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ABSTRACT

Systems in nature are stochastic as well as nonlinear. In traditional applications, engineered filters
aim to minimize the stochastic effects caused by process and measurement noise. Conversely, a
previous study showed that the process noise can reveal the observability of a system that was initially
categorized as unobservable when deterministic tools were used. In this paper, we develop a stochastic
framework to explore observability analysis and sensor placement. This framework allows for direct
studies of the effects of stochasticity on optimal sensor placement and selection to improve filter error
covariance. Numerical results are presented for sensor selection that optimizes stochastic empirical
observability in a bioinspired setting.

Keywords Observers for nonlinear systems · Computational Methods · Stochastic Systems

1 Introduction

Performance resilience in the presence of sensing noise, environmental disturbances, and modeling imprecision is
typically approached from the perspective of robust control theory. However, all feedback-based control techniques,
including robust methods, are constrained by the quality of the state estimate as determined both by the accuracy of the
estimate (how close the estimate is to the true value) and the precision (how well the estimate is known). Specifically, the
precision, as captured by the covariance of the error, directly affects the size of the robustness margin of the controller.
Even in linear systems where the separation principle indicates that the design of system control and estimation are
independent, the structural properties of sensor location have a direct impact on control performance. As shown in
Powel and Morgansen [2015], observability in linear systems directly bounds the error covariance for estimation
filters. Improving the system observability necessarily improves the error covariance, regardless of the particular filter
being used. These improvements can be further enhanced by assessing observability in the presence of noise using
stochastic tools rather than the typical deterministic observability framework. The work in this paper addresses the use
of stochastic observability tools in the task of determining optimal sensor placements, particularly in the context of
sparse sensing.

System observability tools determine whether or not state values can be uniquely obtained via finite-time measurements.
The observability of nonlinear systems can be affected by the control inputs and should be examined considering the
input information. However, in most nonlinear systems of interest, analytical calculation of observability is impractical.
In such cases, the empirical Gramians, which were originally introduced for model reduction Lall et al. [1999], provide
a good sense of controllability/observability as their eigendecompostions define controllable/observable spaces. Inspired
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by measures based on the linear Gramians Müller and Weber [1972] and the observability matrix Dochain et al. [1997],
empirical Gramian-based observability measures have been studied to optimize fixed-sensor placement Qi et al. [2015]
or vehicle trajectory planning Hinson et al. [2013], Glotzbach et al. [2014] for data collection. Recently, an empirical
Gramian rank condition for weak observability of time-invariant nonlinear systems was developed Powel and Morgansen
[2015], and a powerful open-source toolbox for the calculation of Gramians has been introduced for both time-varying
and time-invariant systems Himpe [2018].

The empirical Gramian has also been studied for stochastic systems. In Powel and Morgansen [2020], it was shown that
if an unobservable system is simulated with process noise, one may get nonzero observability Gramian eigenvalues,
that is, considering uncertainty reveals the observability of the system which is initially determined unobservable using
traditional methods. Although a rank condition for the expected value of the empirical observability Gramian for
stochastic observability was given for linear systems in the same study using the stochastic observability definition from
Dragan and Morozan [2004], it was stated that an extension to nonlinear systems was not readily available since the
fundamental matrix of linear systems has no analog in the nonlinear context.

In this paper, we study the optimal sensor placement problem using stochastic observability measures and show the
cost function should be chosen according to the system structure. We consider two example applications. The first is a
low-dimensional example of an unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) wind tracking problem, and the second is a flapping
wing model. Because dynamic models based on Euler-Lagrange equations take only a limited number of modes of the
structure into account Eberle et al. [2015], Hinson and Morgansen [2015], we have created a finite element analysis
(FEA) model of the wing. The output model we use is inspired by the neural encoding mechanism in animal sensing.

