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Applied Bayesian Structural Health Monitoring: inclinometer data
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Inclinometer probes are devices that can be used to measure deformations within earthwork slopes. This paper demonstrates a
novel application of Bayesian techniques to real-world inclinometer data, providing both anomaly detection and forecasting.
Specifically, this paper details an analysis of data collected from across the entire UK rail network.

Inclinometers are a standard tool of geotechnical site monitoring. Data from these instruments is often used in risk analysis
and decision-making. However, discerning anomalous data points and forecasting future behaviour from inclinometer data
requires significant ‘engineering judgement’ (subjective appraisal). This is because the observational data is derived from
complex physical phenomena and contains complex spatio-temporal correlations. Additionally, the practical demands of data
collected from remote sites over several years tends to introduce systematic errors. These issues make the interpretation of
inclinometer data challenging.

Practitioners have effectively two goals when processing monitoring data. The first is to identify any anomalous or dan-
gerous movements, and the second is to predict potential future adverse scenarios by forecasting. In this paper we apply
Uncertainty Quantification (UQ) techniques by implementing a Bayesian approach to anomaly detection and forecasting
for inclinometer data. Subsequently, both costs and risks may be minimised by quantifying and evaluating the appropriate
uncertainties. This framework may then act as an enabler for enhanced decision making and risk analysis.

We show that inclinometer data can be described by a latent autocorrelated Markov process derived from measurements.
This can be used as the transition model of a non-linear Bayesian filter. This allows for the prediction of system states. This
learnt latent model also allows for the detection of anomalies: observations that are far from their expected value may be
considered to have ‘high surprisal’, that is they have a high information content relative to the model encoding represented by
the learnt latent model.

We successfully apply the forecasting and anomaly detection techniques to a large real-world data set in a computationally
efficient manner. Although this paper studies inclinometers in particular, the techniques are broadly applicable to all areas of
engineering UQ and Structural Health Monitoring (SHM).
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1 Introduction

1.1 Overview

Globally, civil public infrastructure is ageing rapidly. Climate change and population growth are expected to accelerate the rate
of deterioration and therefore increase the maintenance costs of such infrastructure. Maintenance of degraded or failed sites
is typically far more expensive than pre-emptive repair and stabilisation. Traditionally, SHM - the use of sensor equipment to
observe civil infrastructure - has been utilised to provide insights into the performance of structures [12]. However, traditional
approaches to SHM primarily report the readings from sensors and do not apply any interpretation of the data. Advances in
the field have been largely restricted to improved data collection and presentation techniques (such as remote sensors, cloud
data storage and web-based data visualisations [3]). Interpretation of the data is left to practitioners. When applied to the vast
amounts of data generated by SHM, this may lead to human error, and places additional strain on maintenance budgets.

In this paper we demonstrate that statistical and probabilistic UQ approaches can be used to understand and interpret
inclinometer data in an automated fashion, easing the burden on practitioners and releasing resources for infrastructure main-
tenance. Probabilistic latent state models can be used to extract a signal from noisy data in a consistent, repeatable way without
reliance on subjective engineering judgement.

A particular advantage of employing a probabilistic approach is that forecasts of future system states can be made using
Recursive Bayesian Filtering [7, 9, 11]. Forecasting allows for early warning alerts to be provided. For example, a forecast
might predict that deformations of a structure may exceed an acceptable limit at some time, perhaps several months, in the
future. Such early warning alerts would allow for structural remediation to occur well in advance of any structural failures.
Early maintenance of a degraded structure is far less expensive than repair of failed infrastructure.

An inclinometer is a measurement device that records the horizontal deflection of the subsurface [6]. Measurements of
subsurface deflection are collected at fixed depth increments down a pre-drilled borehole. Inclinometers are commonly used
to measure the displacements and stability of embankments along road and rail corridors. Fig. 1 provides a depiction of
an inclinometer device. Inclinometers record deformations relative to a set of orthogonal basis vectors, the so-called A and
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B axes respectively. The A axis is oriented to increase along the steepest slope of the ground surface. The B axis is set
orthogonal to the A axis. Data from both manual and so-called ‘in-place’ inclinometers are analysed in this paper. In-
place inclinometers record their data automatically at more regular intervals but are more expensive to install and maintain
than manual inclinometers and are typically used only for critical sites. The installation and type of the inclinometer used
affects the data quality. By applying UQ techniques, we can automatically extract the relevant signals from the inclinometer
measurements regardless of the device type.

Kalman Filtering is used to model the inclinometer data as a Hidden Markov Model [9]. A fixed, kinematically derived
transition matrix is used. An observation model that accounts for the manufacturer-provided instrument accuracy is included
in the model. The Kalman Filter model is enhanced with an RTS smoother [8, 10] to infer both latent states and the a priori
unknown process covariance. We introduce a simple, computationally inexpensive approach to dealing with data that has been
recorded at irregular time intervals. Real-world data frequently features outliers. We detect and exclude these outliers using
the probabilistic latent state formulation presented.

