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Modal analysis has long been consolidated as a basic tool to interpret dynamics and build low-
order models of mechanical, thermal, and fluid systems. Eigenmodes arising from the spectral
decomposition of the underlying linearized dynamics represent spatial patterns in vibration, tem-
perature, or velocity fields associated with simple time dynamics. However, for systems that depend
on one or more parameters, eigenmodes obtained for one set of parameter values are not necessarily
dynamically relevant in other regions of parameter space. In this work, we formulate a method to
obtain an optimal orthogonal basis of eigen-deformation modes (EDMs) that capture eigenmode
variations across a range of parameter values. Through numerical examples of common parame-
terized dynamical systems in engineering, we show that EDMs are useful for parameterized model
reduction and to provide physical insight into the effects of parameter changes on the underlying
dynamics.

I. INTRODUCTION

Understanding and modeling the complex spatiotemporal dynamics of structural vibrations, heat transfer, and fluid
flow phenomena is critical for various applications in mechanical, civil, and aerospace engineering. The behavior of
these complex systems often depends on quantities such as material or media properties, geometric design param-
eters, operating conditions, and/or control inputs. Consequently, advances in our ability to interpret and predict
the parameter-dependent dynamics of complex engineering systems will be a critical enabler for real-time control
applications [1–3], many-query optimization tasks [4–7], and the development of digital twins [8–10].

Modal decomposition techniques are a cornerstone for the analysis of spatiotemporal phenomena, identifying dy-
namically relevant spatial patterns, or modes, that are associated with a simple time evolution. These analyses often
enable building low-order representations of the underlying dynamics in terms of a combination of a few dominant
modes, making it easier to understand and predict the future state of the system. In the context of structural dy-
namics, modal analysis refers to the solution of the eigenproblem arising from the linearized equations of motion to
identify vibration modes and their associated natural frequencies [11]. Similarly, in thermal engineering, it is common
practice to approximate the solution to transient heat conduction problems by considering only the slowest decaying
temperature modes from the corresponding eigenproblem [12]. Analogously, in the fluid dynamics community, the
amplification, decay, and/or oscillation of perturbations to a given flow field is investigated by performing an eigende-
composition of the linearized dynamics operator using tools from stability theory [13]. Moreover, the unprecedented
availability of high-fidelity data from numerical simulations, experimental measurements, and field recordings has led
to the development and application of many data-driven modal decomposition methods to analyze spatiotemporal
dynamical systems directly from data [14–18].

One prominent application of modal decomposition is in projection-based model order reduction [19, 20]. In many
engineering applications, computational models represent high-dimensional dynamical systems, thus involving a large
number of degrees of freedom. The computational cost of these large models is often prohibitively expensive, making
many-query tasks, such as design optimization or uncertainty quantification, where multiple instances of the same
model need to be run, and real-time applications, such as feedback control and real-time digital twins, intractable.
Model order reduction seeks to build reduced-order models (ROMs) that can be simulated at a fraction of the computa-
tional cost while approximately retaining the fidelity of the original full-order model [21, 22]. The eigendecomposition
of a linear (or linearized) dynamical system offers one of the simplest approaches to model order reduction, known
as modal truncation [21]. This approach entails performing a Petrov-Galerkin projection of the governing equations
onto a truncated set of eigenmodes, resulting in a diagonal operator for the reduced-order dynamics determined by
the corresponding eigenvalues [20, 21].

In many scenarios, such as in design optimization or parameter estimation problems, it is necessary to simulate
multiple realizations of a parameterized system. To approximate the system behavior across a range of parameters,
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parameterized reduced-order model have been introduced [19]. One of the simplest approaches to create this is to
compute a global basis of modes that encodes information of the entire parameter space [19, 23–25]. This has the
drawback of requiring a large number of modes if the parameter space is large. Alternatively, local bases can be
constructed for multiple sampled parameter values and then, either directly interpolated, or used to build multiple
reduced-order operators that are themselves interpolated [19]. Direct interpolation of the local bases involves treating
the modes as continuous functions of the parameters. A more sophisticated approach, developed by [26], introduced
mode interpolation on matrix manifolds, resulting in the preservation of mode properties, such as orthogonality. The
latter method has been employed to interpolate reduced operators for the use of ROMs in parameterized systems,
as well as to solve optimization problems [27–31]. Interpolation on matrix manifolds interpolates each entry of
the sampled matrix after a mapping to a matrix manifold. If the matrix to be interpolated is high-dimensional, the
interpolation can quickly become computationally expensive. Additionally, it requires prior identification of a suitable
matrix manifold onto which the matrix must be mapped and subsequently unmapped. For systems with controls,
parameter-dependent dynamics are traditionally addressed using gain-scheduling, or with linear parameter varying
(LPV) control to improve stability and robustness over the entire operating regime [32]. In a data-driven context,
different approaches have been used, from learning low-order LPV models from a collection of linear time-invariant
(LTI) systems [33], to building and simulating multiple ROMs and then interpolating their solutions in physical
space [34].