The remainder of the paper has been organized as follows. Section 2 gives the background of observability analysis
tools and observability measures. Section 3 and 4 summarize the example system models. Section 5 describes the
optimal sensor placement methodology. Simulation results are included in Section 6. Finally, Section 7 gives the
conclusions and directions for future work.

2 BACKGROUND

Here, we summarize the relevant materials in analytical and empirical observability.

2.1 Observability Analysis

Consider the continuous-time linear control system,
ẋ(t) = Ax(t) +Bu(t)

y(t) = Cx(t),
(1)

where x ∈ Rn is the state vector, u ∈ Rm is the input vector, and y ∈ Rp is the output vector. The existence of a
unique mapping from the output space over a finite time interval to the state space is called observability of a system,
and this property can be tested for the system (1) by checking the rank of the observability matrix,

OT =


C
CA

...
CAT−1

 (2)

for T ≥ n. If OT has full column rank, then the system is observable. Otherwise, the desired unique mapping does not
exist, and the system is unobservable Sontag [1998].

An equivalent rank condition can be determined using the observability Gramian,

Wo =

∫ ∞

0

(eτA
⊤
)tC⊤CeτAdτ ∈ Rn×n. (3)

Here, ⊤ denotes the matrix transpose. For observability, Wo must have rank n. Notice that neither of the conditions is
affected by the input term. This separation principle usually does not hold for nonlinear systems. Also note that the
observability Gramian is at least semi-definite by construction; hence, the eigenvalues of Wo are equal to its singular
values.

2.2 Deterministic Nonlinear Observability

The fundamentals of observability analysis of nonlinear systems in control-affine form is based on differential geometric
techniques Anguelova [2004]. However, the analytical calculations quickly become intractable for most physical
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systems of interest. A numerical tool termed the empirical Gramian provides more flexibility for nonlinear observability
analysis by considering a local assessment of observability from a local linearization about a nominal trajectory. This
approach benefits from not requiring analyticity of the dynamics, but does so at the expense of losing strict guarantees.

Consider the nonlinear system with process noise,

ẋ(t) = f(x(t),u(t)) +Gw(t)

y(t) = h(x(t)),
(4)

where w is the vector of noise components, and the full dynamic model may be partially unknown, as in the case of an
FEA model or a data-based model with high dimensions. To obtain the deterministic empirical Gramian with w = 0,
the initial condition of each state variable is perturbed independently by amount ∓ε and the system is simulated with an
input sequence, u ∈ U , where U is the set of permissible controls. Let

y∓i(t) = h(x(t,x0 ∓ εei,u)), (5)

where ei denotes the i-th standard basis vector in Rn. Then the deterministic empirical observability Gramian is
obtained as

W ε
o (t1,x0,u) =

1

4ε2

∫ t1

0

Φε(t,x0,u)
⊤Φε(t,x0,u)dt, (6)

where t1 is the simulation time, x0 is the initial state and

Φε(t,x0, u) =
[
y+1 − y−1 · · · y+n − y−n

]
. (7)

A rank condition for the empirical Gramian analogous to the condition given for the linear Gramian was introduced in
Powel and Morgansen [2015]. However, since it requires obtaining the limit value of (6) as ε → 0, it is usually not
possible to determine the observability precisely. In that case, an approximate lower bound on the minimum singular
value of the matrix can be calculated Powel and Morgansen [2020].

2.3 Observability Measures

Krener and Ide Krener and Ide [2009] introduced two unobservability measures based on the empirical Gramian: the
reciprocal of the minimum eigenvalue of the observability Gramian, 1/

¯
λ(Wo), which is also called the unobservability

index, ν(Wo), and the condition number of the same matrix, κ(Wo) = λ̄(Wo)/
¯
λ(Wo). The former points out the

least observable direction similar to determining the weakness of a chain by its least strong link. The latter shows
the balanced contribution of state variables to the output, and its value is desired to be one assuming that the output
coordinates are already scaled. Although, as pointed out in Krener and Ide [2009], µ = 1/κ(Wo) does not necessarily
increase as new information added to the system, the condition number of the observability Gramian is still a significant
measure as it shows how well-conditioned the estimation problem is.

