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Abstract

Detection of abrupt spatial changes in physical properties representing unique
geometric features such as buried objects, cavities, and fractures is an impor-
tant problem in geophysics and many engineering disciplines. In this context,
simultaneous spatial field and geometry estimation methods that explicitly
parameterize the background spatial field and the geometry of the embedded
anomalies are of great interest. This paper introduces an advanced inver-
sion procedure for simultaneous estimation using the domain independence
property of the Karhunen-Loève (K-L) expansion. Previous methods pursu-
ing this strategy face significant computational challenges. The associated
integral eigenvalue problem (IEVP) needs to be solved repeatedly on evolv-
ing domains, and the shape derivatives in gradient-based algorithms require
costly computations of the Moore-Penrose inverse. Leveraging the domain
independence property of the K-L expansion, the proposed method avoids
both of these bottlenecks, and the IEVP is solved only once on a fixed bound-
ing domain. Comparative studies demonstrate that our approach yields two
orders of magnitude improvement in K-L expansion gradient computation
time. Inversion studies on one-dimensional and two-dimensional seepage flow
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problems highlight the benefits of incorporating geometry parameters along
with spatial field parameters. The proposed method captures abrupt changes
in hydraulic conductivity with a lower number of parameters and provides
accurate estimates of boundary and spatial-field uncertainties, outperforming
spatial-field-only estimation methods.

Keywords: Inverse problems, Uncertainty quantification, Interface
detection, Random fields, Karhunen–Loève expansion, Hamiltonian Monte
Carlo, Integral eigenvalue problem

1. Introduction

In nondestructive testing procedures, measurements are often used to
estimate spatial distributions of physical properties such as hydraulic con-
ductivity [1, 2, 3], elastic modulus [4, 5], or P- and S-wave velocities [4, 6, 7]
through the solution of inverse problems. Quite often, along with the general
spatial distribution of the physical property, the interest may lie in identifying
unique geometric features such as buried objects, cavities, and fractures, etc.
These features manifest as anomalies (extremely high or low magnitudes) in
the inferred physical properties [8, 9, 10, 11, 12] and are delineated in the
post-processing stage of inversion. We focus on such inverse problems within
a Bayesian framework, incorporating priors and computing uncertainties in
inversion results from posterior probability distributions.

Consider the inverse problem of visualizing the interior of a target do-
main with unique geometric features using steady seepage flow observation
data. Traditional methods do not account for geometric information, focus-
ing solely on the spatial distribution of hydraulic conductivity. However, in
practical problems, it is often possible to parametrize the geometries of these
features and incorporate a set of geometry parameters into the inverse prob-
lem [13, 14, 15]. The general construct of such problems is explained through
a specific example involving seepage flow in a domain shown in Fig. 1(A).
This problem involves the determination of the hydraulic conductivity spatial
field in the domain D around a pipe (of unknown location and size) beneath
the ground surface. This inverse problem can help track water leakage lead-
ing to subsequent soil erosion in the vicinity of the pipe [16]. Instead of
determining the spatial field over the entire domain D′ = D∪Dv, it might be
beneficial to encode a parameterization of the unknown location and size of
the pipe-soil interface Γv into the inverse problem and determine the spatial
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Figure 1: (A) Target area consisting of the soil domain with a circular cavity (D′ =
D ∪ Dv). (B) Target area showing stratification of the subsurface into several domains
(D′ =

⋃n
i=1 Di).

field only over the domain D. Another example shown in Fig. 1(B) is a trans-
dimensional subsurface planarly-layered stratification problem [17, 18] where
along with the layer properties in each domain Di, i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, geome-
try parameters defining the planar layer boundaries Γv,i, i ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1}
can also be determined during inversion. This approach, referred to as the
simultaneous estimation method, contrasts with spatial-field-only estimation
methods that neglect explicit geometry parameters.

Incorporating geometry parameters allows for accurate boundary condi-
tion enforcement. For instance, in Fig. 1(A) the no-flow boundary conditions
representative of actual hydraulic conditions on Γv can be implemented easily
in numerical schemes such as the finite element method. This can be done
through finite element meshes that conform to the computational domain D
that is continuously updated as Γv is updated during inversion. The chal-
lenge in such a shape-tracking approach is maintaining decent mesh quality
during successive updates. Drawing on a method developed by Koch et al.
(2020) [19], we achieve this by updating the domain from a fixed reference
configuration using a mesh-moving finite element method [20]. Computation
of gradients of the posterior density w.r.t the geometry parameters follows
from shape sensitivity analysis [21].

Detection of sharp interfaces in material properties has historically been
solved through level set methods [22, 23, 24] with great success. These meth-
ods work on a fixed domain and do not implement boundary conditions (BCs)
at the interfaces. However, it must be mentioned that a conformal meshing
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strategy can easily be applied once the boundary has been defined by the
zero contours of a level set following which BCs can be applied. For simplic-
ity and practical utility in problems such as that in Fig. 1(A), we restrict
ourselves to working with a direct parameterization of the geometry of the
boundary. However, the topics discussed in subsequent sections should, in
principle, be equally applicable to problems with level-set parameterizations.
The explicit consideration of boundaries through these methods can aid the
inversion process in detecting sharp interfaces between material domains of
vastly varying (or discontinuous) physical properties—a task that is diffi-
cult to achieve, especially when the regularization scheme implemented only
permits smooth solutions. This is the case in conventional Bayesian inver-
sion techniques where Gaussian random fields with smooth autocovariance
functions [25] are used as priors. In this study, we only consider station-
ary, isotropic autocovariance functions with a single length scale and note
that approaches considering non-stationary autocovariance functions in a hi-
erarchical setting [26] are strong alternative approaches to detect interfaces
between discontinuous materials.

Our study estimates geometry and spatial field parameters simultane-
ously, characterizing material properties over the domain D as a spatial ran-
dom field and finding its posterior statistics along with those of the geometry
parameters defining the boundary Γv. This is in contrast to studies that aim
to determine constant spatial properties once the boundary of an embed-
ded object has been determined through level sets [27] or studies that treat
background spatial field parameters as ‘nuisance’ parameters [13, 28]. The
prior spatial random field is discretized through the Karhunen-Loève (K-L)
expansion [29, 30], which is the optimal orthogonal series representation in
the mean-square sense. The eigenvalues and eigenfunctions employed in the
expansion are computed by solving an integral eigenvalue problem (IEVP)
related to the autocovariance function of the random field defined over D
[31]. In practice, the K-L expansion is applied as a truncated series, and the
effect of the choice of prior parameters (correlation lengths, number of terms
in the truncated expansion, etc.) on the statistics of the posterior has been
studied extensively in the literature [32].

In this study, the sampling of the posterior distribution over the random
coefficients of the K-L expansion and the geometry parameters (Koch et al.
(2021) [33]) is done through the Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) algorithm
[34]. The proposals in this Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) [35, 36, 37]
algorithm utilize gradient information of the target distribution and can be
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tuned [38, 39] to draw nearly independent samples from the posterior. This
is especially useful in computationally expensive PDE-constrained inverse
problems where random walks must be avoided. To satisfy the reversibility
condition [40] of MCMC, a non-trivial task for simultaneous spatial field and
geometry updates, we employ mesh-moving updates [19] of the finite element
mesh from a fixed reference configuration. Finally, updating the boundary Γv

requires redefining the autocovariance function and computing the IEVP over
the updated domain D, leading to a high computational cost as the eigenpair
related to the IEVP needs to be recomputed. This problem is exacerbated in
HMC, where the gradients of the posterior density require a computation of
the gradients of the eigenpair from the IEVP w.r.t the geometry parameters
[33]. This is particularly demanding because the evaluation of the shape
derivatives requires the computation of the inverse of a rank-deficient matrix
related to the eigenvalue problem, thereby necessitating the computation of
pseudo-inverses (e.g. Moore-Penrose inverse [41]).

In this study, we revisit the simultaneous estimation method of Koch et al.
(2021) [33] with the aim of improving computational efficiency. Leveraging
the domain independence property of the K-L expansion [42], which states
that the first and second-order moments of a random field generated by the
K-L expansion are invariant to a change in the physical domain, this study
aims to:

• Develop a Bayesian inversion procedure for simultaneous spatial field
and geometry inversion using conformal meshes. This includes the
development of a novel gradient computation procedure.

• Investigate the difference in inversion results and computation time
between the simultaneous estimation method of Koch et al. (2021) [33]
and the method developed in this study.

• Highlight the advantage of explicitly considering a parameterization of
the geometry in posterior statistics as compared to general spatial-field-
only estimation methods.

The subsequent sections of this study are structured as follows. Section 2
explains the parameterization of the targets to be estimated, including the K-
L expansion and its domain independence property. In Section 3, the forward
and observation models are first described. Following this, the framework for
Bayesian inference including HMC, is explained. Section 4 explains the gradi-
ent computation procedure. In Section 5, numerical analysis results of inverse
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analysis for one-dimensional and two-dimensional seepage flow problems are
presented.

