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Abstract—Drrift is a significant issue that undermines the relia-
bility of gas sensors. This paper introduces a probabilistic model
to distinguish between environmental variation and instrumental
drift, using low-cost non-dispersive infrared (NDIR) CO: sensors
as a case study. Data from a long-term field experiment is
analyzed to evaluate both sensor performance and environmental
changes over time. Our approach employs importance sampling
to isolate instrumental drift from environmental variation, pro-
viding a more accurate assessment of sensor performance. The
results show that failing to account for environmental variation
can significantly affect the evaluation of sensor drift, leading to
improper calibration processes.

Index Terms—Sensor drift, probabilistic modeling, environ-
mental variation, instrumental drift, NDIR CO; sensors, impor-
tance sampling.

I. INTRODUCTION

Gas sensors are vital in various applications, from envi-
ronmental monitoring, industrial processes to healthcare and
safety systems [[1]]. Their ability to provide real-time, accurate
gas concentration measurements is essential for maintain-
ing air quality, ensuring safety, and optimizing processes.
However, one significant challenge for gas sensors is the
phenomenon of drift.

Drift generally refers to the gradual changes in a quantitative
characteristic that is assumed to be constant over time [2].
It is a pervasive issue, particularly for low-cost gas sensors,
which gained lots of attention recently because of their af-
fordability and broad applicability. The causes of sensor drift,
which manifests as undesired temporal changes in sensor’s
accuracy or error level, are often complex and context-specific,
typically related to physical changes in the sensor (e.g., aging),
environmental fluctuations, and cross-sensitivities.

Despite numerous studies addressing sensor drift [3]]—[7]]
(see review papers [8], [9]), there is a notable gap in modeling
various factors contributing to drift. In this paper, we argue that
drift sources can be classified into environmental variations
and instrumental drift, which are specified in mathematical
models, and can be distinctly identified from the data.

Several works have examined how environmental factors
affect gas sensor performance. For instance, [[I0] explores
gas sensor drift due to ambient temperature changes, [11]
summarizes physical confounding factors affecting sensor
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responses, and [9] categorizes typical error sources in low-
cost sensors and their calibration approaches. Additionally,
there is a growing body of research utilizing probabilistic
approaches to model sensor behavior, including sensor fault
detection [12], missing data modeling [13]], gas quantification
[14], and sensor fusion [15]], etc. These probabilistic models
provide robust frameworks for interpreting and predicting
sensor performance.

Our contribution is twofold. First, we introduce a simple
probabilistic model to distinguish between environmental vari-
ation and instrumental drift. We use a case study of a low-cost
non-dispersive infrared (NDIR) CO5 sensor to demonstrate
this differentiation. Second, we provide a sampling-method-
based solution for excluding the impact of environmental vari-
ation and evaluating instrumental drift in practical applications.

By addressing these challenges, we aim to enhance the
understanding of sensor drift and provide practical evaluation
solutions, contributing to more reliable gas sensing and other
sensor technologies facing similar issues.

II. PROBABILISTIC DRIFT MODELING
A. Probabilistic Modeling of NDIR Sensor

NDIR sensors use a broadband light source without a
diffraction grating or prism. Light passes through the gas in
the optics cell, then through a narrow-band filter, and reaches
the infrared detector. By measuring the detected infrared light
intensity, the gas concentration can be calculated.

We consider three physical quantities in the measurement
process: infrared light (IR) signal z;, temperature x mea-
sured by the NDIR sensor, and gas concentration y mea-
sured by the co-located high-accuracy reference sensor. They
are modeled as samples from real-valued random variables
X; € RT, X7 € R, and Y € RT with a joint probability
density function px, x, v (x5, zr,y).

There are two main sources of randomness that motivates
the probabilistic modeling approach: measurement noise and
unmeasured factors. For example, even when temperature and
gas concentration are given, the IR signal remains random
due to measurement noise and also unmeasured factors such
as humidity, which affects the sensing process [|16].

Over time, observations (zr;,Z74,¥:), ¢ = 1,...,n, are
obtained and treated as independent samples from the joint
distribution of X7, X7, and Y. This assumes that the temporal
autocorrelations of the observations are neglected.



The sensor measurement model is given by
Y = f(Xr, X1), (D

where the estimator Y is given by function f(-), which is based
on a temperature-compensated Beer-Lambert law describing
how chemical species absorb light E|

B. Drift Analysis
The root mean square error (RMSE) of the estimator Y is

E[(Y - Y)?

B \////(f(xl’xT) —Y)*px; X7y (@1, wr, y)derderdy.

(@)
The RMSE of the sample is often used to empirically
evaluate the sensor performance:

RMSE(Y) =

n

1 2
RMSE = | ~ ;(f(xT,z,m,z) vi)”. 3)

We use RMSE as the “quantitative characteristic” mentioned
in Section [[] that may change over time. With the probabilistic
approach, we can decouple the sources of RMSE change.

In @), the RMSE of the estimator is determined by the
joint distribution if the measurement model f(-) is fixed. To
isolate the different sources of drift, we need to factorize
Pxr.x;,v(@r, xr,y). Based on the NDIR sensing principle,
temperature zp and gas concentration y cause the IR signal
x7, leading to the factorization:

DPXr,X1Y = PX7,YDX/|X1,Y- 4

Changes in both px, y and px, x,y change the joint
density px, x,,v, affecting (Z2) and (@). These changes have
different sources: px,,y depends on the sensor’s environment,
while px,|x, vy depends on the sensor’s metrological proper-
ties. We define environmental variation and instrumental drift
as temporal changes in px,. y and px,|x, v, respectively. E|

Decoupling these sources is essential because environmental
variation and instrumental drift have different characteristics
and require different calibration techniques. Environmental
variation is often caused by environmental dynamics or sensor
relocation, and different conditions affect accuracy. Calibration
for extreme conditions is unnecessary and may worsen sensor
accuracy in normal operating conditions. In contrast, instru-
mental drift often evolves over time, requiring time-dependent
models, such as autoregressive models.