In Qi et al. [2015], the optimal phasor measurement unit (PMU) placement problem was formulated to maximize the
determinant of the observability Gramian, det(Wo), which is equal to the product of all the eigenvalues of Wo, but it
was advised to check the minimum eigenvalue to be at an acceptable level. Since the maximization of det(Wo) is not a
convex problem, log det(Wo) is sometimes preferred instead, e.g., in Serpas et al. [2013]. Here, we adopt the n-th root
of the determinant, [det(Wo)]

1/n, which is not only concave but, as stated in Singh and Hahn [2005], also equals zero
when the system is unobservable and yields a positive number when it is not.

2.4 Stochastic Empirical Gramian

In order to address the assessment of observability in the presence of noise, the stochastic empirical Gramian was
introduced in Powel and Morgansen [2020] with two calculation methods. One method is computing new sample
trajectories for each entry of the Gramian; in this case the total number of simulations is 4n2, and the Gramian is not
guaranteed to be at least positive semi-definite. In this study, we adopt the second method and run 2n simulations in
total, assuming that Φε(t,x0,u,w

+1,w−1, . . . ,w+n,w−n) and its transpose are obtained from the same simulations.
Here, w∓i is the noise sequence used to obtain the output y∓i, i.e.,

y∓i(t) = h(x(t,x0 ∓ εei,u),w
∓i). (8)

Unlike the empirical Gramian for deterministic systems, the spectrum, or eigenvalues, of the stochastic Gramian
would vary with each build, even though the initial state, the input sequence, and the simulation time remain the same.
Additionally, as illustrated in Powel and Morgansen [2020] for two different systems, measures such as the condition
number and the minimum eigenvalue cannot be assumed to follow Gaussian distributions when the system is simulated
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numerous times in the presence of Gaussian process noise. Consequently, the expected value of a Gramian-based
observability measure usually cannot be obtained analytically due to the complex dynamics.

In Powel and Morgansen [2020], it was also illustrated that the unobservability index decreases as the noise variance
increases which is intuitive as the output energy will be higher although there is more uncertainty. On the other hand,
the estimation condition number is not a monotonic function of the noise level. Finally, we simulated both systems
from Powel and Morgansen [2020] and observed that the reciprocal of the n-th root of the determinant of the empirical
Gramian has similar behaviour to the unobservability index.

3 UAV NAVIGATION MODEL

We will explore the work here relative to two examples, the first being low-dimension dynamics of a UAV system, and
the other a flapping wing system with flexible structure described by infinite dimensional modal dynamics.

In Hinson et al. [2013], a simplified planar model of a nonholonomic fixed-wing aircraft in the presence of air currents
is given as:

ẋ =


V cosx3 + x4

V sinx3 + x5

u
0
0

+


1 0
0 1
0 0
0 0
0 0

w, y =

[
x1

x2

]
, (9)

where x = [ xE yN θ Wx Wy ]
⊤. The aim is to estimate the wind components in x and y directions, Wx and

Wy. Here, xE and yN are the vehicle’s inertial East and North positions, and θ is its inertial orientation. V is the
vehicle flow-relative velocity, which is assumed to be constant, and the control input, u, is the vehicle’s angular velocity.
Finally, w is the vector of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) zero-mean Gaussian process noises with
diagonal covariance matrix, Q ∈ R2×2.

4 FLAPPING WING MODEL

In order to explore the determination of optimal sensor placement in a higher dimension stochastic framework using
empirical Gramian methods, we will frame the work around a biologically inspired flapping flight example. The
dynamics of a continuum flexible system represented in modal coordinates, η, can be expressed as

M η̈ + Cη̇ +Kη = u(t), (10)

where η ∈ Rn are the structural modes, M is the mass matrix, C is the damping matrix, K is the stiffness matrix, and
u are the external forces. We define the augmented system state vector as the mode shapes, their time derivatives and
the flapping rate, ϕ̇ and rotation rate, ω, of the wing:

x =
[
ϕ̇ ω η⊤ η̇⊤

]⊤
.