To verify our analysis, we test on real-world data using a hold-out validation set. Our automated process was able to
analyse over 10000 manual inclinometer readings from 20 boreholes over 4 sites and over 12 million in-place inclinometer
readings from 10 boreholes over 5 sites. We demonstrate that our Kalman Filter approach can effectively model the latent
state and produce valid data forecasts. We demonstrate that the Bayesian data analysis presented in this paper is a significant
improvement over existing techniques for inclinometer data processing and presentation.

(a) Inclinometer configuration. (b) Inclinometer deflection measurement.

Fig. 1: Inclinometer illustrations, from [14]

2 Filter representation

2.1 Latent state representation

As an inclinometer can be modelled as a classical physical system, a kinematic transition model is used. At each depth in the
borehole, i ∈ [1, n], the discrete time evolution of the system (excluding noise) is modelled by

qik = qik + pik∆t+ wk (1)

where wk is the process noise, ∆t ∈ R > 0 is the time, t, difference between each qk = q(t) and pk = d
dtqk. Note that

p, q ∈ R2 representing the A and B axes of the inclinometer, then qik = (qik,A, q
i
k,B) and pik = (pik,A, p

i
k,B).

The state space is then taken to be:

xk =
[
q1k, · · · , qnk , p1k, · · · , pnk

]T
=

[
q1k,A, q

1
k,B , · · · , qnk,A, qnk,B , p1k,A, p1k,B , · · · , pnk,A, pnk,B

]T ∈ R4n. (2)

2.2 Kalman Filter state representation

To model and forecast the inclinometer data, a discrete-time Kalman Filter-type Hidden Markov Model [9] is used:

xk = Fkxk−1 + wk (3)

where:

• Fk ∈ R4n×4n is the state transition model.

• wk ∼ N (0, Qk) is the process noise with so-called ‘process covariance’ Qk.
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Each latent state, xk, is normally distributed: xk ∼ N (µk,Σk). Note that while a typical Kalman Filter model includes
control inputs, there are no control inputs present or applied for the inclinometer system.

Entries of the transition matrix are given by

Fk,ij =



i < 2n

{
j < 2n δ(i, j)

else δ(i, j − 2n)∆t

else

{
j < 2n 0

else δ(i, j)

(4)

where, for i, j ∈ Z, δ(i, j) = 1 if i = j and 0 otherwise and the order of the state space model degrees of freedom is as given
in eqn. 2. For an example of a kinematic transition matrix, see [2].

For notational convenience, assume that forecasted latent states (that is, states estimated at times into the future beyond the
current observational data using eqn. 3) are denoted xf . Let the transition matrix for forecasting states be given by Ff with
process covariance Qf .

2.3 Kalman Filter observation representation

At any time k an observation, zk, is given by zk = Hkxk + vk where Hk ∈ R2n×4n is a fixed observation model with entries
Hk,ij = δ(i, j). The term vk represents the observation noise. Typically, in a Kalman Filter, vk ∼ N (0, Rk) is assumed. As
velocities are not measured by an inclinometer, a degenerate form of Rk is used where the variance (and covariance) of any
velocity degrees of freedom is assumed to be 0. For the positional degrees of freedom, q, the scale of Rk is set to ϵmd where
ϵm ∈ R is the manufacturer-provided error as a function of depth of the inclinometer instrument and d ∈ R is the depth into
the borehole. That is Rk,ij = δ(i, j)(ϵmd)2 for Rk ∈ R2n×2n. Note that as Rk is time independent it can be written R.

2.4 Expectation Maximisation and the RTS smoother

Expectation Maximisation is a probabilistic technique to find a maximum likelihood estimate of latent parameters from ob-
servations [7]. For the Kalman Filtering problem in this paper, the latent parameters are the state estimates at each time and
the process covariance matrix, Qk. Estimation of the latent state parameters at time states earlier than the most recent obser-
vation is referred to as ‘smoothing’ [7]. The RTS Smoother [8] can be considered an extension of the classic Baum-Welch
algorithm [9] to a specific case of continuous-valued latent state Hidden Markov Model.

The computational complexity of an RTS smoother is at least O(mn3) where m is the number of data points. As the
amount of data grows over time, the run time of the smoother will increase. To prevent this, we use only a finite number of
previous data points when applying the smoother.

Of note is that the standard form of RTS smoother we use does not account for constraints on the form of Qk and assumes
a fixed ∆t. The significance of this will be discussed in more detail throughout this paper.

3 Processing observational data with irregular sampling frequencies

3.1 Observation data sampling frequency irregularities

The real-world data analysed in this paper is not sampled with perfect regularity. As such, it is necessary to either alter the
standard, discrete time formulation of a Kalman Filter or to modify the data such that ∆t is constant. Additionally, RTS
smoothing requires a fixed ∆t.