Variation of eigenmode shapes with parameters has been studied in fluid and structural mechanics [35–37]. In
the context of structural mechanics, modal meta-modeling has been developed to model variation of eigenvectors
and eigenvalues with system parameters directly using regression analysis, and indirectly, solving a new eigenprob-
lem instance [38–41]. In [38], an indirect approach of meta-modeling is introduced, approximating each deformed
eigenmode, avoiding the otherwise required mode pairing step. High dimensional linear and polynomial regression,
as well as multi-output Gaussian processes have been used to model parameter-dependent modal data in structural
systems in [38–40]. Dimensionality reduction using principal component analysis has been used in [40] to reduce the
number of variables involved in the regression. In [41], parameter-dependent eigenvectors are written using a low-rank
approximation, enabling the solution of a reduced eigenproblem.

Despite the numerous approaches for parametric model reduction, none of the aforementioned physics-based and
data-driven modal analysis techniques incorporate parameter dependency in the extracted modes. For parameterized
dynamical systems, the modes computed for one set of parameter values are not necessarily dynamically relevant
for another set of parameters. Therefore, eigenmodes and eigenvalues extracted from modal analysis vary as the
parameters change, which represents a challenge for the analysis of parameterized systems. This is exemplified for a
fluid dynamics problem in Fig. 1, showing the deformation of velocity eigenmodes. Furthermore, in the context of
parameterized model reduction, capturing this mode deformation for a new parameter instance requires interpolating
high-dimensional vectors, which quickly becomes computationally expensive if it has to be performed multiple times.
Alternatively, if the reduced-order operators are interpolated instead, then the physical interpretability of the reduced
state as a vector of modal amplitudes is lost.
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FIG. 1. Crosswise velocity contours of the real part of the leading eigenmode for the incompressible flow over a NACA0012
airfoil. Contours of the eigenmodes at a Reynolds number Re = 1850 (solid lines) and Re = 2200 (dashed lines) are overlayed
to show parameter-dependent mode deformation. Colors denote the same contour levels in both cases.
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In this work, we develop a method to produce an interpretable compressed representation of the deformation of
eigenmodes with parameters in parameterized dynamical systems. To achieve this, the proposed method exploits
correlations between eigenmodes computed for different parameter values to build a reduced-order representation of
each eigenmode of interest in terms of a linear combination of eigen-deformation modes (EDMs). More specifically,
EDMs are extracted from a singular value decomposition (SVD) to optimally (in a sense discussed in section §III)
capture the variation of eigenmodes across parameter space, as schematically shown in Fig. 2. In addition, this enables
building parameterized reduced-order models while avoiding expensive mode interpolation in physical space.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Theoretical background on modal analysis for parameterized
dynamical systems and common approaches for parameterized projection-based model order reduction are covered in
§II. Our method to capture eigenmode deformation is formulated in §III. The proposed method is demonstrated on
three numerical examples in §V to show and discuss the resulting reduced-order eigenmode representations and their
use in parameterized model reduction. Finally, we discuss our conclusions in §VI.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Modal analysis for parameterized systems

Here we review the basics of modal analysis from the viewpoint of dynamical systems. Specifically, we consider
parameterized linear dynamical systems of the form

Eẋ = A(µ)x, (1)

where x(t) ∈ Rn is the state vector containing n degrees of freedom, t is time, the overdot denotes time differenti-
ation, and E, A ∈ Rn×n are the mass matrix and dynamics operator, respectively, with the latter incorporating the
dependence on parameter µ ∈ R. Systems of ordinary differential equations like (1), arise when modeling spatiotem-
poral phenomena governed by a partial differential equation (PDE), such as in heat transfer, structural mechanics,
and fluid dynamics, and the spatial domain is discretized, for example using the finite element method. In those
scenarios, the state vector x is a discrete representation of the underlying continuous field. Importantly, the state
here represents a perturbation from an equilibrium condition, therefore, as we show in appendix A, Eq. (1) may also
represent the dynamics of systems for which the underlying PDE has a source term, such as internal heat generation
in thermal problems or a constant body force in fluids problems. Although for mechanical systems the equations of
motion are of second order, they can also be rewritten in the form of (1) with a simple change of variables, as shown
in appendix B. We remark that the dynamics of the system will be linear either if the underlying PDE is linear, or if
it has been linearized about a steady state equilibrium solution. Moreover, depending on the boundary conditions of
the underlying PDE, the mass matrix E may be singular (not invertible).

In eigenmode coordinates, the equations are decoupled, which allows building solutions using the principle of
superposition. The time response of the system can be expressed as a linear combination of individual eigenmodes,
that come from the eigenproblem

A(µ)ϕi(µ) = λi(µ)Eϕi(µ), (2)

where ϕi(µ) ∈ Cn, with i = 1, ..., n, is an eigenmode associated with the corresponding eigenvalue λi(µ) ∈ C. It is
important to note that, in parameterized dynamical systems, eigenmodes and eigenvalues depend on the parameters
due to the parameter dependence of the system matrices, in this case only considered in A(µ). The time evolution of
the system, in physical coordinates, is given by

x(t, µ) = Φ(µ) exp (Λ(µ)t)Φ(µ)−1x0, (3)

where Φ(µ) ∈ Cn×n is a matrix containing the eigenmodes ϕi(µ) in its columns, Λ(µ) ∈ Cn×n is a diagonal matrix
containing the eigenvalues corresponding to each column of Φ(µ) in its diagonal. Equation (3) represents the exact
solution of the system with parameter µ from an initial condition x0 ∈ Rn as a combination of the eigenmode
exponential dynamics.
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B. Eigenmodes in model order reduction