2. Modelling of the spatial random field and geometry

2.1. Karhunen-Loève expansion

Let (Ω,F , P ) be a probability space where Ω is the sample space, F
is the σ algebra over Ω, and P is a probability measure on F . Also, let
D ⊂Rd be a bounded domain. Consider a real-valued, second-order spatial
random field X (z, ω) : D × Ω → R with a continuous mean X (z) : D → R
and a continuous autocovariance function C (z, z∗) : D × D → R. The
autocovariance function is a positive-semidefinite function which, according
to Mercer’s theorem, has the spectral decomposition [30]:

C (z, z∗) =
∞∑
i=1

λiϕi (z)ϕi (z
∗) , (1)

where λi and ϕi are eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of the Hilbert-Schmidt
integral operator corresponding to C, and the eigenfunctions are orthogonal,
that is,

∫
D ϕi(z)ϕj(z)dz = δij. The eigenpairs {λi, ϕi}∞i=1 are computed as

solutions to the following integral eigenvalue problem (IEVP), which is a
homogeneous Fredholm integral equation of the second kind [43]:∫

D
C (z, z∗)ϕi(z

∗)dz∗ = λiϕi(z). (2)

With these results, it can be shown that the second-order random field
X (z, ω) can be represented through the K-L expansion as follows:

X (z, ω) = Ξ (z, ω) ≡ X (z) +
∞∑
i=1

√
λiϕi (z)

1θi (ω) , (3)

where 1θi (ω) = 1√
λi

∫
D

(
X (z, ω)−X (z)

)
ϕi (z) dz are random coefficients

that have the following properties: 1θi satisfies E [1θi] = 0, E [1θi
1θj] = δij.

The work in this paper applies the K-L expansion to Gaussian random fields
X (z, ω). In this case, since the random variables 1θi (ω) are linear functions
of the Gaussian field, they are independent standard normal random vari-
ables. In Eq. (3), Ξ (z, ω) is the complete K-L expansion of X (z, ω) and is
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defined to distinguish it from the truncated K-L expansion Ξ̂ (z, ω). If {λi}∞i=1

are sorted in descending order, λi > λi+1 (limi→∞ λi = 0), the truncated K-L
expansion of X (z, ω) is represented as

X (z, ω) ≈ Ξ̂ (z, ω) ≡ X (z, ω) +

M1∑
i=1

√
λiϕi (z)

1θi (ω) , (4)

where M1 is the number of terms considered in the expansion and should
be appropriately chosen according to the covariance structure of the random
field. This finite series representation of the random process is optimal in
the sense of minimizing the mean-square error [30]. In Bayesian inversion,
inference over the spatial random field X (z, ω), discretized in terms of the
truncated K-L expansion, is then equivalent to inference over the apriori
standard multivariate Gaussian random variable 1θ = [θ1, . . . , θM1 ]

⊤.

2.2. Domain independence property

Let D′ be a domain bounding D (i.e., D′ ⊃ D) and X ′ (z, ω) : D′×Ω → R
be a real-valued and second-order random process with the same mean and
covariance function as X (z, ω). Also, let Ξ′ (z, ω) denote the K-L expansion
of X ′ (z, ω), that is,

X ′ (z, ω) = Ξ′ (z, ω) ≡ X (z) +
∞∑
i=1

√
λ′
iϕ

′
i (z)

1θi (ω) , (5)

where λ′
i and ϕ′

i are eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of IEVP Eq. (2) on D′.
Since the autocovariance function C (z, z∗) corresponding to locations com-
mon to two domains, i.e., z, z∗ ∈ D(= D∩D′), is the same, Mercer’s theorem
can be represented as

C (z, z∗) =
∞∑
i=1

λiϕi (z)ϕi (z
∗) =

∞∑
i=1

λ′
iϕ

′
i (z)ϕ

′
i (z

∗) , ∀z, z∗ ⊂ D(= D ∩D′).

(6)
Then from Eqs. (3), (5) and (6), for the two K-L expansions Ξ (z, ω) and
Ξ′ (z, ω), the following equations hold for all z, z∗ ∈ D:

E [Ξ (z, ω)] = E [Ξ′ (z, ω)] , (7)

E
[
Ξ2 (z, ω)

]
= E

[
Ξ′2 (z, ω)

]
, (8)

E [Ξ (z, ω) Ξ (z∗, ω)] = E [Ξ′ (z, ω) Ξ′ (z∗, ω)] . (9)
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This is called the domain independence property [42] of the K-L expansion,
which states that the first and second-order moments of two random fields,
generated on two overlapping domains D and D′ by K-L expansions, are the
same on D∩D′. In other words, even though the individual K-L terms might
differ, the first and second-order moments of the random fields (or the Gaus-
sian random field itself) generated by the K-L expansions are invariant to a
change in the physical domain. Note that the domain independence property
holds for the complete K-L expansion, and an error [42] is introduced when
the truncated K-L expansions Ξ̂ (z, ω) and Ξ̂′ (z, ω) are used. The behavior
of this error for both the K-L expansions has been studied extensively [44].
Numerical tests on several examples have shown that the truncation error
is larger for the K-L expansion of the random field defined on the bounding
domain. This implies that the K-L expansion loses its optimality for rep-
resenting the random field on D when the K-L expansion is performed on
D′.

2.3. Parameterization

Let u (z, ω) : D × Ω → R be a Gaussian random field, representing a
spatially varying physical property, with a known mean and autocovariance
function. Then, according to the K-L expansion in Eq. (4), this Gaussian
random field is implicitly represented through the parameter vector 1θ ∈ RM1

and endowed with a Gaussian prior densityN (0, IM1). Additionally, let
2θ ∈

RM2 be the parameters chosen to define the geometric features of interest.
The choice of parameters depends on the prior information available about
the complexity of features in question. This can include direct definitions of
simple shapes [19] or more flexible parameterizations controlling the degree of
continuity, slope, and curvature of the boundary such as B-splines [45]. The
distribution of 2θ must be constrained to a physically sensible range. In this
study, the multivariate truncated normal distribution is chosen as the prior
of 2θ. If θ ∈ RM is the vector of all the parameters to be estimated, then in
subsequent sections, θ = 1θ in the spatial-field-only estimation method, and
θ = [1θ, 2θ]

⊤
in the simultaneous estimation method. The inverse analysis

is performed by determining the posterior distribution of the multivariate
random variable θ.

For the simultaneous estimation method, it is easy to see that the com-
putational domain is a function of the geometry parameters, i.e., D (2θ). A
naive implementation of the K-L expansion to discretize u (z, ω) on domain
configurations updated during inversion would require repeated evaluations
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of the IEVP in Eq. (2). Additionally, gradient-based Bayesian inversion al-
gorithms such as HMC would require the expensive computation of a Moore-
Penrose inverse to obtain the gradient w.r.t the geometry parameters (see
Eq. (A.7) in Appendix A). The domain independence property offers an
alternative strategy where it is not necessary to evaluate the IEVP and its
derivatives for each realization D (2θ). A proper choice of another domain
D′ ⊃ D (2θ), such as a bounding box (without holes), that bounds all pos-
sible realizations of D (2θ) as the geometry parameters are updated, has to
be made. As all coordinates z in D (2θ) also lie in D′, then due to the do-
main independence property, the K-L expansion of u (z, ω) constructed on
D′ is equivalent to that on D (2θ). The eigenpairs are obtained by solving
the IEVP only once on the bounding domain at the beginning of inver-
sion, and the eigenfunctions can then be interpolated to points of interest in
D (2θ). This strategy simplifies the gradient computation procedure, where
the Moore-Penrose inverse is not required anymore (see Section 4), and helps
achieve significant savings in computational cost.

2.4. K-L expansion based discretization of the hydraulic conductivity spatial
random field

Working with seepage flow data, the target physical parameter of interest
is the hydraulic conductivity random field k (z, ω) : D × Ω → R. To enforce
positivity constraints, this field is represented as a log-normal spatial random
field which is considered to share the following relationship with the Gaussian
Process u (z, ω):

u (z, ω) = log10 (k (z, ω)− kmin) . (10)

Here kmin is the lower bound on the hydraulic conductivity that guarantees
k (z, ω) > kmin ≥ 0. In this paper, prior information is encoded through the
stationary Gaussian Process u (z, ω) ∼ GP(u,C), where u(z) is the mean of
u, and C (z, z∗) is a smooth Gaussian autocovariance kernel:

C (z, z∗) = v exp

(
− (z− z∗)⊤ (z− z∗)

2l2

)
, (11)

where v and l are the scale and the correlation length, respectively.
An M1-term truncated K-L expansion is used to represent the random

field u (z, ω), thereby enabling a reduction in dimensionality of the number
of parameters to be estimated. Assume that a bounding domain D′ can be
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constructed that bounds all possible realizations of D (2θ), then for the same
mean u(z) and autocovariance C (z, z∗) functions now defined on D′, using
the domain independence property, the truncated K-L expansion of u (z, ω)
at all points z ∈ D (2θ) ∩ D′ can be approximated as

u (z, ω) = u
(
z, 1θ (ω)

)
≈ u (z) +

M1∑
i=1

√
λ′
iϕ

′
i (z)

1θi (ω) . (12)

Here λ′
i and ϕ′

i (z) are computed with respect to the IEVP Eq. (2) defined

on the bounding domain D′, 1θ (ω) = [1θ1 (ω) , . . . ,
1θM1 (ω)]