The overall dynamics can then be expressed as

ẋ = f(x,u(t)) +


1 0
0 1
0 0
...

...

w, y = h(x), (11)

where w ∼ N (0, Q). The system outputs are assumed to be provided from a neural encoding model described below.

4.1 FEA Model

To study the dynamics and the observability of a flapping wing, we created an FEA model of the wing in COMSOL
Multiphysics® 5.6. We generated this simplified model based on the properties of the hawkmoth Manduca Sexta wing.
As shown in Fig. 1a, the structure was modeled as a single rectangular thin plate with a width of 25mm, length of
50mm, and thickness of 12.7 µm. We considered the thickness of the structure to be uniform throughout the wing, and
the effect of venation was neglected in the simulations. To define the Young’s modulus (E) of the wing, we chose a
value within the range of stiffness values measured previously for insect wings Combes and Daniel [2003]. Values of
the material properties used in the FEA model are shown in Table 1.
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Figure 1: (a) Details of structural model and boundary conditions for flapping wing model in COMSOL, (b) meshing of
the wing plate and normal strain distribution on the top surface of wing.

Table 1: Material Properties Used in COMSOL Simulations

Properties Values
Young’s Modulus (E) 0.3GPa

Poisson’s Ratio 0.35
Mass Damping Coefficient (α) 500 s−1

Stiffness Damping Coefficient (β) 0 s
Density 1180 kg/m3

The damping has a significant effect on the dynamic response and the strain patterns generated due to flapping. Hence,
we adopted a Rayleigh damping model with damping matrix defined as a linear combination of the mass and the
stiffness matrices specified using coefficients α and β:

C = αM + βK. (12)

The wing was modeled as linearly elastic and was meshed using 25 by 50 structured quadrilateral elements swept
through the thickness of the plate (Fig. 1b). The mesh size was selected based on a mesh convergence analysis to ensure
the accuracy of the results and minimum computation time.

We applied boundary conditions to mimic the flapping pattern of Manduca using the steady flapping model from
Mohren et al. [2018]. The model has an amplitude of π/6 radians and consists of two harmonic components to match
the experimental results. The first component acts at a frequency of f1 =25Hz, while the second component with 1/5
of the amplitude has a frequency of f2 =50Hz. We introduced flapping in terms of angular velocity, that is,

ϕ̇(t) =
π

6
(2πf1cos(2πf1t) +

2πf2
5

cos(2πf2t)). (13)

This equation is obtained by taking the time derivative of the function describing steady flapping angle at the base of the
wing, as described above. In addition to flapping, we introduced a perturbation in the form of inertial rotation as shown
in Fig.1a. Although the nominal trajectory involves no rotation, we were required to add a rotation of small magnitude
(ω = 0.02 rad s−1) to ensure convergence of the model. This rotation will also impose asymmetry, which naturally
comes from the asymmetrical shape and stiffness of the wing.

The random function in COMSOL software allowed us to use a random seed that is guaranteed to generate a new
noise sequence while maintaining the same distribution. Proportionally to the nominal trajectory, we picked Q =
diag(1, 1× 10−4)(rad s−1)2 where the larger variance corresponds to the noise on the flapping rate.

For each simulation, we extracted the normal strain along the length of the wing (Fig. 1b) to feed into the neural
encoding model, which is outlined in the following subsection.