An approximation of system (1) can be formulated if equations are projected onto a lower-dimensional subspace
by employing the so-called reduced-order bases, constructing a projection-based ROM [19–22, 42, 43]. In projection-
based reduced-order modeling, a common choice of basis is a set of m direct eigenvectors and adjoint eigenvectors
arising from the associated eigenproblem of the system, which we denote as Φm(µ) and Ψm(µ) ∈ Cn×m, respectively.
Notice that we added the parameter dependence in the reduced-order bases, due to the dependence of the eigevectors
on the parameter. By the above election, the solution is being approximated by considering the first m dominant
eigenmodes. Approximating the full-dimensional state as an evolution on the m dimensional subspace spanned by
the retained eigenvectors, we write x = Φm(µ)x̂, where x̂ ∈ Cm is the reduced state. In this case, reduced bases are

bi-orthogonal, and if properly normalized, they satisfy Ψ
H

mEΦm = I, where I ∈ Rm×m is an identity matrix and H
denotes the Hermitian transpose. Consequently, the reduced system takes the simple form

˙̂x = Λm(µ)x̂, (4)

where Λm(µ) ∈ Cm×m is the diagonal matrix containing the m eigenvalues corresponding to the columns of Φm in
its diagonal. In this case, the approximation of the high-dimensional system based on this m-dimensional subspace
projection is

x(t, µ) ≈ Φm(µ) exp (Λm(µ)t)x̂0, (5)

where x̂0 is the initial condition in reduced coordinates, given by x̂0 = ΨH(µ)Ex0. The ROM under these assumptions
can be simulated from a given initial condition if the bases of eigenmodes, Φm(µ) and Ψm(µ), and eigenvalues in
Λm(µ) are known at the parameter µ. The above represents a specific application where parameterized eigenmodes
would be helpful. Furthermore, a reduced representation of eigenmodes would be especially valuable in cases where the
ROM must be computed multiple times for different parameter values, such as in design optimization problems [19].

III. PROPOSED METHOD

In this section we develop our method to build a parameterized reduced representation of the eigenmodes of a
system using modal analysis data.

A. Optimal basis for eigenmode deformation

Consider a linear dynamical system of the form of (1), that can arise from the linearization of a non-linear system
around an equilibrium point, parameterized by parameter µ ∈ Ωµ and n state variables. The proposed method takes
the case of a single parameter, so Ωµ ⊂ R is an interval. Let {µk}pk=1 denote a set of p sampled parameters in Ωµ. Here
we assume equi-spaced in µ. Adapting the proposed method to non-uniformly sampled parameters is straightforward

but is not addressed in this work to maintain simplicity. We use ϕ
(k)
i to denote the i-th eigenmode evaluated at

parameter µk. This process requires grouping eigenmodes into sets according to a physically consistent order for
different parameters. The aforementioned mode pairing usually can be done based on eigenvalue ordering. However,
special care must be taken in cases of mode degeneration [38]. The above is discussed in more detail in section §VB.

The proposed method utilizes a database comprised of the first m eigenmodes computed for each sampled parameter
µk (correctly paired), and the non-parameter dependent mass matrix E ∈ Rn×n (if it appears in the analyzed
dynamical system). For each i-th eigenmode, with i = 1, ...,m, the data matrix Di ∈ Cn×p is constructed as

Di =

 | | |
ϕ

(1)
i ϕ

(2)
i . . . ϕ

(p)
i

| | |

− ϕ̄i1
T , (6)

where ϕ̄i denotes the mean i-th eigenmode (across parameter samples) ϕ̄i =
1
p

∑p
k=1 ϕ

(k)
i , and 1 ∈ Rn is a constant

vector of ones. Each column of the matrix Di ∈ Cn×p is the difference between the i-th eigenmode for a sampled
parameter µk and the mean eigenmode ϕ̄i, so Di contains the variation of the i-th eigenmode fluctuation from the
mean over the parameter interval Ωµ.
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FIG. 2. Schematic of the proposed method. An interpretable parameterized low-order representation of the eigenmodes of a
system is built from a database of eigenmodes computed for a few sampled parameter values in the range of interest. As a
result, we obtain eigen-deformation modes (EDMs) and EDM coefficients. In the example, the leading eigenmode of a heat
conduction problem in a battery with parameterized boundary condition is expressed in a reduced form using two EDMs.

To ensure the use of a spatial inner product that is physically meaningful during the underlying optimization
problem—accounting for uneven spatial discretizations and potentially different quantities in the state vector—the
modified data matrix D̃i is computed as follows:

D̃i = FDi (7)

where F ∈ Rn×n is the Cholesky factor of the mass matrix E, so it satisfies F TF = E.
Singular value decomposition (SVD) is then applied to D̃i, retaining r singular vectors and singular values, resulting

in a rank-r optimal approximation of D̃i, in the sense of the Frobenius norm [44],

D̃i ≈ ŨiΣiV
T
i . (8)
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Various criteria exist to select r in SVD-based dimensionality reduction, such as capturing a specific percentage of
variance or applying the optimal hard thresholding criterion from [45].