⊤
is a standard

normal random vector, and u (z, 1θ (ω)) is a new notation for u, introduced
to emphasize its parameterization by 1θ [46]. For completeness, considering
Eq. (10) and Eq. (12), the log-normal random field k (z, ω) can be restated
as k (z, 1θ (ω)) and is given as

k
(
z, 1θ

)
= kmin + 10u(z,

1θ). (13)

The eigenvalues λ′
i and eigenfunctions ϕ′

i (z) of the IEVP are obtained nu-
merically by the Nyström method [31, 47]. Using a Gaussian quadrature
scheme for numerical integration, Eq. (2) on D′ can be approximated as

N∑
j=1

wjC
(
z, z′j

)
ϕ′
i

(
z′j
)
= λ′

iϕ
′
i (z) , (14)

where
{
z′j
}N
j=1

⊂ D′ are integration points, and {wj}Nj=1 ⊂ R+ are cor-

responding integration weights. The method proceeds by requiring that
Eq. (14) is satisfied for z = z′n (n = 1, . . . , N), i.e.,

N∑
j=1

wjC
(
z′n, z

′
j

)
ϕ′
i

(
z′j
)
= λ′

iϕ
′
i (z

′
n) , (n = 1, ..., N) . (15)

The system of N equations in Eq. (15) can be written in a matrix form as

CWfi = λ′
ifi, (16)

where C ∈ RN×N is a symmetric positive semi-definite matrix with elements
cnj = C

(
z′n, z

′
j

)
,W ∈ RN×N is a diagonal matrix with elementsWnj = wjδnj,

and fi ∈ RN is a vector whose nth entry is fi,n = ϕ′
i (z

′
n). Left multiplying
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Figure 2: Change in the location of evaluation of the eigenfunction ϕ′
i as the domain

D
(
2θ
)
is updated due to an update in the geometry parameters 2θ →2 θ + ∆2θ. The

shape of eigenfunctions ϕ′
i remains fixed on the bounding domain D′.

Eq. (16) by W
1
2 with elements W

1
2
nj =

√
wjδnj, a matrix eigenvalue problem

is obtained as follows:
Bgi = λ′

igi, (17)

where B = W
1
2CW

1
2 , gi = W

1
2 fi. Since B is a symmetric positive semi-

definite matrix, λ′
i ∈ R+

0 and gi · gj = δij are satisfied. Noting that
ϕ′
i

(
z′j
)
= 1√

wj
gi,j and using Eq. (14), the Nyström interpolation formula

for the eigenfunction ϕ′
i (z) can be obtained as

ϕ′
i (z) =

1

λ′
i

N∑
j=1

√
wjgi,jC

(
z, z′j

)
, (18)

where gi,j is the jth entry of gi.
In the discussion above, it must be emphasized that u (zl (

2θ) , 1θ), the
value of the random field at the point with coordinates zl (

2θ), depends on
the geometry parameters 2θ in the simultaneous estimation method. This is
because the point coordinates zl (

2θ), at which the eigenfunctions ϕ′
i (·) are

evaluated, move as the computational domain D (2θ) is updated (see Fig. 2).
In this paper, the mesh updates corresponding to the computational domain,
are done from a fixed reference domain to maintain reversibility of the HMC
algorithm [19]. When 2θ is updated to 2θ + ∆2θ, the value of ϕ′

i (·) at
zl (

2θ) (i.e., ϕ′
i (zl (

2θ))) changes to ϕ′
i (zl (

2θ+∆2θ)) because the evaluation
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point moves from zl (
2θ) to zl (

2θ+∆2θ). In other words, even though the
shape of eigenfunctions remains fixed, the value ϕ′

i (zl (
2θ)) depends on the

geometry parameters 2θ. This dependence must be accounted for in the
computation of gradients w.r.t the geometry parameters (see Section 4). It
is worth mentioning that these gradients correspond to the advection term
in the material derivative when considering 2θ as time.

3. Bayesian inference

3.1. Forward and observation models

Consider a domain D′ ⊂ Rd that contains a soil domain D (2θ) (i.e.,
D (2θ) ⊂ D′). The steady seepage flow (ignoring transient effects) through
D (2θ), governed by Darcy’s law and the continuity equation, is written as

v
(
z, 1θ

)
= −k

(
z, 1θ

)
∇h
(
z, 1θ

)
, (19)

∇ · v
(
z, 1θ

)
= Q (z) , (20)

where z ∈ D (2θ), h (z, 1θ) is the total hydraulic head, v (z, 1θ) is the seepage
flow velocity, Q (z) is the source term, and k (z, 1θ) is the hydraulic conduc-
tivity. The boundaries are classified as Dirichlet boundary ΓD or Neumann
boundary ΓN (i.e., ∂D = ΓD∪ΓN, ∅ = ΓD∩ΓN), with the boundary conditions
given as

h (z) = h0 (z) z ∈ ΓD, (21)

v (z) · n = qn (z) z ∈ ΓN. (22)

The term h0(z) is a known hydraulic head, n ∈ Rd is the outward unit vector
normal to ΓN and qn(z) is the known flux on ΓN.

Consider a finite element discretization of the domain D (2θ) containing
nnd nodes. Taking into account that nodes are moved to conform to updated
domains D (2θ) during inversion, the nodal coordinates matrix can be rep-
resented as Z (2θ) ∈ Rnnd×d. Therefore, the discretized form of Eq. (19) and
Eq. (20) at Z (2θ) depends not only on 1θ but also on 2θ and is given as

K(θ)h(θ) = q(θ), (23)

where h,q ∈ Rnnd are the global discretized hydraulic head and nodal flux
vectors, and K is the global hydraulic conductivity matrix. The elemental
hydraulic conductivity matrix is

Ke(θ) =

∫
De

G(2θ)⊤ke(θ)G(2θ)
∣∣Je(

2θ)
∣∣ dDe, (24)

12



where ke(θ) = k (zee(
2θ), 1θ) is the hydraulic conductivity in the element e

with the central coordinates zee(
2θ), G is a matrix containing derivatives of

the elemental shape functions, |Je| is the determinant of the elemental Jaco-
bian matrix, and De is the region occupied by the element e in isoparametric
space. Note that the dependence of G and |Je| on 2θ arises from their con-
struction using the nodal coordinates matrix for the element e, which is a
submatrix of Z (2θ).

Observations used in the inverse analysis consist of measurements of
hydraulic head and flux values measured at discrete locations in D. Let
xt(θ) = [ht(θ),qt(θ)]

⊤ be the state vector, and yt be observations masked
by Gaussian noise rt ∼ N (0,Rt), where Rt is the covariance matrix. Then,
the linear measurement model is given as

yt = Hxt(θ) + rt, (25)

where H is the measurement model matrix. In Eq. (25) the index t =
{1, . . . , n} refers to independent observation data collected under n different
boundary conditions.

3.2. Bayes’ theorem

The parameter θ to be estimated is approximated from the posterior
probability distribution p (θ|y) given as

p (θ|y) = p (y|θ) p (θ)∫
p (y|θ) p (θ) dθ , (26)

where y refers to {y1, . . . ,yn}, p(y|θ) is the likelihood, and p (θ) is the prior
distribution. Considering Eq. (25), p(y|θ) can be formulated as

p (y|θ) =
n∏

t=1

p (yt|θ) =
n∏

t=1

N (Hxt(θ),Rt) . (27)

Noting that 1θ is Gaussian (see Eq. (3)), if the parameter 2θ is also chosen
to be Gaussian, then the prior distribution over θ is given by the Gaussian
density

p (θ) = N (µ,Σθ) , (28)

where µ ∈ RM is the mean, and Σθ ∈ RM×M is the covariance matrix. These
quantities are chosen apriori and are set according to the inversion method; in
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the spatial-field-only estimation method M = M1, while in the simultaneous
estimation method M = M1 +M2. Substituting Eq. (27) and Eq. (28) into
Eq. (26), the posterior density can be shown to be:

p (θ|y) ∝ exp (−φ (θ)) , (29)

where

φ (θ) ≡
n∑

t=1

1

2
(yt −Hxt (θ))

⊤R−1
t (yt −Hxt (θ))+

1

2
(θ− µ)⊤Σ−1

θ (θ− µ) .

(30)
Note that constant terms of p (θ|y) cancel out during the calculation of the
acceptance probability in any MCMC algorithms, and it is sufficient to only
consider θ-dependent terms of p (θ|y).