A simple approach to regularise the data spacing would be to interpolate the readings at their true sample times to a new,
regularly spaced ∆t. This would function as a low-pass filter and reduce the variance of the estimated latent state. This would
be non-conservative (in the structural stability sense, as deformations would be underestimated) and therefore undesirable. To
reduce (but not eliminate) this sort of error we instead use a form of data upscaling. A time increment is chosen per borehole
(data measurement set) and is typically approximately mini ∥ti+1 − ti∥2. The selection of ∆t is a trade-off between accuracy
and processing time.

The time of each observation is then mapped on to the closest time increment, j, such that (ti − j∆t) is minimised. By
upscaling the data, we avoid cutting the peaks off the observations and therefore avoid underestimating the variance in the
latent state.

For the actual data analysed the lack of regularity in the sampling rate is small and as such the error induced by observation
time remapping is assumed to be negligible compared to the other sources of noise present in the system. In [2] a method
for fully time-variable Kalman Filtering is presented. We leave an implementation of such a method for future work as the
computational complexity of such a method is expected to be significantly higher than the RTS method.

Copyright line will be provided by the publisher



4 PAMM header will be provided by the publisher

3.2 Dependence of process covariance on ∆t

For forecasting, using discrete time evolution operations, ∆t is also required. However, it is undesirable (for the particular
data we have) that the ∆t used for forecasting is as large as the time difference between observations as the value of ∆t alters
the rate of growth of numerical errors when computing the forward-time evolution of the system While ∆t is easily modified
in the transition matrix, Fk, the Qk learnt by the RTS smoother is dependent on ∆t in a non-trivial way. We demonstrate a
technique to infer a kinematically valid Qf for forecasts after learning Qk with an RTS smoother.

The estimation of process covariance from observations is a significant challenge and an open area of research. For a
kinematic latent time evolution model the process covariance can be shown to depend on ∆t [2, 11] as follows:

Qk = σαΛ (5)

Λij =



i < n

{
j < n ∆t3

3 δ(i, j)

else ∆t2

2 δ(i, j − n)

else

{
j < n ∆t2

2 δ(i− n, j)

else ∆tδ(i, j)

(6)

where σα ∈ R represents the intensity of the process covariance white noise. This representation of Q in terms of Λ is derived
by using a matrix exponential representation of the continuous time evolution of the latent model and then approximating this
exponential via Van Loan’s method (a form of Taylor series expansion of the matrix exponential) [4].

As the RTS smoother learns the covariance matrix, Qk, it is necessary to fix the ∆t to ensure that the time dependence for
Qk is fixed. For forecasting, it is desirable to modify ∆t. For a given ∆t, Λ can be computed but σα must be solved for. We
find σα by minimising the matrix 2-norm

∥Qk − σαΛ(∆t)∥2 =

 4n∑
i

4n∑
j

Qk,ij − σαΛij

2

. (7)

Using a simple quadratic least squares approach, setting ∂
∂σα

∥Qk − σαΛ(∆t)∥2 = 0 and solving for σα yields:

σα =

∑4n
i

∑4n
j Qk,ijΛij∑4n

i

∑4n
j Λ2

ij

. (8)

With the approximated σα, the kinematic Qf = σαΛ can be used for forecasting with any valid ∆t, independent of the
timestep used for smoothing.

4 Anomaly detection

Real-world data collection may contain significant errors which are not representative of the true state of the system. These
errors may be caused by, for example, operator error or equipment failure. Discarding these outliers can improve the accuracy
of latent state estimates. A latent probabilistic representation of measurement data has the advantage that the probability to
observe a data point can be computed explicitly. We define an anomaly to be any point with a low probability to be observed
given the previous latent state and the forecast model, P (zk+1) < γ ∈ [0, 1.0] ∈ R. We demonstrate a validation gating
technique [5, 13] with relatively ( [15]) low computational cost.

To compute the probability of an observation, zk+1, the latent state estimate at k is forecast forward to time k+ 1 and then
mapped on to the observation space:

P (zk) =

∫
x

P (zk|xk)P (xk) (9)

= N
(
Hµk, HΣkH

T +R
)

(10)

In practice, the Mahalanobis distance [1] is used in place of P (zk) as this is proportional to P (zk):

dm(X,µ,Σ) =

√
(X − µ)

T
Σ−1 (X − µ) (11)

where µ and Σ are, respectively, the mean and covariance matrix of a multivariate normal. An anomaly is considered to be a
point X such that d(xk, Hµk, HΣkH

T +R) > γ for xk ∼ N (µk,Σk).