4.2 Neural Encoding Measurement Model

We used a neural encoding model Pratt et al. [2017] to obtain the probability of firing of a neuron from the strain
information at the location of the corresponding sensor. The model consists of a linear filter, similar in concept to
moving average filters used in engineered systems, and a nonlinear activation function, NLA. The filter coefficients are
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Figure 2: The probabilistic firing model of a neuron where the input is the strain information, ϵ, and the output is the
probability of firing, Pfire Boyacıoğlu and Morgansen [2021].

determined using the spike-triggered average (STA),

STA(t) = cos (2πfSTA(−t+ a)) exp

(
−(−t+ a)2

b2

)
. (14)

Here, b, fSTA, and a are the width, the STA frequency, and the delay, respectively. The similarity metric for a new
stimulus, ϵ, with the STA is obtained by convolving them and scaling by a constant, Cξ:

ξ(x, y, t) =
1

Cξ

∫ N

0

ϵ(x, y, t− τ) · STA(τ)dτ. (15)

The NLA function determines the probability of firing, Pfire, based the projected stimulus, ξ:

Pfire = NLA(ξ) =
1

1 + exp(−c(ξ − d))
. (16)

Here, c is the slope and d is the half-maximum position of the NLA function; the x, y and t arguments have been
dropped for brevity. Notice that Pfire at a time t is not only a function of the strain value at that time but also includes an
output delay with a length N .

The full neural encoding process is summarized in Fig. 2. In our application, the input to the neural encoding model is
the strain at a location on the wing, and the output is Pfire. The encoder is experimentally validated in Pratt et al. [2017],
and the parameters are regarded as constant for the neuron’s model. By considering Pfire as the output of the system, we
keep the neural encoding model deterministic. This way, the only source of uncertainty will be the process noise.

5 SENSOR PLACEMENT METHODOLOGY

Based on the output energy from different sensor locations of a system, one could expect different levels of observability.
In this section, we present a sensor placement methodology based on the spectrum of the stochastic observability
Gramian. To obtain the information of interest, we perform Monte Carlo analysis where the number of simulations was
chosen based on convergence of the results.

Let j : Rn×n → R be an unobservability measure as a function of the observability Gramian. Then the mean value of
this measure obtained from K simulations,

J̄(t1,x0,u,w
+1
1 , . . . ,w−n

1 , . . . ,w+1
K , . . . ,w−n

K ) :=
1

K

K∑
i=1

j((W ε
o )i), (17)

should be minimized for the sensor placement problem. In other words, if p is the finite number of possible sensor
locations and we define (W ε

o )k,i as the Gramian matrix obtained at the k-th sensor location on the i-th run, then

(W ε
o )i(γ) =

p∑
k=1

γk(W
ε
o )k,i, (18)

6
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where γ is the vector of Boolean-valued sensor activation functions, γi. The optimal sensor selection problem can be
formulated as

min
γ

J̄(γ)

subject to
∑

γ = r

γk ∈ {0, 1},

(19)

where r ≤ p is the desired number of sensors. We are currently unaware of a convex relaxation for j if it is the condition
number or the unobservability index when K > 1.

To deal with the non-convexity of (19), we applied the particle swarm optimization (PSO) algorithm, a metaheuristic
approach introduced in Kennedy and Eberhart [1995]. The PSO algorithm is a technique that generates several solution
candidates, i.e., particles, and updates their position and velocity according to certain rules until a termination criterion
is met Kennedy and Eberhart [1995]. Since this method is not problem-specific and allows abstract level description
Blum and Roli [2003], it is straightforward to implement. It also permits the definition of a search region, which is not
the case for some widely-used algorithms such as the downhill simplex method Nelder and Mead [1965].

The pure PSO does not guarantee identification of the absolute local minimum. Hence, its hybridization with other
optimization algorithms has been studied to find a better solution Thangaraj et al. [2011]. We also followed a hybrid
approach, and at the expense of some computation time, used the result from PSO to initiate a second search by the
interior point method (IPM) discussed in Byrd et al. [1999].

