FP obtained by using the training dataset is zero since we are considering a threshold
computed from the training/validation dataset. That threshold is selected as the maximum value
obtained during the training phase.
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Table 5. Result comparison of different works using the SWaT dataset.

Work Precision Recall F1-Score

1D CNN [22] 0.968 0.791 0.871
MLP [23] 0.967 0.696 0.812
CNN [23] 0.952 0.702 0.808
RNN [23] 0.936 0.692 0.796
LSTM [25] - - 0.817
DNN [28] 0.982 0.678 0.802
OCSVM [28] 0.925 0.699 0.796
AE Frequency [29] 0.924 0.827 0.873
DIF [33] 0.935 0.835 0.882
GAN [26] 0.700 0.954 0.810
Ours 0.984 0.750 0.851

Table 6. False positives, false negatives, true positives, and true negatives obtained for the validation step.

True Positives (TP) 43,807 False Positives (FP) 701

False Negatives (FN) 14,602 True Negatives (TN) 390,678

The recall values achieved by different works under each cyber attack are shown in Table 7.
Our approach obtained the best recall for Cyber Attack 27; whereas, for Cyber Attacks 2, 10, 11, 22, 26,
30, and 40, it achieved state-of-the-art performance. Regarding Cyber Attacks 7, 8, 17, 23, 28, 36, 37, 39,
and 41, our performance was, at most, 10% lower than the performance of the rest of the works.

However, some considerations are necessary, regarding the data shown in Table 7, as follows:

• As the SWaT authors stated, some cyber attacks had no expected effect on the physical behavior
of the system. In particular, Cyber Attacks 5, 9, 12, 15, and 18 had no effect; hence, they are not
shown in Table 7.

• Cyber Attacks 6, 19, 20, and 38 were directed at unused chemical sensors. These attacks should
have affected other sensors, but as stated by the SWaT authors, different failures prevented this,
hindering the detection of these cyber attacks and causing our approach to achieve a low recall
on them.

• The goal of Cyber Attack 4 was to open the motorized valve 504, but it had no impact, due to a
failure. Therefore, the result by the OCSVMapproach (recall of 0.04) was considered invalid.

• Regarding Cyber Attack 13, its goal was to close the motorized valve 304; however, the cyber attack
failed, and it was closed 30 min after; this is why no work was able to detect this cyber attack.

• Cyber Attack 14 was another cyber attack that had an undesirable effect: its goal was not to open
the motorized valve 303. However, the cyber attack failed because the startup sequence was not
carried out because the tank 301 was already full. Again, as this cyber attack had no physical
effect, the 0.06 recall shown by [33] was invalid.

• Cyber Attack 29 also had no physical impact. Its goal was to turn on the pumps 201, 203, and 205.
However, the SWaT dataset authors stated that the cyber attack failed because the pumps did not
open, due to mechanical interlock. For this reason, the recalls shown in [28,33] were also invalid.

Taking into account the above considerations, our solution was able to detect 23 of 28 cyber attacks.
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Table 7. Recall comparison between different approaches on the SWaT dataset.

Cyber Attack # DNN [28] RNN [23] OCSVM [28] 1D-CNN [22] DIF [33] Our

1 0 0 0 0.99 0.01 0
2 0 0 0 1 0.29 1
3 0 0 0 0.23 1 0
4 0 0 0.04 0 0 0
6 0.95 0.72 0.72 0.90 1 0
7 0.91 0 0.89 1 1 0.97
8 0.98 0.93 0.92 1 1 0.95

10 0.98 1 0.43 1 1 1
11 0.99 0.98 1 1 1 1
13 0 0 0 0 0 0
14 0 0 0 0 0.06 0
16 0.60 0 0 0.24 0.55 0
17 0 0 0 0.63 0.64 0.56
19 0.97 0.12 0.13 0 0.45 0
20 0 0.85 0.85 1 0.45 0
21 0.98 0 0.02 0.91 0 0
22 0.98 0.99 1 1 1 1
23 0.71 0.88 0.88 1 0.82 0.94
24 0.92 0 0 0.17 0.34 0.53
25 0.29 0 0.01 0.02 1 0.01
26 0.99 0 0 1 0.17 1
27 0 0 0 0.06 0 0.31
28 0.03 0.94 0.94 1 1 0.97
29 0.87 0 0 0 1 0
30 0.83 0 0 1 0 1
31 0.78 0 0 0.30 1 0.34
32 0.33 0 0.91 0.94 1 0.25
33 0.84 0 0 0.89 0.43 0.25
34 0 0 0 0.99 0 0.67
35 0 0 0 0 0.95 0
36 0.81 0 0.12 0.88 0.93 0.89
37 0.84 1 1 0.90 1 0.92
38 0.77 0.92 0.93 0.86 1 0.01
39 0.84 0.94 0 0.91 1 0.92
40 0.78 0.93 0.93 1 1 1
41 0 0 0.36 0.64 0.63 0.53

5. Discussion

MADICS establishes a clear five-step methodology for guiding the future work of cybersecurity
researchers to detect cyber attacks under ICS scenarios. Despite MADICS being a general methodology
to detect anomalies in ICS, we applied it to a specific industrial dataset collected from the SWaT
testbed, a fully operational scaled-down water treatment plant. The results of the experiments
carried out demonstrated that MADICS can help to detect cyber attacks in ICS and, therefore,
can prevent the monetary losses and physical damages caused by ICS attacks. Thus, MADICS fills a
gap in the literature regarding methodologies to detect cyber attacks in ICS. As Section 2 described,
many works using ML and DL techniques have been proposed, but each one has followed its own
steps without a common criterion or guidance, which ultimately, can lead to applying the wrong
steps or making mistakes during the process. To the best of our knowledge, there are only two
proposed methodologies [39,40] aimed at cyber attack detection in ICS. The main drawbacks of these
methodologies are that they have rather limited cyber attack detection capacity, as they are based on
classic methods (i.e., computing the mean and standard deviation to trigger an alarm) and do not
consider the improvement in performance that ML and DL methods can provide.