3.3. Hamiltonian Monte Carlo

The Hamiltonian Monte Carlo (HMC) algorithm is chosen to sample the
posterior distribution of Eq. (29). In HMC, auxiliary momentum variables
p ∈ RM are introduced, and a joint distribution of θ and p is defined as

p (θ,p) = p (p|θ) p (θ|y) . (31)

We make a simple choice for the probability distribution of p which is inde-
pendent of θ, i.e., p ∼ N (0,M). Thus, p (p|θ) can be expressed as

p (p|θ) = p (p) ∝ exp (−K (p)) , (32)

where

K (p) =
1

2
p⊤M−1p. (33)

Here, M is a symmetric positive-definite mass matrix. Considering
Eqs. (29), (31) and (32), the joint distribution p (θ,p) can be represented as

p (θ,p) ∝ exp (−H (θ,p)) , (34)

where H (θ,p) is the Hamiltonian and defined as

H (θ,p) = K (p) + φ (θ) . (35)

In this context, K (p) is called the kinetic energy, and φ (θ) is called the po-
tential energy. The definition of the Hamiltonian enables the generation of
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deterministic trajectories of θ through Hamiltonian dynamics. These equa-
tions are often solved numerically by the leapfrog method, which satisfies
time reversibility and volume conservation properties. This method consists
of the following three steps:

p
(
t+

ε

2

)
= p (t)− ε

2

∂φ (θ (t))

∂θ
, (36)

θ (t+ ε) = θ (t) + εM−1p
(
t+

ε

2

)
, (37)

p (t+ ε) = p
(
t+

ε

2

)
− ε

2

∂φ (θ (t+ ε))

∂θ
. (38)

Starting with a random draw pj ∼ N (0,M), the current jth sample
(
θj,pj

)
is updated to the (j + 1)th sample candidate

(
θ′,p′) by applying the leapfrog

steps L times, with step-size ε. Whether
(
θ′,p′) is accepted or rejected as

the (j + 1)th sample is determined by the Metropolis-Hastings acceptance
criteria [48]:

αj+1

((
θj,pj

)
,
(
θ′,p′)) = min

{
1,

p
(
θ′,p′)

p
(
θj,pj

) ∣∣∣∣∣ ∂
(
θ′,p′)

∂
(
θj,pj

)∣∣∣∣∣
}

= min
{
1, exp

(
−H

(
θ′,p′)+H

(
θj,pj

))}
, (39)

where

∣∣∣∣ ∂(θ′,p′)
∂(θj ,pj)

∣∣∣∣ is the Jacobian for the conversion from
(
θj,pj

)
to
(
θ′,p′),

and

∣∣∣∣ ∂(θ′,p′)
∂(θj ,pj)

∣∣∣∣ = 1 in the leapfrog due to volume conservation. The choice

of the parameters ε, L, and M in the leapfrog scheme affects the sampling
efficiency of HMC. Hence, methods that automatically tune these parameters
are useful. In this study, we use an adaptation procedure similar to Stan [49].
In detail, the Dual Averaging scheme [50] is used for tuning ε, the No-U-Turn
Sampler [38] is used for tuning L, and the adaptation of M is done according
to section 4.2.1 in [39].

4. Gradient computation

The gradient of the negative log of the posterior density w.r.t the param-
eter θ, required in the leapfrog steps, is obtained through differentiation of
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Eq. (30) and is given as

∂φ(θ)

∂θ
=

n∑
t=1

− (yt −Hxt (θ))
⊤R−1

t

(
H
∂xt(θ)

∂θ

)
+ (θ− µ)⊤Σ−1

θ , (40)

where ∂xt(θ)
∂θ

=
[
∂ht(θ)
∂θ

, ∂qt(θ)
∂θ

]⊤
. Eq. (40) refers to the direct differentiation

method (DDM) and involves the expensive computation of the possibly large
state vectors w.r.t θ. This cost can be reduced through the adjoint method
(AM), details of which can be found in [5, 51]. While the direct computation

of ∂xt(θ)
∂θ

can be avoided if the AM method is used, the term ∂K
∂θ

has to
be computed both in DDM and AM. These derivatives of the FEM global
hydraulic conductivity matrix ∂K

∂θ
=
∑

e
∂Ke

∂θ
, where ∂Ke

∂θ
is the gradient of the

elemental hydraulic conductivity matrix, can be obtained from Eq. (24). This
gradient consists of two derivatives w.r.t the spatial field and the geometry
parameters (i.e., ∂Ke

∂1θ
and ∂Ke

∂2θ
, respectively), which are given as

∂Ke

∂1θ
=

∫
De

G⊤ ∂ke
∂1θ

G |Je| dDe, (41)

∂Ke

∂2θ
=

∫
De

(
∂G⊤

∂2θ
keG |Je|+G⊤ke

∂G

∂2θ
|Je|

+ G⊤keG
∂ |Je|
∂2θ

+G⊤ ∂ke
∂2θ

G |Je|
)
dDe.

(42)

The elemental domains in isoparametric space De map to the domains D(2θ),
which are updated for every momentum update in the leapfrog scheme. The
derivatives ∂G

∂2θ
and ∂|Je|

∂2θ
are common in shape optimization literature and

calculated in the same way as [33]. For completeness, these are given as

∂G

∂2θ
= −G

∂Ze

∂2θ
G, (43)

∂|Je|
∂2θ

= |Je|tr
(
G
∂Ze

∂2θ

)
, (44)

where Ze is the nodal coordinate matrix for element e.
The gradient of the hydraulic conductivity random field (w.r.t spatial

field parameters ∂k
∂1θ

and geometry parameters ∂k
∂2θ

) appears in Eq. (41) and
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Eq. (42), respectively. The combined vector ∂k
∂θ

can be obtained through a
direct differentiation of Eq. (13) as

∂k (z (2θ) , 1θ)

∂θ
=

∂u (z (2θ) , 1θ)

∂θ
10u(z(

2θ),1θ) ln 10. (45)

From the discussion in Section 2.4, it is clear that u (z (2θ) , 1θ) depends on
both 1θ and 2θ. The derivative ∂u

∂θ
can be obtained from a simple differenti-

ation of Eq. (12), and its components ∂u
∂1θ

and ∂u
∂2θ

are

∂u (z (2θ) , 1θ)

∂1θi
=
√

λ′
iϕ

′
i

(
z
(
2θ
))

, (46)

∂u (z (2θ) , 1θ)

∂2θ
=

M1∑
i=1

√
λ′
i
1θi

∂ϕ′
i (z (

2θ))

∂2θ
. (47)

For a numerical computation of the IEVP in Eq. (2) using the Nyström

method, the shape derivatives of the eigenfunctions
∂ϕ′

i

∂2θ
are obtained from

Eq. (18) as

∂ϕ′
i (z (

2θ))

∂2θ
=

1

λ′
i

N∑
j=1

√
wjgi,j

∂C
(
z (2θ) , z′j

)
∂2θ

. (48)

Here
∂C(z(2θ),z′j)

∂2θ
is the derivative of the autocovariance function in Eq. (11).

Seeing that the integration points
{
z′j
}N
j=1

employed in the Nyström method

(see Section 2.4) are defined on D′ and are independent of 2θ,
∂C(z,zj)

∂2θ
is given

as
∂C
(
z (2θ) , z′j

)
∂2θ

=
∂C
(
z (2θ) , z′j

)
∂z

∂z (2θ)

∂2θ
, (49)

where

∂C
(
z, z′j

)
∂z

= − v

l2
(
z− z′j

)⊤
exp

(
−
(
z− z′j

)⊤ (
z− z′j

)
2l2

)
. (50)

When the domain independence property of the K-L expansion is not
used in the simultaneous estimation method of Koch et al. (2021) [33], the
derivatives of the K-L expansion require the gradient calculations associated
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with the IEVP in Eq. (2). Specifically, the shape derivatives of the matrix
eigenvalue problem in Eq. (17), which is the discrete form of the IEVP, must
be computed. This process involves the computation of the gradients of
the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions w.r.t the geometry parameters, the latter
of which involves the expensive Moore-Penrose inverse. The same problem
arises in random field discretization through the discrete K-L expansion [33]
and is discussed in Appendix A. Furthermore, a new IEVP would be set up
for every update of the domain D(2θ), necessitating the computation of these
expensive gradients in every step of HMC. Implementation of the domain
independence property of the K-L expansion obviates the need to compute
the shape derivatives of the eigenvalues. Although the shape derivatives of
the eigenfunctions still have to be computed, these derivatives (see Eq. (48))
only involve terms already calculated in the Nyström method and the cheap
computation of the derivative of the autocovariance function.

5. Numerical experiments

The inversion is carried out using three methods: the spatial-field-only
estimation method [5], the simultaneous estimation method of Koch et al.
(2021) [33], and the proposed simultaneous estimation method using the
domain-independence property of the K-L expansion. These methods are
applied to two seepage flow problems containing geometric features of in-
terest. In the simultaneous method of Koch et al. (2021) (see Appendix
A), the discretization of the random field is done through the discrete K-
L expansion [52]. The first problem is a 1D vertical seepage flow problem
through a 3-layered soil where the hydraulic conductivity in the three layers
as well as the actual location of the layer interfaces is unknown. The sec-
ond problem involves the determination of the hydraulic conductivity in a
domain where a pipe of unknown size and location is known to be present.
Inversion is performed using HMC, and the program for all three methods
is written in Julia based on the AdvancedHMC.jl [53] package. The impact
of the prior correlation length on inversion results is examined in the follow-
ing sections. Furthermore, comments are made on the computation savings
achieved through the implementation of the domain independence property.