The i-th set of eigen-deformation modes (EDMs) are obtained as

Ui = F−1Ũi, (9)

and the matrix ΣiV
T
i ∈ Cr×p contains the evolution of EDM coefficients ϕ̂

(k)
i ∈ Cr over the sampled parameter

interval Ωµ, so the original Di data matrix can be approximated as

Di ≈ UiΣiV
T
i . (10)

The matrices Ui ∈ Cn×r, for i = 1, ...,m, contain r EDMs uij for j = 1, ..., r, in their columns that form an
orthogonal base that optimally captures the deformation of the i-th eigenmode, in the sense of a physically meaningful
spatial inner product averaged across the parameter interval. Similarly to eigenmodes, EDMs are spatial patterns in
state space, so their shape can be visualized and analyzed. This formulation allows approximating each eigenmode
using r EDMs along with their corresponding EDM coefficients

ϕi(µk) ≈ ϕ̄i +Uiϕ̂
(k)
i . (11)

The mode shapes for an unsampled parameter µ can be obtained by interpolating the coefficients vector ϕ̂
(k)
i ,

leading to a parameterized low-order representation of each eigenmode:

ϕi(µ) ≈ ϕ̄i +Uiϕ̂i(µ). (12)

B. Relation to proper orthogonal decomposition

When formulated in terms of continuous functions, the proposed method provides a basis for the modal decom-
position of an ensemble of functions, and so it shares a tight connection with the proper orthogonal decomposition
(POD) [46]. Let ϕi(x, µ) be the i-th eigenfunction of the linear (or linearized) underlying PDE that upon discretiza-
tion leads to Eq. (1), which depends on a spatial variable x and the parameter µ. Given an ensemble of instances
of ϕi obtained for various parameter values, we ask what is the function ui(x) that is most similar to the members
of our ensemble on average. To provide a satisfactory answer we need to mathematically define a notion of closeness
between functions and an averaging operation. The former is usually assessed in terms of alignment based on the
spatial inner product

(f(x), g(x)) =

∫
Ωx

f(x)g∗(x)dx, (13)

where f and g are square integrable functions over the spatial domain Ωx and the asterisk denotes complex conjugation.
Moreover, in the context of this work, we use the following averaging operation over the parameter dependence

⟨h(µ)⟩ = 1

|Ωµ|

∫
Ωµ

h(µ)dµ, (14)

where h is a square integrable function over the parameter domain of interest Ωµ, and |Ωµ| =
∫
Ωµ

dµ is the length of

the interval.
With these inner product and averaging definitions, the search for ui(x) can be formulated as the following opti-

mization problem

ui = argmax
u′
i

〈
| (ϕi, u

′
i) |2

〉
(u′

i, u
′
i)

, (15)

which is equivalent to the POD problem [46], except our ensemble is formed by observations of the eigenfunctions ϕi

over different parameter instances. As for POD [46], the optimal and suboptimal solutions to Eq. (15) are given by
the eigenfunctions of the following Fredholm integral eigenvalue problem∫

Ωx

⟨ϕi(x)ϕ
∗
i (x

′)⟩uij(x
′)dx = σ2

ijuij(x), (16)
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10.8 cm

30 cm 15 cm

a) Heat conduction in a battery b) Flow over a NACA0012 airfoil

Adiabatic 
boundary

Convection boundary with 
h = μ ∈ (0,120)

Convection boundary with 
fixed h = 100 W/(m2K)

μ = Re ∈ (1850, 2200)

no slip

Re

outflow

α = 5∘

E2
E1

xd

μ = xd ∈ (0.01, 0.09) m
5 mm

1.25 mm

0.1 m

Position of the defect

Localized defect represented 
with different Young’s modulus

c) Vibrations in a cantilever beam

FIG. 3. Schematic the numerical examples used to test the proposed method. (a) Heat conduction in a battery parameterized
by the convective heat transfer coefficient acting on the back and front faces shown in red. (b) Flow over a NACA0012 airfoil
parameterized by the Reynolds number. (c) Vibrations in a cantilever beam parameterized by the longitudinal position of a
localized defect.

where σ2
ij and uij correspond to the j-th largest eigenvalue and the corresponding eigenfunction of the two-point spatial

correlation tensor Ri(x, x
′) = ⟨ϕi(x)ϕ

∗
i (x

′)⟩ for our ensemble of the i-th eigenfunction of the system. Consequently, the
uij functions — that are the continuous formulation of EDMs — form an optimal basis to represent ϕi by exploiting
spatial correlations across the parameter interval of interest.

IV. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES AND DATASET

To demonstrate the application of the proposed method, we generate datasets comprised of eigenmodes computed
for different parameters of three systems governed by parameterized PDEs commonly found in engineering: the heat
conduction in a modular battery, the flow over a NACA0012 airfoil, and the mechanical vibrations in a cantilever
beam. Schematics of the three examples are shown in Fig. 3, and all the data is available on github.com/ben-herrmann.
The modes for different parameters are paired based on the (descending) order of the real part of the eigenvalues. In
the fluid mechanics example, however, special measures are required to address the observed eigenvalue crossing [38],
further elaborated in section §VB. All the eigenmodes extracted for these systems are pre-processed, as shown and
discussed in appendix C, in order to set a consistent normalization over the sampled parameter interval.