Note that the PSO algorithm requires a continuous search region, as opposed to be restricted to be able to have sensors
at the p potential locations in (14), and if each sensor has two coordinates to be determined, then the search space is
2r-dimensional and the search would take more time as r increases. To avoid having sensors too close to each other, we
also implemented a relatively large positive value, σ, as the penalty for proximity.

The following pseudocode summarizes our approach to optimal sensor placement in a continuous space with upper
and lower bounds, ub and lb. Here, dmin is the minimum distance between any two of r sensors, and dallowed is the
minimum distance allowed. The PSO and IPM algorithm parameters have been suppressed for brevity.

Algorithm 1 Optimal Sensor Placement
1: procedure (dynamics, ub, lb, j, K, r, dallowed, σ)
2: define (W ε

o )i ←
∑r

k=1 (W
ε
o )ki

3: define Ĵ ←

{
1
K

∑K
i=1 j((W

ε
o )i) dmin ≥ dallowed

σ dmin < dallowed

4: sensor loci← PSO(Ĵ ,ub, lb)
5: sensor loci← IPM(Ĵ ,ub, lb, sensor loci)

6 NUMERICAL RESULTS

We now discuss the application results of the methods discussed here to the two example systems presented previously.

6.1 UAV Navigation System

To build on the findings in Powel and Morgansen [2020] and further investigate the effects of noise, we study the
system (9) with no control and with five different levels of process noise. In prior work Hinson et al. [2013], using a Lie
algebraic approach for deterministic observability analysis, it is shown that this system is unobservable if u(t) = 0 and
there is no process noise, i.e., w = 0.

Since the first two states are directly measured, we select the remaining states as states of interest. For K = 100

simulations with x0 = [ 0 0 π/6 0.35 −0.15 ]
⊤ and t1 = 150 s, allowing the nonzero process noise on x1

and x2 results in the stochastic empirical observability Gramian producing all nonsingular observability Gramians,
indicating an observable system.

Figure 3 shows the resultant unobservability measures ν(W ϵ
o ) and 1/[det(W ϵ

o )]
1/n. We observe a monotonic decrease

in the unobservability index and its variance as the noise level increases. We also note the significant correlation
between the two measures, ρ = 0.87, although this correlation depends on the system dynamics itself as well as Q.
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Figure 3: The change of two unobservability metrics as the noise level increases. Here, horizontal lines with color
indicate the median value, and the plus sign denotes the mean. I2 is the 2× 2 identity matrix.

If we define the unobservability measure as a linear combination of the condition number and the unobservability index,

j(W ϵ
o ) = κ(W ϵ

o ) + wνν(W
ϵ
o ), (20)

then the weight of ν(W ϵ
o ), wν , will be of particular importance since κ does not appear monotonic as a function of

the noise, a characteristic which can be seen in Table 2 for wν = 0. Table 2 also illustrates this inference: as the
unobservability index becomes dominant in the objective function, lower process noise on the system becomes less
preferable.

Table 2: Observability Cost of UAV Navigation

Process Noise Covariance, Q

wν 0.05I2 0.1I2 0.2I2 0.5I2 I2

0 17.24 16.34 17.40 15.69 15.63
5× 108 24.12 19.66 19.00 16.36 15.96

6.2 Flapping Wing System

For this work, we studied optimal neural-inspired sensor placement on the system described in Sec. 4 aiming to increase
observability. Particularly inspired/informed by a previous study Mohren et al. [2018] that showed that the existence of
externally induced body rotation as large as ω = 10 rad s−1 on a flapping wing differs by a twisting mode three orders
of magnitude smaller than the dominant flapping mode.