5.1. 1D seepage flow problem

A schematic of the 1D steady vertical seepage flow through three horizon-
tal soil layers is shown in Fig. 3(A). The target for estimation is the hydraulic
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Figure 3: (A) Target domain with a thin clay layer sandwiched in between two homoge-
neous sandy layers. Observations consist of hydraulic heads at 6 red cross mark points
(z = {0.25, 0.75, 4.75, 5.25, 9.25, 9.75}) and inflow rate at the top. The boundary coordi-
nates of the clay layer are represented by zupper and zlower. (B) True hydraulic conductivity
field.

conductivity spatial field in a domain D′(= {z : 0 ≤ z ≤ 10}), consisting of
a thin clay seam in D2(= {z : 3.8 ≤ z ≤ 5.8}) with hydraulic conductivity
two orders of magnitude lower than that in the homogeneous sandy layers
in the domain D1(= D′\D2) surrounding it. The true hydraulic conductivity
field is shown in Fig. 3(B). In addition to the hydraulic conductivity field,
the locations of the top and bottom boundaries of the clay seam are un-
known. Dirichlet boundary conditions (BCs) are implemented such that the
hydraulic head at the ground surface varies as h(z = 0, t) = 0.1+0.01(t−1) for
t = {1, ..., 31}, while h(z = 10, t) = 0 is kept fixed. Observation data consists
of the hydraulic head measured at 6 points (red cross marks in Fig. 3(A))
and the water inflow rate measured at the top for 31 sets of BCs. These
observations were obtained by adding Gaussian noise (mean is 0, standard
deviation is 10% of the true value) to the true values. The true values are
obtained numerically by solving the forward problem for the true condition
on a mesh with 200 equally spaced finite elements in D′.
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Figure 4: (A) Mesh for the spatial-field-only estimation. (B) Mesh for the simultaneous
estimation. Only nodes in the gray area move, and observation points (red cross marks)
are fixed. The cyan and orange lines correspond to D1 and D2, respectively. (C) Gauss
quadrature points on the bounding domain D′, where node size represents the magnitude
of the Gauss weights.

5.1.1. Comparison of estimated results

In all three methods of inversion, the log-normal hydraulic conductivity
random field is spatially discretized as k (θ) = [k1 (θ) , . . . , k40 (θ)]

⊤ for 40
finite elements on 0 ≤ z ≤ 10 (see Fig. 4(A)). Here, ke is the random hydraulic
conductivity in the element e with the central coordinate zee. In the spatial-
field-only estimation method, k is represented through the K-L expansion of
the Gaussian random field u with the mean u = −3 according to Eq. (10).
The K-L expansion is truncated at M1 terms such that λM1 > 10−3 (see
Eq. (4)); thus, k is represented by the lower-dimensional vector 1θ ∈ RM1 ,
leading to the Gaussian prior 1θ ∼ N (0, IM1). The lower bound on k is set
to kmin = 10−7m/s. The prior scale v of the Gaussian kernel is set as v = 1,
and three sets of prior correlation lengths l = 0.5, 1.0, 2.5m are chosen for
inversion.

In the simultaneous estimation methods, the hydraulic conductivity field
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is estimated separately on D1 and D2 (see Fig. 4(B)), defined as

D1(
2θ) =

{
0 < z < 2θ1,

2θ2 < z < 10
}
,

D2(
2θ) =

{
2θ1 ≤ z ≤ 2θ2

}
,

(51)

where the domain boundaries are parameterized through 2θ = [2θ1,
2 θ2]

⊤
=

[zupper, zlower]
⊤. The mesh consists of 41 nodes (see Fig. 4(B)), the position

of each defined through the geometry parameters as

zi(
2θ) =



0.25(i− 1) (1 ≤ i ≤ 5, 20 ≤ i ≤ 22, 37 ≤ i ≤ 41)

1 +
2θ1−1

8
(i− 5) (6 ≤ i ≤ 12)

2θ1 (i = 13)
2θ1 +

4.75−2θ1
7

(i− 13) (14 ≤ i ≤ 19)

5.25 +
2θ2−5.25

7
(i− 22) (23 ≤ i ≤ 28)

2θ2 (i = 29)
2θ2 +

9−2θ2
8

(i− 29) (30 ≤ i ≤ 36).

(52)
The map presented in Eq. (52) identifies a unique mesh configuration for each
realization of 2θ (see Fig. 4(B)). This unique mapping guarantees reversibility
as the finite element global hydraulic conductivity matrix K is constant for
a particular realization of 2θ. Hence, updates from a reference configuration
[19] are not required in this simple example, and updates can be made from
the previous HMC step. Non-physical mesh realizations of the mesh are
restricted through the constraints 1.05 < 2θ1 < 4.7 and 5.3 < 2θ2 < 8.95.
Additionally, the observation nodes remain fixed in space.

For the separate domains D1(
2θ) and D2(

2θ), the hydraulic conductivity
random field is divided into two parts:

k
(
z, 1θ

)
=

{
kD1 (z,

1θ1) z ∈ D1(
2θ)

kD2 (z,
1θ2) z ∈ D2(

2θ),
(53)

Correspondingly, the hydraulic conductivity random vector k (θ) is also di-
vided into two vectors:

kD1 (θ) =
[
kD1

(
ze1(

2θ), 1θ1

)
, . . . , kD1

(
ze12(

2θ), 1θ1

)
,

kD1

(
ze29(

2θ), 1θ1

)
, . . . , kD1

(
ze40(

2θ), 1θ1

)]⊤
,

kD2 (θ) =
[
kD2

(
ze13(

2θ), 1θ2

)
, . . . , kD2

(
ze28(

2θ), 1θ2

)]⊤
.

(54)
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Here, the random vectors kD1 ∈ R24 and kD2 ∈ R16 are parameterized by the
lower-dimensional random vectors 1θ1 ∈ RM1,1 and 1θ2 ∈ RM1,2 , respectively,
through the K-L expansions. In summary, the target parameter vector com-
ponents are 1θ = [1θ1,

1θ2]
⊤ ∈ RM1,1+M1,2 and 2θ = [zupper, zlower]

⊤ ∈ RM2 .
The prior of 1θ is N

(
0, IM1,1+M1,2

)
, and the prior of 2θ is set as a nor-

mal distribution N
(
[2.5, 7.5]⊤, I2

)
truncated between the constraints men-

tioned above. The parameters u, kmin, v, and the condition to determine
the number of K-L expansion terms (M1,1 and M1,2) are the same as in
the spatial-field-only case. The prior correlation lengths chosen for inversion
are l = 2.5, 5.0, 10.0m. Here, it is expected that larger correlation lengths
(relative to the spatial-field-only estimation case) should be sufficient to char-
acterize the homogeneous spatial random fields as the geometry parameters
represent the abrupt spatial changes in hydraulic conductivity. In the pro-
posed method, the bounding domain D′ is defined as {z : 0 ≤ z ≤ 10}, where
the IEVP is solved with N = 25 integration points (see Fig. 4(C)) using the
Nyström method.

Realizations from the prior for different correlation lengths in the spatial-
field-only estimation case and the simultaneous estimation case are shown
in Fig. 5(A) and Fig. 5(B), respectively. In Fig. 5(A), the smaller l is, the
higher the frequency of spatial change of realizations, which indicates that
a sufficiently small correlation length is necessary to capture rapid changes.
However, sharp jumps cannot be achieved with such smooth priors. Incor-
poration of apriori information about the presence of a thin clay seam sand-
wiched between sandy layers, through geometry parameters, enables sam-
pling of hydraulic conductivity profiles (see Fig. 5(B)) that display spatial
jumps.

Five Markov chains are generated from different starting points sampled
from the prior distribution, each containing 25000 samples. Automatic pa-
rameter tuning of the leapfrog parameters ε and L, and the mass matrix M
(in a manner similar to Stan’s HMC adaptation [49]) is done during the first
5000 iterations, consisting of the burn-in period. The initial step-size is set
to ε = 10−6, and the mass matrix is chosen as the inverse of the covariance
matrix of the prior of θ, i.e., M = Σ−1

θ (see Eq. (28)).
Samples from the burn-in period are discarded during posterior inference.

Trace plots of the Markov chains are shown in Fig. 6, indicating all the chains
with different starting points converge in the same range. Convergence of
Markov chains is also confirmed by the multivariate effective sample size
(mESS) [54, 55, 56]. The Markov chain is considered convergent when the

22



0

2.5

5

7.5

10

z
[m

]
(A) l = 0.5 l = 1.0 l = 2.5

10−5 10−3 10−1 101

k(z) [m/s]

0

2.5

5

7.5

10

z
[m

]

(B) l = 2.5

10−5 10−3 10−1 101

k(z) [m/s]

l = 5.0

10−5 10−3 10−1 101

k(z) [m/s]

l = 10.0

Figure 5: Hydraulic conductivity distributions corresponding to the realizations from the
prior for (A) the spatial-field-only estimation case and (B) the simultaneous estimation
case. The three color lines in each figure are three different realizations.

consistent estimator of mESS, which is obtained from the generated samples,
is above a threshold value (called minimum ESS) as follows:

m̂ESS ≥ 22/Mπ

(MΓ (M/2))2/M
χ2
1−αESS,M

ϵ2ESS
, (55)

where the RHS is the minimum ESS, ϵESS is the desired level of precision for
the volume of 100(1 − αESS)% asymptotic confidence interval, χ2

1−αESS,M
is

the 1−αESS quantile of the chi-squared distribution χ2
M , and Γ is the gamma

function. Table 1 shows M (the dimension of θ), the mESS, and the mini-
mum ESS for each analysis. All mESS values are larger than each minimum
ESS, indicating that the samples are well converged to the target distribu-
tions. Here, it must be noted that, because the simultaneous estimation case
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Table 1: Minimum ESS and multivariate ESS for the three inversion methods. The number
of K-L expansion terms chosen is related to the criterion λM1 > 10−3.

l M minESS mESS

Spatial-field-only [5]
0.5 28 8592 26906.66
1.0 15 8793 29189.73
2.5 8 8804 38391.09

Simultaneous [33]
2.5 13 8817 16918.24
5.0 10 8831 10135.66
10.0 9 8823 21057.63

Simultaneous (proposed)
2.5 16 8778 38176.65
5.0 12 8826 12946.18
10.0 8 8804 15959.50

allows for the use of relatively larger correlation lengths, the dimensionality
of the inverse problem M (see Table 1) can be reduced in comparison to
the spatial-field-only case. This points to the fact that the introduction of
geometry parameters does not complicate the analysis, but rather simplifies
it and helps alleviate the curse of dimensionality.