A. Heat conduction in a battery

For our first example, we consider the heat conduction in a battery with internal heat generation. Two types of
boundary conditions are considered on the battery. Convection on the bottom, back, and front faces, and insulation
(adiabatic boundary) on the rest of the domain. The battery is cooled from the bottom, with a fixed convective

coefficient h = 100W/(m
2
K). The cooling of the back and front faces occurs with a different convective coefficient

µ, that is the parameter considered for this example. The schematics of the boundary conditions is shown in Fig. 3
(a). The ambient temperature is constant and equal to T∞ = 293K.

The three-dimensional heat equation along with the respective boundary conditions is discretized via finite elements
to obtain a system of differential equations of the form of (1). Modeling, discretization, and modal decomposition
is performed using MATLAB’s PDE toolbox. The geometry of the battery is created using a function to model a
modular prismatic battery, included in the toolbox. The details on the fixed geometric parameters and material
properties used are shown in appendix D. The spatial domain is discretized using the default settings of the MATLAB
mesh generating function, resulting in a mesh of n = 28673 tetrahedral elements. The dataset for this example is
comprised of the first 10 eigenmodes computed for parameters ranging from µ = 0 to µ = 28 in 100 equal increments,
adding the values for µ = 20, 40, 80, 120.
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B. Flow over a NACA0012 airfoil

In our second example, we consider the two-dimensional flow over a NACA0012 airfoil governed by the incom-
pressible Navier-Stokes equations. We choose a fixed angle of attack of α = 5◦ and use the Reynolds number as our
parameter. The Reynolds number is a dimensionless quantity used in fluid mechanics that compares the relative im-
portance of inertial and viscous effects and, for the flow over an airfoil, is defined as Re = Uc/ν, with U , c and ν being
the free-stream velocity, the airfoil chord and the kinematic viscosity, respectively. We restrict our attention to the
range Re ∈ (1850, 2200), where the flow is laminar and at Re = 2130 undergoes a bifurcation from a stable equilibrium
(steady flow) to an unstable equilibrium that gives rise to an unsteady flow characterized by self-sustained periodic
vortex shedding [47]. The eigenmodes whose parameter dependence we seek to compress arise from the linearization
of the incompressible, two-dimensional Navier–Stokes equations about the (stable and then unstable) equilibrium
flow. These eigenmodes represent two-dimensional perturbations (constant in the spanwise direction) to that same
equilibrium velocity field.

To build a dataset of eigenmodes for various parameter values, we need to compute the equilibrium flow and
subsequently perform a stability analysis for every parameter value. For this purpose, we use the spectral element code
Nek5000 [48] in conjunction to the recently developed nekStab toolbox [49]. We consider a rectangular computational
domain extending from −2c to 6c in the streamwise direction and −2.5c to 2.5c in the crosswise direction, with the
leading edge of the airfoil located at the origin. Spatial discretization relies on a C-grid mesh embedded inside the
rectangular domain, as shown in Fig. 3(b), using 4368 spectral elements with a polynomial order of N = 5. The
stable equilibria for values of µ = Re < 2130 are computed by running direct numerical simulations (DNS) starting
from rest over a time horizon of 500 time units. The unstable equilibria, for µ = Re ≥ 2130, are computed using the
selective frequency damping (SFD) method [50] implemented in nekStab using a filter gain of ξ = 0.05 and a cutoff
frequency of ωc = 0.12. Specifically, a DNS is started from rest and evolved over 200 time units and, from that state,
SFD is used to simulate an additional 200 time units. The leading m = 40 eigenmodes and eigenvalues are computed
using an Arnoldi iteration, also implemented in nekStab [49], with a Krylov basis dimension m = 350 and a time step
τ = 0.1. The dataset generated for this example includes the equilibria, and 40 eigenmodes and eigenvalues for each
of eight parameter values that go from µ = 1850 to 2200 in increments of 50. Vectors containing the grid coordinates
and the cell volumes are also included in the dataset to be used for plotting and as integration quadrature weights,
respectively.

C. Vibrations in a cantilever beam

For the last example, we consider the vibrations in a cantilever beam that has a localized defect, with the position
of the defect as a parameter. This system is governed by the linear elasticity equations, and the localized defect is
represented as a region with a different Young’s modulus than the rest of the beam. Discretization is applied via finite
elements to obtain a system of the form of (1).

The beam has dimensions of 10cm × 5mm × 1.25mm and is made of steel with Young’s modulus E1 = 210 GPa,
mass density ρ = 7800 kg/m3 and Poisson ratio ν = 0.3. The parameter of this example is the longitudinal position
of the defect on the beam, in meter units. The defect is modeled as a cross-sectional region, 1.25mm in length, with a
different Young’s modulus, E2 = 10 GPa, located at a specific position along the x-axis. The schematics of the beam
is shown in Fig. 3 (c). Modeling, discretization, and modal analysis are performed using MATLAB’s PDE toolbox.
The geometry is created with 65 cells, each 1.25mm long, located at positions ranging from 0.01 m to 0.09 m along
the x-axis, denoted as xd. One of the aforementioned cells is assigned to have a different Young’s modulus than
the rest of the beam before solving a modal analysis, allowing for data collection. The spatial domain is discretized
using 10375 tetrahedral elements using MATLAB’s mesh generating function, setting a maximum edge length value of
0.002. The data set is comprised of the first 5 eigenmodes for 65 parameter values ranging from µ = 0.01 to µ = 0.09
in increments of 1.25 · 10−3.