We simulated the FEA model for 0.2 s (5 wingbeats) using time step of 5× 10−4 s. The motion was prescribed through
angular velocities of flapping and rotation. Both velocities were zero through the first wingbeat cycle and linearly
increased to their maximum values (∼57 rad s−1 for flapping and 0.02 rad s−1 for rotation) over the course of the
second cycle. We ran the simulation for two more cycles before introducing the perturbation, ε = 0.01 rad s−1, to the
system. As studied in Boyacıoğlu and Morgansen [2021], a regular cycle before the perturbation was necessary as
the neural-encoded output has a delay, unlike the typical systems. The system was simulated one more cycle after the
introduction of the perturbation, i.e., t1 = 40ms.

We took the neural encoding parameters to be a = 5ms, b = 4ms, ωSTA = 1000 rad s−1, c = 10, d = 0.5, and
N = 40ms. The resultant distributions of the average unobservability index and the condition number stabilized in

8



Sensor Placement Using Stochastic Gramians A PREPRINT

Figure 4: The average distribution of two unobservability measures (K = 40). Yellow regions are more observable
than the dark blue ones.

K = 40 sets of simulations. In Fig. 4, it can be seen that the unobservability index increases almost monotonically
from the wing root (x = 0) to the wingtip (x = −5). On the other hand, there are two separate regions where the
eigenvalues are relatively more balanced. Finally, note that the asymmetric distributions about the x-axis are caused by
the nonzero rotation rate.

We then ran the hybrid PSO algorithm for r from one to 20 to minimize the linear combination of κ and ν with wν = 0.1
and to minimize solely the condition number, wν = 0. Since the search was performed in a continuous space, the strain
value at a point was calculated as a weighted average of the strain values obtained for the neighboring FEA nodes. To
avoid having sensors placed closer to each other than 1mm, we determined the penalty value as σ = 1× 105.

The observability cost for increasing numbers of desired sensors is given in Fig. 5 (top). Both the condition number
and its linear combination with the unobservability index converge, and adding a new sensor does not improve the
observability significantly, which might be partially caused by the increasing dimension of the search.

Lastly, the optimal sensor placement for r = 12 is shown in Fig. 5 (bottom). When the linear combination of the two
measures with wν = 0.1 was utilized instead of a single unobservability measure, the sensors were slightly shifted to
the left, and at least one sensor was placed at each edge. The use of pure condition number (wν = 0) resulted in having
no sensors in the regions where the output energy is highest.

7 CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

We formulated an optimal sensor placement methodology based on the stochastic empirical Gramian and illustrated it
for two systems with process noise. Since the problems are stochastic and non-convex, we performed Monte Carlo runs
and used a metaheuristic optimization algorithm, PSO. We conclude that how the cost function is chosen matters, and a
wise choice depends on the system structure and balances the output energy and the estimation condition.

In light of the results from the UAV example, we plan to continue investigating how better observability measures
result in better estimation performances. We will also study the convex relaxation of the optimization problem (19) for
various objective functions in the future. Higher moments of the probabilistic distribution (variance, skewness, and so
on) might also be considered while posing the optimization problem, e.g., trust levels for sensor location candidates can
be determined by the variance of the unobservability measures. Such an approach would be similar to the weighted
least squares used in linear batch estimation Crassidis and Junkins [2011] or to the distributed least squares estimation
in sensor networks Mesbahi and Egerstedt [2010].

9



Sensor Placement Using Stochastic Gramians A PREPRINT

Figure 5: (top) The change of the observability costs by the number of sensors with fourth-degree polynomial fitting,
(bottom) The optimal neural-inspired sensor placement for r = 12. The figures use the same legend.

A more realistic wing model can also be studied taking into account the actual wing profiles, nonuniform stiffness of
the wing as in Weber et al. [2023], and the structure of the strain-sensitive biological sensors. Finally, the neural spikes
can be considered as the system output instead of the probability of firing, Pfire, and the possible sensor locations can be
constrained to be on the vein of an insect wing.

Key points to be addressed in the next steps of the work are direct assessment of the improvements in filter performance
from the optimal sensor placement, exploration of the effects of different measures on the filter performance, and
impacts of neural decoding methodology as expressed in the system measurement functions.
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