Results from the spatial-field-only estimation method for three different
prior correlation lengths are shown in Fig. 7(A). In the case of l = 2.5m, the
hydraulic conductivity tends to be small in the central part of the domain.
However, the 95% CI does not envelop the true spatial field. This is because
l is large relative to the width of the central part of the domain with different
hydraulic conductivity, and the K-L expansion is unable to resolve abrupt
spatial changes in hydraulic conductivity. In the case of l = 1.0m, the 95%
CI is larger than in the case of l = 2.5m, but it fails to envelop the true spatial
field and also does not capture the spatial change in hydraulic conductivity.
In the case of l = 0.5m, the 95% CI envelops most of the true spatial field.
However, this result is not sufficiently accurate, as there is a large variance
around both ends of the domain.

The estimated hydraulic conductivity spatial field using the simultaneous
estimation method of Koch et al. (2021) [33] and the proposed simultaneous
estimation method are shown in Fig. 7(B) and Fig. 7(C), respectively. The
results of both methods are almost identical. In other words, the proposed
method does not compromise the performance of the simultaneous estima-
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Figure 6: Trace plots of Markov chains for (A) 1θ1,
1θ2, and

1θ3 for the spatial-field-only
estimation method, (B) 1θ1,

2θ1, and
2θ2 for the simultaneous estimation method of Koch

et al. (2021) [33], and (C) 1θ1,
2θ1, and

2θ2 for the proposed simultaneous estimation
method. The five color lines represent different chains, and the five markers represent
different initial values.
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Figure 7: Hydraulic conductivity fields obtained by (A) the spatial-field-only estimation,
(B) the simultaneous estimation method of Koch et al. (2021) [33], and (C) the proposed
simultaneous estimation method.

tion of Koch et al. (2021) [33], and the small error due to the truncation of
the K-L expansion associated with the domain independence property (see
Section 2.2) has a negligible effect on the inversion results. For all correlation

26



lengths, the 95% CIs envelop most of the true spatial fields. In particular, in
the case of l = 10.0m, the incorporation of geometry parameters 2θ clearly
enables HMC to resolve jumps in the spatial field, as seen in the posterior
mean, median, and narrow 95% CI. However, the width of the 95% CIs in-
creases, and the resolution of the jump decreases as the prior correlation
length decreases. This difference due to the correlation length can be ex-
plained as follows. Spatial field realizations with smaller correlation lengths
display a higher frequency of spatial oscillation (see Fig. 5(B)) in D1 and
D2 around the true (constant) hydraulic conductivity field. Among these
realizations, there can be many spatial fields, which while differing from the
true spatial conductivity field, generate a forward response such that the
error from the observation data is nearly identical. This results in a situa-
tion where the posterior has a large variance and is influenced by the prior
relatively more than by the likelihood. This trend can also be seen in the
posterior distributions of 2θ in Fig. 8. The effect of the prior in the poste-
rior is more significant at smaller correlation lengths, as seen in Fig. 8(A),
wherein a larger number of samples are skewed towards the normal prior
2θ ∼ N

(
[2.5, 7.5]⊤, I2

)
truncated between constraints mentioned earlier in

this section. This behavior leads to a larger variance and an inability to dif-
ferentiate between geometry parameters in the posterior, and the mean and
median of the hydraulic conductivity spatial field appear similar to the case
in which geometry parameters are not considered. Consequently, these re-
sults highlight the importance of an appropriate choice of correlation length
parameters in the inverse analysis.

5.1.2. Comparison of computation times for the two simultaneous estimation
methods

In this section, the computation time for the derivative of the K-L ex-
pansion ∂u

∂θ
and one leapfrog step are measured for the two simultaneous

estimation methods. To be precise, the total computation time for φ and
∂φ
∂θ
, which accounts for the majority of the leapfrog computation time, is

measured and considered as the computation time of one leapfrog step. The
number of terms in the K-L expansion is M1 = 10 for both cases, and the
correlation length is l = 10.0m. Different meshes with 40, 120, 240, 400, 640,
1000, 1600, 2520, 4000, 6400, and 10000 finite elements ne are considered,
and θ is set to 1θ = 0 and 2θ = [3, 7]⊤ as representative values. The param-
eters u, v, the BCs, the constraints of 2θ, the prior of θ, and the observation
data are the same as in Section 5.1.1. The HMC parameters ε and M are
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Figure 8: Marginal distributions of p
(
2θ|y

)
obtained by the simultaneous estimation

methods for (A) l = 2.5m, (B) l = 5.0m, and (C) l = 10.0m. In each case (A), (B),
and (C), the two left-hand columns correspond to the results of the method of Koch et
al. (2021) [33], and the two right-hand columns correspond to the results of the proposed
method. The green circle and green line represent the true value of 2θ. The red diamond
and red line represent the mean value of the posterior distribution. In 1D distribution
plots, the blue color area represents 95% High Probability Density (HPD) regions, and in
2D distribution plots, the three contours indicate the 5%, 50%, and 95% HPD regions.
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Figure 9: Computation time of (A) the derivative of the K-L expansion and (B) one
leapfrog step.

set to the same initial values as in Section 5.1.1.
The computational time of the derivative of the K-L expansion for the

two estimation methods is shown in Fig. 9(A). The slope for the method of
Koch et al. (2021) [33] asymptotically approaches 3, demonstrating that the
time complexity is O(n3

e). This result is due to the Moore-Penrose inverse,
whose time complexity is O(n3

e), which is derived from the singular value
decomposition [57]. On the other hand, the slope for the proposed method
is approximately 1, indicating that the time complexity order is O(ne). This
is because the derivative of the eigenfunction, which has time complexity
independent of ne (see Eq. (48)), is computed for ne positions. Therefore,
the time complexity can be improved by approximately two orders of mag-
nitude through the use of the domain independence property, which avoids
the computation of the Moore-Penrose inverse.

Fig. 9(B) shows the computation time for one leapfrog step, which in-
cludes the cost of the finite element forward solver. The slope of the line for
the method of Koch et al. (2021) [33] is almost the same as in Fig. 9(A),
indicating that the main source of the computational cost in the simultane-
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ous method of Koch et al. (2021) [33] is the derivative of the K-L expansion.
On the other hand, the line for the proposed method is shifted up compared
to Fig. 9(A) but retains a slope of 1. This implies that the computation
time of the derivative of the K-L expansion is not dominant in the entire
analysis. The unit slope refers to an O(ne) time complexity, which is to be
expected. This is because the computational cost of the forward analysis is
also O(ne) since the global matrix in this 1D seepage problem is symmetric
and tridiagonal. In more general cases in 2D and 3D, the time complexity of
forward analysis, using FEM, ranges from O(ne) to O(n3

e), where the exact
time complexity depends on the linear solver and the sparsity of the global
matrix [57, 58]. Therefore, in the simultaneous method of Koch et al. (2021)
[33], the computation of the derivative of the K-L expansion is the primary
source of the computational cost. In contrast, this computation is avoided
and is no longer a bottleneck in the proposed method.

5.2. 2D seepage flow problem

The second inverse problem shown in Fig. 10 is related to 2D seepage
flow. The target domain has a circular cavity with an impermeable bound-
ary. The true center coordinates (zcenter1 , zcenter2 ) and radius r of the circu-
lar cavity are (zcenter1 , zcenter2 , r) = (1.1,−0.7, 1.1), which are considered un-
known in the inverse problem. The true spatial field of hydraulic conduc-
tivity is generated numerically through u expressed by the K-L expansion
with parameters (v, l, u) = (1, 8,−3), and is shown in Fig. 10(B). Dirichlet
BCs are implemented such that the hydraulic head on the left end varies as
hleft(t) = 0.1+ 0.01(t− 1) for t = {1, ..., 31}, while the hydraulic head on the
right end is fixed as h = 0. Zero water flux Neumann BCs are implemented
on the top and bottom sides of the domain and on the circular cavity bound-
ary. Observation data consists of hydraulic heads at 22 points (black circles
in Fig. 10(A)) and outflow discharge rate from 8 sections (divided by black
horizontal bars in Fig. 10(A)). The data is generated numerically by adding
zero mean Gaussian noise with standard deviation (10% of the true value)
to the true values, obtained by solving the forward problem using FEM.