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this section, we demonstrate the application of the proposed method using the datasets described in the previous
section. First, we apply the method to show the resulting EDMs and EDM coefficients for the first eigenmode of
each system. We then investigate the effectiveness of the EDMs in compressing parameter-dependent eigenmode
deformation, comparing our reduced representation to the interpolation of eigenmodes in physical space. Finally, we
demonstrate the use of EDMs for parameterized model reduction, using the heat transfer example in a limited data
scenario, shown in Fig. 6.
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A. EDMs and EDM coefficients

The results presented in this section are computed using eight parameter values for each example. For the battery
case, the parameters range from µ = 0 to µ = 28 in increments of 4. For the airfoil, the parameters range from
µ = 1850 to µ = 2200 in increments of 50. Lastly, for the cantilever beam, the parameters range from µ = 0.01 to
µ = 0.08 in increments of 0.01. The results of applying the proposed method to each data set are shown in Fig. 4. The
singular values σ, resultant EDMs, and their corresponding coefficient evolution over the sampled parameter interval
for the first eigenmode are shown. EDMs are visualized as temperature and x-displacement fields for the heat transfer
and structural mechanics problems, respectively. For the fluid mechanics problem, the cross-wise velocity component
is plotted, showing its real part. The fraction of energy captured from the data by retaining r EDMs is defined by

%Energy =

r∑
k=1

σk

p∑
k=1

σk

. (17)

In the case of the heat transfer example, 97.6% is captured by retaining just one EDM. Retaining the first two EDMs,
99.9% is captured, a considerable amount of energy to provide an accurate low-rank parameterized approximation of
the first eigenmode. In this example, when µ = 0, the first eigenmode is a vertically stratified temperature pattern
because the back and front faces of the battery are insulated, so the battery is just being cooled from the bottom.
As µ increases, convection starts to play a role in the direction perpendicular to the parameter faces, so the first
eigenmode deforms, incorporating a gradient in that direction. The first and second EDMs effectively capture the
deformation of this eigenmode from the average shape to another parameter within the sampled interval. Looking at
the first EDM coefficient, we can see that it is approximately zero in the middle of the sampled interval (µ = 15),
which indicates that the eigenmode at µ = 15 is roughly equal to the average sampled eigenmode. It is important to
note that in this example, the parameter is a boundary condition, so the EDMs are essentially shifting the problem
from one boundary condition to another. The first EDM represents the dominant effect of the boundary condition
in the system, which is a temperature pattern that varies in the direction perpendicular to the convective boundaries
involved in the parameter change. The EDMs effectively capture the deformation of the dominant dynamic pattern,
allowing the transition of this pattern from one boundary condition to another through the addition of a linear
combination of them.

In the case of the fluid mechanics example, the variance captured for the first eigenmode is 92.7%, 99.7% and 99.9%
for values of r of 1, 2 and 3, respectively. The first mode exhibits structures that grow or shrink depending on the
spatial region as the Reynolds number varies. Specifically, as shown in Fig. 1, the structures increase in size and
become concentrated near the airfoil, while they appear to decrease in size and become more diffuse farther from the
airfoil. Looking at the obtained EDMs, we can observe similar structures to the eigenmodes both in the region near
the airfoil and in the region far from the airfoil. Additionally, a more complex pattern emerges near the central area
along the x-axis of the discretized domain. This indicates that, in this central region, the first eigenmode exhibits a
more intricate deformation than the extreme regions mentioned earlier. The EDMs successfully capture a deformation
that is not easily noticeable at first glance in this area, providing a more accurate parametric representation than
simply using the fixed average eigenmode. By analyzing the deformation mode coefficients, we can see that the first
coefficient is non-zero across the sampled interval, indicating that it is always necessary to add some deformation to
the average eigenmode to properly represent the first eigenmode parametric variation.

Finally, in the case of the structural mechanics example, the first eigenmode deforms along the main axis of the
beam as the localized defect moves along it. The decay of the singular values is significantly slower than that of their
counterparts. The energy captured is 59.3%, 79.8%, 88.0%, 93.3%, 96.6% and 98.8% for values of r of 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and
6, respectively. Compared to the previous cases, in this type of example, a larger number of EDMs is required to
provide an accurate reduced representation of the leading eigenmode. This occurs because the eigenmode in question
exhibits a spatial structure that shifts as the parameter changes, behaving like a traveling wave (through parameter
space), and our method relies on linear dimensionality reduction through an SVD, which is known to struggle with
traveling waves [44]. More generally, the compression capabilities of the proposed approach are limited by the rank of
the underlying two-point spatial correlation tensor defined with the averaging operation across the parameter interval.
Future research could investigate the use of nonlinear dimensionality reduction to improve the compression in these
scenarios, albeit at the cost of loosing the interpretability of EDMs.
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FIG. 4. Application of the proposed framework to datasets for the leading eigenmode in parameterized heat transfer, fluid
mechanics, and structural dynamics problems. The decay of the singular values of the eigenmode data matrix, the leading two
EDMs, and their corresponding EDM coefficients are shown in the second, third, and fourth columns, respectively. For the
fluids example, the magnitude of the complex-valued modes and coefficents are displayed.