Although the five steps of MADICS methodology are present in a typical ML/DL project,
we adapted each step for use in ICS scenarios. In our first step, dataset pre-processing is performed,
consisting of preparing the data to be suitable for ML/DL models. In this step, we recommend
splitting the dataset and treating corrupt and missing values in a particular fashion to avoid removing
useful information in an ICS scenario. In our second step, feature filtering is carried out, where we
propose three different techniques to filter those features that do not provide information to the
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model (e.g., features that do not change their value over the entire dataset or features whose statistical
distribution is not preserved between the training and test datasets). In our third step, as an ICS
typically performs repetitive actions, we suggest extracting higher order features by exploiting this
characteristic. This is carried out in the feature extraction step, where we recommend using the
autocorrelation and Fourier transform methods. In the fourth step, as the ICS sensor and actuator data
are usually available as a set of values over time, in the anomaly detection step, we suggest using a
model based on LSTM, which is a neural network that is suitable to treat sequence data. Finally, in the
validation step, we propose using specific metrics that are suitable for anomaly detection, in order to
compare our results with those of other works.

Another relevant aspect of MADICS is that it uses semi-supervised ML and DL anomaly detection
algorithms. This allows the detection models to learn the normal behavior of the ICS and trigger an
anomaly alarm when a deviation from the learned behavior is observed. Additionally, we highlight
the importance of both pre-processing and feature filtering steps to build an effective dataset for ICS
scenarios. As shown in Sections 4.2 and 4.3, exploring and understanding the data are critical to
create practical ML and DL models. In our experimentation, dataset pre-processing allowed us to skip
the first 100,000 s of the SWaT dataset corresponding to the warm-up process. Similarly, the feature
filtering process allowed us to discard useless constant features and others with anomalous behavior.

In fact, comparing our work with other anomaly detection works that used the dataset collected
from the SWaT testbed, we noticed that the majority of them made errors in their methodological
design. The most common error is not properly studying the features to detect the warm-up process.
In particular, the authors of [23,25,28,29,33] did not mention anything related to the warm-up process.
Although [22,26] did propose trimming the initial records, they removed the warm-up data only
partially. In [22], the authors proposed removing 16,000 samples, and [26] removed 21,600 samples.
However, in our work, we showed that around 100,000 samples need to be removed. Another error,
as found in [28], is normalizing the test dataset using the mean and standard deviation. The authors
stated that they achieved an F1-score of 80% when normalizing the data in this way. However,
when they normalized the test dataset using the mean and standard deviation from the training
dataset, which is the proper way of normalizing the test dataset, they achieved an F1-score between
20 and 30%. Similarly, the authors of [33] claimed that the statistical distribution of the data in the
file containing the normal behavior differed substantially from the distribution of the data in the file
containing both normal and abnormal behavior. Therefore, they used the combined normal samples
from both files to train the model. This is another methodological error, as the normal behavior of the
test dataset must not be seen in the training phase.

Although the examined works follow a similar methodology to MADICS, their authors did not
consider some steps or did not try to exploit the ICS nature, e.g., the repetitive nature of ICSs. The lack
of some steps and the usage of non-optimal techniques, together with the previous methodological
errors, indicate that the results presented in those works were distorted, improving the results in the
majority of the cases. Besides, these methodological errors point to the urgent need for a common
methodology focused on ICS scenarios. We highlight that the implementation of MADICS we carried
out in this work achieved the best precision (0.984) and one of the best F1-scores (0.851), avoiding the
methodological errors committed in the previous literature.

The main limitation of MADICS is that it requires the availability of a semi-supervised ready
dataset; that is, the dataset must be collected during two different periods: a first period, in which
the ICS is working under normal conditions, and a second period, where the ICS is suffering cyber
attacks. Although the majority of related works have used semi-supervised methods, other approaches
(i.e., supervised or unsupervised) can be used.

6. Conclusions

Despite the importance of detecting cyber attacks in ICS scenarios, there exists a gap in the literature
regarding methodologies to follow in order to detect cyber attacks. The lack of such methodologies
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prevents researchers from being able to accurately compare results. In this work, we present MADICS,
a methodology to detect cyber attacks in ICS scenarios based on both semi-supervised ML and DL
algorithms and the anomaly detection paradigm. This methodology includes five steps: dataset
pre-processing; feature filtering; feature extraction, selection, and fine-tuning; training of the anomaly
detection method; and model validation. Validation of the methodology was performed using the SWaT
dataset. This dataset was captured from a fully operational scaled-down water treatment plant during
11 days of continuous operation: seven days under normal operation and four days under cyber attacks.
In the experiment carried out to test our methodology, the resulting model achieved a state-of-the-art
precision score (0.984), whereas both the recall (0.750) and F1-score (0.851) values were above the average
of those in relevant works in the literature. Concerning the detection performance for each cyber attack,
our model trained following MADICS was able to detect 23 cyber attacks of 28. As future work and to
improve confidence in the results, we intend to perform additional experiments with other industrial
datasets. Another future direction is to study how to improve the detection performance on cyber attacks
with an extremely low recall rate.
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