The spatial-field-only estimation does not assume the presence of the
water-impermeable zone inside the target domain and is performed on a
uniform structured mesh with elements of size 0.25 m, which is coarser
than the observed mesh (see Fig. 11(A)). The target to be estimated
is the 1024-dimensional hydraulic conductivity random vector k (1θ) =

[k (ze1,
1θ) , . . . k (ze1024,

1θ)]
⊤
, whose entries correspond to 1024 finite elements
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Figure 10: (A) Target domain containing a circular cavity with an impermeable boundary.
Observations include hydraulic heads at 22 black circle points and outflow discharge rate
from 8 sections on the right edge. (B) True hydraulic conductivity field generated by the
K-L expansion with l = 8m.

in Fig. 11(B). The random vector 1θ ∈ RM1 is derived from theM1-term trun-
cated K-L expansion of u with the mean u = −3, and its prior is N (0, IM1).
The criterion for selecting M1 is λM1 > λmax × 10−3, where λmax is the max-
imum eigenvalue, and the lower bound of k is set kmin = 10−7m/s. The
scale of the autocovariance matrix is set to v = 1, and two prior correlation
lengths, i.e., l = 2, 4m, are chosen to study the inversion results.

Simultaneous spatial field and geometry estimation is performed only
by the proposed method. This estimation assumes the presence of the
water-impermeable zone inside the target domain. Therefore, the targets
to be estimated are the geometry parameter vector 2θ = [zcenter1 , zcenter2 , r]

⊤

and the 1024-dimensional hydraulic conductivity random vector k (θ) =

[k (ze1(
2θ), 1θ) , . . . , k (ze1024(

2θ), 1θ)]
⊤
, whose entries correspond to 1024 fi-

nite elements in Fig. 11(C). The random vector 1θ is derived from the M1-
term truncated K-L expansion of u. The eigenvalues and eigenfunctions in
the K-L expansion are obtained by solving the IEVP on the bounding do-
main D′ defined as {(z1, z2) : −4 ≤ z1 ≤ 4, −4 ≤ z2 ≤ 4}. The 20 × 20
grid of Gauss quadrature points (N = 400) for numerical integration of the
IEVP are shown in Fig. 11(D). The parameters u, kmin, v, and the condition
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Figure 11: (A) Mesh for generating observation data. (B) Mesh for the spatial-field-
only estimation. (C) Reference mesh used in the simultaneous estimation method. (D)
Gauss quadrature points on the bounding domain D′. (E) Parameterization of the cavity
boundary. (F) Mesh for D(2θ) obtained by applying enforced displacements dependent
on 2θ to the reference mesh.

to determine M1 are set identically to those in the spatial-field-only estima-
tion case. Inversion is performed considering two correlation lengths, i.e.,
l = 4, 8m. Additionally, through the introduction of geometry parameters,
it is possible to accurately implement the impermeable boundary conditions
on the circular cavity boundary.

The mesh in Fig. 11(C) moves each time 2θ is updated according to the
reversible mesh moving method detailed in Koch et al. (2020) [19]. This
method implements mesh movement by elastically deforming a fixed refer-
ence mesh, which is the starting point of the deformation, through prescribed
displacements. Since all deformation takes place through the reference mesh,
the deformation is guaranteed to be reversible. Updates in 2θ define the new
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position of the cavity boundary, thereby yielding the prescribed displace-
ments of the cavity boundary nodes. In this analysis, the updated position
of the 112 nodes describing the boundary of the circular cavity is given as

zci (
2θ) =

(
2θ1 +

2θ3 cos ai
2θ2 +

2θ3 sin ai

)
, ai =

2π

112
(i− 1), (56)

where zci refers to the coordinates of ith node on the circle, ai is the angle
corresponding to ith node as shown in Fig. 11(E). During this mesh moving
phase, the BC is set to zero displacement on the outer boundaries of the
domain, and the observation points are kept fixed. A decent mesh quality
(see Fig. 11(F)) is maintained by considering an artificial elastic modulus
that is scaled by the determinant of the element Jacobian. The elemental
stiffness matrix on the reference mesh is written as

Kref
e =

∫
De

Bref⊤DrefBref
∣∣Jref

e

∣∣ ( J0

|Jref
e |

)χ

dDe, (57)

where Jref
e is Jacobian, Bref is a strain-displacement matrix, Dref is the con-

stitutive matrix, χ > 0 is stiffening power, and J0 is an arbitrary scaling
parameter. For all elements, the Young’s modulus and Poisson’s ratio, which
determine Dref , are set at 2500 MPa and 0.25, respectively, while both pa-
rameters J0 and χ are set to 1. The prior of 2θ is a truncated Gaussian
defined through the Gaussian density N

(
[0, 0, 0.5]⊤, I3

)
and the constraints:

|2θ1| < 2.1−
2θ3
2

|2θ2| < 2.1−
2θ3
2

0.1 <2 θ3 < 1.6

(58)

to avoid mesh breakage and non-physical realizations of the circular cavity.
Realizations from the prior for the two estimation approaches are shown

in Fig. 12. In the spatial-field-only estimation method, as in the 1D case, it is
obvious that small correlation lengths l are necessary to capture rapidly oscil-
lating spatial fields. Additionally, it is clear from Fig. 12(A) and Fig. 12(B),
that the spatial change of the hydraulic conductivity field is gradual, suggest-
ing that even if the rough location of the water-impermeable circle is detected,
the location of its interface would not be estimated clearly. In contrast, in
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Fig. 12(C) and Fig. 12(D), the realizations include holes due to the intro-
duction of geometry parameters. This explicitly provides interface locations
in the simultaneous estimation results. For completeness, Fig. 12(E) shows
meshes corresponding to realizations from the prior of geometry parameters
in the simultaneous estimation method.

Four chains, each containing 12,000 samples, are obtained using HMC,
starting from points randomly drawn from the prior distribution. Similar to
the 1D analysis, automatic parameter tuning of the leapfrog parameters ε, L,
and the mass matrix M is done during the first 2000 iterations. Samples
from this burn-in period are discarded during posterior inference.

As in the 1D case, the Markov chain convergence is confirmed by trace
plots and the mESS. In all trace plots (see Fig. 13), the chains originating
from different starting points converge in the same range, and each chain
converges to its high probability region quickly. In Table 2, all mESS values
are larger than each minimum ESS. Based on these two criteria, we judge
the Markov chains to be converged. Once again, fewer terms M are required
in the simultaneous estimation case, as the discontinuities in the spatial field
are captured by geometry parameters explicitly.

The results of the spatial-field-only estimation are shown in Fig. 14(A)
and Fig. 14(B) with the 2.5, 50, and 97.5 percentiles of the hydraulic conduc-
tivity. In the case of l = 4m, the estimated spatial field is similar to the true
one in that the hydraulic conductivity tends to be higher at the top and lower
at the bottom. The zone with relatively low hydraulic conductivity in the
lower right quadrant of the domain reflects the presence of an impermeable
area. However, this low hydraulic conductivity zone deviates from the true
position of the circle (corresponding to the red circle in Fig. 14). Addition-
ally, it is almost impossible to demarcate the boundary of this impermeable
zone. In the case of l = 2m, the 50-percentile result has a similar hydraulic

Table 2: Minimum ESS and multivariate ESS.

l M minESS mESS

Spatial-field-only [5]
2 28 8592 26036.70
4 11 8831 10535.25

Simultaneous (proposed)
4 14 8806 10398.88
8 9 8823 11851.81
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Figure 12: Realizations from the prior for the spatial-field-only estimation method with
(A) l = 2m and (B) l = 4m, and for the simultaneous estimation method with (C) l = 4m
and (D) l = 8m. Meshes corresponding to the realizations from the prior of the geometry
parameter 2θ are shown in (E). Maintenance of a good mesh quality is confirmed in the
realizations.
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Figure 13: Trace plots of Markov chains. Each row corresponds to a different analysis.
The top two rows represent chains of 1θ1,

1θ2,
1θ3, and 1θ4 for the spatial-field-only

estimations with (A) l = 2m and (B) l = 4m. The bottom two rows represent chains of
1θ1,

2θ1,
2θ2, and

2θ3 for the proposed simultaneous estimation method with (C) l = 4m
and (D) l = 8m. The four color lines represent different chains, and the four markers
represent different initial values.

conductivity trend to the true field, varying from larger values at the top to
lower values at the bottom of the domain. However, the 2.5-percentile and
the 97.5-percentile, the boundaries of 95% CI, have more than 2 orders of
magnitude differences. The large variance in the estimation results makes
it difficult to draw useful conclusions of the uncertainty in the location of
the impermeable circular cavity and the surrounding hydraulic conductivity
spatial field.