Copyright line will be provided by the publisher



PAMM header will be provided by the publisher 5

5 Testing and implementation

5.1 Validation metric

The methodology described in the previous sections was validated against a large set of real data. A data set consisting of over
12 million measurements from 31 boreholes taken over the last decade have been tested. It was anticipated that the manual
inclinometer readings would feature more noise and outliers compared to the automated in-place inclinometers.

The forecasting technique was tested by computing the KL divergence, denoted DKL(·∥·) [7], between a forecast and
a validation data set for each borehole. For each borehole a set of observations from times k to k + m were selected:
zk:k+m := (zk, zk+1, . . . , zk+m). The time range, k to k +m was chosen so that no anomalies were present in the validation
set. The observations were split into a validation set of size n, zk+m−n:k+m and a training set: zk:k+m−n. The forecast time
range, m, was selected to allow for a one month prediction period.

The quality of the forecast estimates was assessed by first smoothing to compute the latent state model for the training set,
xk:k−m+n. The latent model for the full data set (training and validation data) was also computed by smoothing: xv

k:k+m. A
forecast, x̂k:k−m+n, was computed using the latent model inferred from the training data. The forecast computed with the
training model was compared to the estimate of the validation set latent state:

F [zk:k+m] =
1

m

1

n

k+m∑
i=k−m

n∑
j=0

DKL

(
x̂i,j∥xv

i,j

)
(12)

where n denotes the number of measured depths and xi,j denotes the latent state at time i at depth j.

5.2 Observations

A summary of the verification metric based on the KL divergence of training and test data computed across all sample
boreholes is shown in Fig. 2. Higher values indicate a worse prediction. We note that the automated inclinometers are
often able to produce better forecasts than manual inclinometers. This is as anticipated as the automated inclinometers record
more data more accurately than the manual devices. A specific example forecast is shown in Fig. 3. In that example, the
uncertainty bands can be seen to capture the variability in the validation data over a one month forecast period.

The utility of anomaly detection is demonstrated in Fig. 4 which shows the A axis’ time series plot for inclinometer data
filtering both with and without anomaly detection. The anomalous measurement in March 2020 is known to have been caused
by equipment failure. The anomaly detection algorithm was able to detect and exclude invalid data points.

6 Conclusions

This paper presented a Bayesian approach to the analysis of real-world inclinometer data. Several extensions to the model
presented are left for future work. For the inclinometer data analysed in this paper, the model was able to produce valid
forecasts, up to one month into the future. Although not presented, the model is in fact capable of even longer range forecasts
under the right conditions. The ability to forecast far into the future could be used to provide early warning of excessive
deformations to asset owners, allowing for predictive and proactive maintenance scheduling.

The approach adopted is computationally efficient. In particular, a novel approach to modifying the process covariance
of a data set learnt with an EM-based RTS smoother for forecasting was presented. Using this technique, the computational

01
8

C
28

U
P

68
M

W
S

03
06

IM
03

01
8

C
14

B
H

14

W
S

03
07

IM
04

09
8

N
01

IM
01

09
8

N
02

IM
02

W
S

01

01
8

C
20

B
H

17

W
S

05

01
8

C
11

B
H

10
B

W
S

03

W
S

04

W
S

02

B
H

06
M

B
H

05
U

B
H

04
M

B
H

10

01
8

C
25

B
H

20

B
H

12

B
H

03
U

W
S

03

W
S

02
(I

M
03

)

IP
I2

03

IP
I2

04

IP
I1

B
H

00
7

IC
01

W
S

01

IP
I2

02

IP
I2

B
H

00
8

IC
02

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

4.0

V
al

id
at

io
n

m
et

ri
c
F

[z
k

:k
+
m

]

0

1

0

0

0
0

0 0

0 0

0

0

0 3

0

1 0 0 0 1

6 9 3
5 4 1

12
1

2

1

Manual Inclinometers (γ < 5)

In-Place Inclinometers (γ < 5)

Fig. 2: Summary of manual and in-place inclinometer verificaiton metric (eqn. 12), results for anomaly detection threshold γ < 5. The
name of each borehole data set is given under the corresponding bar. The number over each bar denotes the number of anomalies detected
and removed in the training set.

Copyright line will be provided by the publisher



6 PAMM header will be provided by the publisher

benefits of the EM smoother were retained while still allowing for a kinematically-correct process covariance to be used for
forecasting.

We believe that the Bayesian filtering approach to inclinometer data processing is a significant improvement over standard
SHM data techniques as it allows for the automation of a substantial part of traditional data interpretation, allowing for large
volumes of data to be analysed in a cost-effective manner.
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Fig. 3: Example one month forecast result from borehole WS0306 IM03 at 1.5 m. The forecast uncertainty bands capture the variability in
the validation data.
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Fig. 4: Example result from borehole IPI204 at 28.25 m depth demonstrating the utility of anomaly detection. The anomalous measurement
in March 2020 was found to be the result of equipment failure.
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