B. EDM-based interpolation

Here, we provide a more quantitative assessment of the accuracy of the reduced representation of the eigenmodes
provided by our method. Specifically, eigenmode interpolation based on EDMs, given by Eq. (12), is compared to
the direct interpolation in physical space of the eigenmodes in the three examples for different values of the number
of retained EDMs r. The same eight sampled parameters as those used in the previous subsection are used for the
battery example. For the cantilever beam, nine sampled parameters are used from µ = 0.01 to µ = 0.09 in increments
of 0.01. Finally, for the airfoil example, four sampled parameters are used, from µ = 1850 to µ = 2150 in increments
of 100. Performance is quantified in terms of the interpolation error defined as

error =
∥F (ϕi(µ)− ϕ̃i(µ))∥2

∥Fϕi(µ)∥2
, (18)

where ϕi(µ) and ϕ̃i(µ) are the i-th ground truth eigenmode and its interpolated prediction computed at the unsampled
parameter µ, respectively. As earlier, F is the Cholesky factor of the mass matrix used to maintain a physically
meaningful inner product.

For the heat transfer example, the validation ground truth eigenmodes are computed in the dataset for 100 parameter
values covering the range of the training data, that is, from µ = 0 to µ = 28. For the structural mechanics example,
65 positions of the defect from µ = 0.01 to µ = 0.09 detailed in section IV are used as ground truth parameters
to calculate the error. Finally, for the fluid mechanics example, seven parameters were available in the range of the
training data, from µ = 1850 to µ = 2150 in increments of 50. Direct and EDM-based interpolations were performed
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Constant mean mode  EDMsr = 2 EDMsr = 1Direct interpolation  EDMsr = 3  EDMsr = 5

a) Heat conduction in a battery b) Flow over a NACA0012 airfoil c) Vibrations in a cantilever beam

First eigenmode

FIG. 5. Spatially integrated error between the leading eigenmode and its interpolation over parameter space from a few sampled
parameter values for the (a) heat transfer, (b) fluid mechanics, and (c) structural dynamics examples. Direct interpolation of
the eigenmodes in physical space is compared to EDM-based interpolation using a different number of EDMs.

using a linear interpolation scheme. For the heat transfer example, our reduced representation can match the error
of the direct interpolation by retaining r = 2 EDMs for the leading eigenmode, as shown in Fig. 5 (a). Furthermore,
this representation also outperforms the model using r = 1 EDMs and the constant mean mode over the parameter
interval (r = 0 EDMs), as expected. For the airfoil example, a value of r = 3 is sufficient to match the direct
interpolation, as shown in Fig. 5 (b). The error curve is similar to that of the battery example, but less smooth due
to the limited number of validation parameters available. For the structural dynamics example, a bigger value of
r is needed to match the directly interpolated eigenmodes, as shown in Fig. 5 (c). This is expected from the slow
decay of the singular values, presented in the previous subsection, that arises due to the type of mode deformation
involved in this problem. The same trends are observed for the third eigenmode of each system, and those results are
included in appendix E. Our reduced representation converges to the direct interpolation for a sufficiently large value
of r. EDMs effectively compress parametric mode deformation in all three engineering examples, enabling a reduced
representation of the eigenmodes that is as accurate as the full-dimensional interpolation in physical space.

It is important to recall that a robust mode pairing strategy is critical to adequately build the eigenmode data
matrices for the application of the proposed method. In many scenarios, mode pairing based on eigenvalue ordering, for
example descending according to their real part, is enough to correctly follow specific eigenmodes through parameter
space. However, in certain cases where mode degeneration [38] occurs, relying solely on eigenvalue ordering will lead
to an incorrect mode pairing. We encounter this behavior for our fluid mechanics example, where eigenvalues cross
their paths in the complex plane as the Reynolds number changes, resulting in the associated eigenmodes switching
their order. This is easily addressed by pairing eigenmodes with similar associated eigenvalues and manually verifying
mode shape similarity. No mode crossing is observed in the other two examples and mode pairing based on eigenvalue
ordering is used. Future research will investigate the use of more sophisticated mode pairing strategies, such as mode
shape similarity or mode tracking [38, 51] to deal with potential edge cases.

C. Parameterized reduced-order modeling using EDMs

We use the reduced representation of the eigenmodes based on EDMs to build parameterized ROMs and compare
their performance with other simple alternatives commonly used. The heat transfer problem is used as a test bed
for this purpose, simulating the temperature evolution inside the battery. Four parameters were selected for training,
namely, µk = 0, 40, 80, 120. We consider a database for ROMs simulation that includes the sampled parameters
µk, the corresponding equilibria x̄(µk) used as linearization points, and m = 6 eigenmodes and eigenvalues for each
sampled parameter to apply the model reduction.