The results of the proposed simultaneous estimation method are shown
in Fig. 14(C) and Fig. 14(D). The heatmap of the hydraulic conductivity
spatial field is overlain with a contour plot reflecting the location of the
impermeable boundary of the circular cavity. In both cases of l = 4m and
8m, the estimated spatial fields are similar to the true field. The 95% CIs are
not large and envelope the true fields in most locations, indicating the high
accuracy of the estimation results with respect to the spatial field. The grey-
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Figure 14: Hydraulic conductivity fields obtained by the spatial-field-only estimation
method with (A) l = 2m and (B) l = 4m, and by the simultaneous estimation method
with (C) l = 4m and (D) l = 8m. The 2.5- and 97.5-percentile plots correspond to the
ends of 95% CI. (C) and (D) also show contour plots indicating the uncertainty in the
location of the boundary of the circular cavity. Darker colors represent higher probability
that an interface is present. The red dotted circles show the true location of the interface.
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scale contour plot has three zones with different color depths and two black
contours. Darker colors represent a higher probability that an interface is
present, and the zone bounded by the two black contours corresponds to the
95% HPD (High Probability Density) of p (2θ|y). In more detail, we define
Sα as the smallest zone that completely encompasses all circle interfaces
generated by samples belonging to the α% HPD region. Then, the zone
within the darkest color is S5, within the darkest and second darkest color is
S50, and within all three zones is S95. Clearly, the 95% HPD region (between
the two black contours) envelops the impermeable boundary of the circular
cavity in both cases l = 4m and 8m. In particular, in the case of l = 8m, the
darkest color zone matches the true interface well, indicating a high accuracy
of the estimated results.

The marginal distributions of the posterior of the geometry parameters 2θ
in the simultaneous estimation case are shown in Fig. 15. In the case of l =
4m (Fig. 15(A)), the 95% HPDs of p (2θ1|y), p (2θ2|y), and p (2θ3|y) envelop
their true values, and the estimation results are sufficiently accurate. In the
case of l = 8m (Fig. 15(B)), which corresponds to the correlation length of
the true hydraulic conductivity field, 95% HPDs for p (2θ1|y), p (2θ2|y), and
p (2θ3|y) envelop their true values, and these CIs are smaller than those seen
in (Fig. 15(A)). Furthermore, their means are nearly identical to the true
values. Additionally, in the bivariate marginal distributions, the 95% HPD
regions for l = 8m are narrower than those for l = 4m. Overall, unlike the
spatial-field-only estimation method, the proposed simultaneous estimation
method provides more reliable quantification of uncertainties associated with
the circular cavity boundary and the hydraulic conductivity spatial field.

6. Concluding Remarks

This paper proposes an inversion procedure for simultaneous geometry
and spatial field estimation using the domain independence property of the
K-L expansion. The method addresses the computational bottleneck in tradi-
tional simultaneous estimation methods caused by the repeated evaluation of
the domain-dependent integral eigenvalue problem (IEVP) on evolving phys-
ical domains. By solving the IEVP once on a fixed bounding domain and
using these results throughout the inversion process, the proposed method
avoids repeated costly computations, significantly improving computational
efficiency over previous simultaneous estimation methods [33]. In particular,
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Figure 15: Marginal distributions of p
(
2θ|y

)
obtained by the simultaneous estimation

method with (A) l = 4m and (B) l = 8m. The green circle and green line represent the
true value of 2θ. The red diamond and red line represent the mean value of the posterior
distribution. In 1D distribution plots, the blue color area represents 95% HPD regions,
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the expensive computations of the Moore-Penrose inverse to obtain the shape
derivatives are completely eliminated.

Performance comparisons between the proposed method and the method
of Koch et al. (2021) [33] reveal substantial computational gains. Two or-
ders of magnitude improvement in the K-L expansion gradient computation
time is observed with time complexity in the proposed method established as
O(ne). For the 1D seepage flow problem, the time complexity for the com-
putation of one leapfrog step (which includes the cost of the finite element
forward solver and the derivative of the K-L expansion), in the proposed
method, is also observed to be O(ne). This cost is similar to that incurred
in the computation of the forward solver in 1D. In general, in higher dimen-
sions, the time complexity of the forward solver lies in a range between O(ne)
and O(n3

e), implying that the O(ne) time complexity of derivative of the K-L
expansion is no longer a bottleneck. Additionally, for an approximate im-
plementation of the domain independence property with a K-L expansion
truncated to M1 terms such that λM1 > 10−3, the estimation results of the
proposed simultaneous estimation method are almost identical to those of the
simultaneous estimation method of Koch et al. (2021) [33]. This confirms
that the approximation made by using a truncated set of eigenpairs, com-
puted on the bounding domain, in the K-L expansion is sufficient to represent
the spatial random field accurately on updated domains during inversion.

Methodological advantages of the simultaneous estimation method are
also demonstrated. In the inverse problem for 1D seepage flow, geometry
parameters are incorporated to define the unknown interface depths of a
thin clay seam sandwiched between two homogeneous sandy layers. This
approach enables the capture of abrupt jumps in posterior samples of the
hydraulic conductivity spatial random field. In contrast, the spatial-field-
only estimation method cannot detect such jumps, regardless of the size
of the correlation length. Specifically, a large correlation length produces
a smooth spatial distribution, whereas a small correlation length exhibits a
large variance. In simultaneous estimation, although the 95% CIs completely
envelop the true hydraulic conductivity profile for all choices of correlation
lengths, the width of the 95% CIs varies with correlation lengths. This reveals
the importance of selecting an appropriate correlation length.

The inverse problem for 2D seepage flow is set up in a domain containing
an impermeable circular cavity of unknown location and size. The incorpo-
ration of geometry parameters defining the impermeable circular boundary
allows for the implementation of accurate zero-flux BCs. As in the 1D case,
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smooth realizations from the posterior make it difficult to infer the uncer-
tainty in the location of the circular cavity boundary using the spatial-field-
only estimation method. On the other hand, the proposed simultaneous
estimation method yields accurate estimates of the hydraulic conductivity
spatial field by providing straightforward estimates of the impermeable cavity
boundary location and its uncertainties, thereby outperforming the spatial-
field-only approach. Additionally, it is observed that the incorporation of
the geometry parameters can reduce the dimensionality of the inverse prob-
lem compared to the spatial-field-only approach. This is because the spatial
discontinuities are parameterized by geometry parameters apriori, and the
choice of a small correlation length is unnecessary.

Based on the numerical results, it is clear that an appropriate choice of the
prior correlation length parameter is essential for obtaining accurate posterior
estimates. One potential future extension to this study is the inference of this
parameter during the Bayesian updating process. This poses the challenge
that the formulation of the IEVP changes with changes in the correlation
length. In [59], a parametrized K-L expansion is proposed that could be
implemented in this context. Another possible future research theme could
be to combine this approach with an immersed boundary method, such as
the finite cell method [60], which would avoid remeshing. Finally, HMC
faces challenges in identifying multi-modal posteriors, that often appear in
practical engineering problems. The proposed method could implement HMC
within a sequential Monte Carlo approach that enables efficient sampling of
multimodal targets.
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Appendix A. Discrete Karhunen-Loève expansion and its deriva-
tive in HMC

The K-L expansion for a random vector is known as the discrete K-L ex-
pansion [61]. Let the random vector X (ω) = [X (z1, ω) , . . . , X (zne , ω)]

⊤

be the spatial discretization of X (z, ω), on a set of ne discrete points
{zi}ne

i=1 ⊂ D. In the discrete K-L expansion, the following eigenvalue problem
for the covariance matrix is solved:
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CDΦi = λiΦi, (A.1)

where the covariance matrix CD ∈ Rne×ne is a symmetric positive semi-
definite matrix with elements cij = C (zi, zj), λk and Φk ∈ Rne are eigenval-
ues and eigenvectors of CD, and Φk are orthogonal, that is, Φ

⊤
i Φj = δij. The

eigen decomposition CD =
∑ne

i=1 λiΦiΦ
⊤
i corresponds to Mercer’s theorem

for C (z, z∗). The discrete K-L expansion is represented as

X (ω) = X+
ne∑
i=1

√
λiΦi

1θi (ω) , (A.2)

where 1θi (ω) = 1√
λi

(
X (ω)−X

)⊤
Φi, and 1θi satisfies E [1θi] = 0,

E [1θi
1θj] = δij. The truncated discrete K-L expansion is then expressed

as

X̂ (ω) = X+
M∑
i=1

√
λiΦi

1θi (ω) . (A.3)

The derivative of X̂ with respect to the K-L expansion parameters 1θ is given
by

∂X̂

∂1θi
=
√
λiΦi, (A.4)

and the derivative of X̂ with respect to the geometry parameters 2θ is given
by

∂X̂

∂2θ
=

M∑
i=1

(
1

2
√
λi

∂λi

∂2θ
Φi +

√
λi
∂Φi

∂2θ

)
1θi. (A.5)

The shape derivatives of eigenvalues and eigenvectors are analytically com-
puted by the method of Magnus [41], and are given by

∂λi

∂2θ
= Φ⊤

i

∂CD

∂2θ
Φi, (A.6)

∂Φi

∂2θ
= (λiI−CD)

† ∂CD

∂2θ
Φi. (A.7)

These derivatives are computed every time the parameters 2θ are updated
in HMC. In particular, the calculation of ∂Φi

∂2θ
requires the Moore-Penrose
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pseudoinverse (·)† and is the main reason for the high computational cost in a
naive implementation of simultaneous spatial-field and geometry estimation.
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