In practice, environmental variation can be evaluated by
studying samples of X and Y. To isolate instrumental drift,
we evaluate the expectation (2)) under the same density px,. v
Sampling methods can typically be applied to evaluate such
expectations Ch 11], which will be introduced next.

INote the difference between Y and Y: Given x 7 and 7, Y is determin-
istic, while Y is random, i.e., Y| X, X7 ~ PY|X;, Xr (ylzr, zT)-

2Note that drift due to unmeasured factors, e.g., humidity in this case,
is included in instrumental drift, since they contribute to the randomness in
Px;|Xp,Y

C. Drift Evaluation

We use the importance sampling algorithm to resample
from a given dataset according to a desired distribution.
We then use (3) to evaluate the RMSE and analyze the
instrumental drift. Other sampling algorithms are covered in

20].

Algorithm 1 Importance Sampling

Input: Dataset {Xi}ililv Pdesired(x)7 Poriginal(x)
Output: Resampled dataset {x}}¥
for each x; in the dataset do o)
. _ Plesired (X4
Calculate weight w; = %
end for

Normalize weights w; = SN
j=1Wj

Resample N data points from {x;}¥ ; according to w;
return Resampled dataset {x]} Y,

A o s

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS

Experiments were conducted using sensor data collected
at the monitoring station in Diibendorf, Switzerland I]E[],
which include observational data from 18 low-cost Senseair
LP8 NDIR CO, sensors with automatic baseline correction
(ABC) turned off and a co-located high-accuracy Picarro
reference sensor, from 2017 to 2019.

Ten-minute averages of the measurements were evaluated.
Due to missing values, data without common ten-minute mea-
surements were removed. Six NDIR sensors had substantial
missing data, so results are based on the remaining 12 sensors.
Outliers in the NDIR sensor CO- readings, which were abnor-
mally high due to water condensation [[16]], were removed by
retaining only CO4 data within the 99.9% percentile.

Fig. [I] shows CO, measurements from a low-cost sensor
labeled 1097 and the reference sensor as an example. The
CO; measurements from this NDIR sensor are systematically
lower than the reference and show performance drift over time.
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Fig. 1: CO2 measurements from low-cost sensor labeled 1097 and the reference.

We first evaluate environmental variation and then instru-
mental drifts. Due to space limits, we only show the marginal
distribution changes of X1 and Y over time in Fig. [2]

Fig. 24 and Fig. 2B are violin plots [22] of temperature
measured by sensor 1097 and CO5 measurements of refer-
ence by months, which are often used to visually compare



probability distributions. There are clear periodic patterns in
the estimated temperature distributions, while the CO4 distri-
bution changes are relatively small. Short-term temperature
variations (reflected by each vertical element of the violin
plot) also impact the sensor’s accuracy, as accuracy varies
with temperature, shown in Figure [3] Measurement error is
systematically higher when temperature is out of the specified
range [0,50] °C. We can also see that the joint distribution
of sensor error and temperature is stable in the short term but
drifts over a longer period.
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(a) Violin plot of temperature measured by sensor 1097 by month
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(b) Violin plot of CO2 measurement of the reference sensor by month.

Fig. 2: Evaluation of environmental variation.

2 100 ‘

&

bt 2019-06
s of - .

g

2 2018-10
S

g —100 |- .

S

o) 2018-03
P

© —200 | 5

g operate outside specification 2017-07
= | 1 1 I | )

—10 0 10 20 30
Temperature (°C)

Fig. 3: Scatter plot of CO2 measurement error of sensor 1097 and temperature, data
points colored-coded by timestamp.

To remove the effect of environmental variation and evaluate
instrumental drift only, we applied the importance sampling
algorithm in Section 500 measurements were resampled
each month from the data according to the same density
Pxp,y. @ uniform distribution over Xp € [0,20]°C and
y € [400,500] ppm. Fig. El shows the RMSE for 12 NDIR
sensors by month with their mean and +1 standard deviation
range. The significant differences observed in individual drift
patterns show the necessity of customized calibration for

each sensor. RMSE of measurements from sensors 1097 was
evaluated on both the original and resampled datasets, shown
in Figure 5] RMSE values are similar for most months but
differ during the two winter periods when temperature is lower,
and px,. y varies significantly from the sampling distribution.

Further, Fig. [6] shows the box plot of RMSE differences
for all 12 sensors by month. During the two winter periods,
RMSE differences have higher mean values and larger varia-
tion compared to other periods. The mean maximum absolute
RMSE difference across sensors is 23.2 ppm, indicating that
environmental variation significantly influences the evaluation
of instrumental drift if not removed.
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Fig. 4: Instrumental drifts of 12 NDIR sensors by month, with mean and + 1 std range.
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Fig. 5: RMSE of sensor 1097, evaluated on the original dataset and the resampled dataset.
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Fig. 6: Box plot of the RMSE evaluation difference of 12 NDIR sensors by month.

IV. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

We have presented a probabilistic approach to differentiate
between environmental variation and instrumental drift, illus-
trated using NDIR COs sensors. Through a detailed case study,
we show that environmental conditions significantly influence
sensor drift evaluation. By applying importance sampling, we
effectively decouple these factors, leading to a more accurate
assessment of instrumental drift. Future work will focus on
further developing models for the drift process and exploring
their application to the drift compensation.
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