ROMs are built using Eq. (5) using interpolated eigenvalues for parameter values outside of the training data.
However, the diagonalization of the system employed to obtain this equation relies on the bi-orthogonality of the
reduced-bases Φm(µ) and Ψm(µ). We highlight that, for heat conduction problems, the direct eigenvectors and
adjoint eigenvectors are identical because the operator A(µ) is self-adjoint. As a result, Φm(µ) = Ψm(µ), so adjoint
eigenvectors can be disregarded. The bi-orthogonality of Φm(µ) is satisfied for sampled parameter values µk, but
it’s not exactly satisfied for unsampled parameters when eigenmodes are interpolated directly or by EDM-based



12

interpolation. When constructing a ROM using this approach, our assumption is that bi-orthogonality is relatively
well satisfied for the interpolated basis of eigenmodes, so that the system is diagonalized as in Eq. (4) where the
dynamics operator is Λm(µ), a diagonal matrix of the interpolated eigenvalues.
Consequently, a trajectory from a given initial condition can be simulated for an unsampled parameter µ, if m

eigenmodes in a reduced-order basis Φm(µ) ∈ Cn×m and m eigenvalues in the diagonal matrix Λm(µ) ∈ Cm×m

are known at the parameter µ. We use our reduced eigenmode representation based on EDMs, which requires the
interpolation of r EDM coefficients to compute the shape of eigenmodes for unsampled parameters. The proposed
method is applied to build reduced representations of each one of the m = 6 eigenmodes retaining r = 2 EDMs in
each case. For comparison, additional ROMs are built using a direct interpolation of the eigenmodes in physical space
over the parameter interval, which involves interpolating m vectors of dimension n. A cubic-spline interpolation is
used for the eigenvalues to build the diagonal matrix Λm(µ). As a third alternative for comparison, we include the
interpolation of solutions obtained by simulating multiple ROMs that are built for the training parameter values. This
approach has been previously used to estimate a solution for an unsampled parameter using local ROMs previously
constructed for sampled parameters [34]. Consequently, for the interpolation of ROM solutions, p = 4 trajectories
are simulated using the available ROMs at the sampled parameter values, and then their results are interpolated in
physical space.

It is important to consider that the steady-state temperature field used as a linearization point for the battery
problem depends on the parameterized boundary condition. Therefore, the definition of a perturbation from the
equilibrium is also parameter-dependent, as shown in appendix A. In order to build and simulate a ROM using
Eq. (5), an equilibrium for the queried parameter, x̄(µ), must be estimated or computed. For the results presented in
this work, we assume that the equilibrium at the queried parameter can be pre-computed. Importantly, for all three
alternatives being compared, the same pre-computed equilibrium is used as a linearization point.

The performance of these three different approaches is compared using the error against the full-order model shown
in Fig. 6 (a). The initial condition is selected as the equilibrium for a parameter outside the range of sampled
parameters. The results presented correspond to an initial condition set to the equilibrium at µ = 300, but similar
results are obtained for tests conducted with parameters within the range of µ = 120 to µ = 300. Trajectories are
simulated and 1000 uniformly spaced time steps are registered over a time horizon of 5 characteristic times based on
the slowest eigenvalue for the first sampled parameter. For µ = 20, which lies midway between two sampled parameter
values, the ROMs built using directly interpolated eigenmodes and those using EDM-based interpolation outperform
the interpolation of solutions strategy, as shown in Fig. 6 (a). The performance of the ROMs is evaluated over a test
set of parameter values that discretize the interval of interest between µ = 0 and µ = 120 using 100 uniformly spaced
steps. The normalized time-integrated error between the full-order model and the ROM trajectories as a function of
the test parameter values is shown for the different interpolation strategies in Fig. 6 (b). We find that direct and
EDM-based interpolations share a similar performance, both outperforming the solution interpolation strategy at most
parameter values, with the exception of the queried (training) parameter values. This is in agreement with the results
presented in the previous subsections, with just two EDMs proving to be enough to capture the parameter-dependent
deformation of the eigenmodes.

Lastly, Fig. 6 (c) shows the reduction in simulation time, compared to the full order model, obtained with each of
the ROMs based on the different interpolation strategies. The time is measured as CPU time in MATLAB, taking
the average of 100 simulations per parameter to mitigate variations. For the solution interpolation approach, ROMs
at each of the p = 4 training parameter values need to be simulated, then the trajectories have to be interpolated in
physical space for the testing parameter. For the other two approaches, eigenvalues and eigenmodes are interpolated
and then a single ROM needs to be simulated for the testing parameter. For this example, we find that the ROM
based on solution interpolation only reduces the computational time by a factor of 10 compared to the full order
model, whereas the ROMs built using direct and EDM-based eigenmode interpolations reduce it by 3 and 4 orders of
magnitude, respectively. Importantly, results obtained with the proposed approach leveraging EDMs show negligible
loss of information compared to interpolating eigenmodes in physical space, while being an order of magnitude faster.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we developed a data-driven framework to build interpretable low-order representations of eigenmodes
in parameterized dynamical systems that capture eigenmode deformation through parameter space. The method
takes as input a dataset of eigenmodes computed at a few queried parameter values across the interval of interest
and relies on the singular value decomposition (SVD) to extract an orthogonal basis of eigen-deformation modes
(EDMs) that optimally captures the deformation of eigenmodes with the parameter. Furthermore, we show that,
for a given eigenmode, EDMs are a discrete approximation of the eigenfunctions of the two-point spatial correlation
tensor defined for an ensemble of instances of that eigenmode sampled across parameter space.
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a) b) c)

Interpolation of solutions EDM-based interpolationDirect interpolation

∥F(x(t) − xROM(t))∥2
∥Fx̄∥2

∫ tf
0 ∥F(x(t) − xROM(t))∥2dt

∫ tf
0 ∥Fx(t)∥2dt

μ = 20

FIG. 6. Performance of parameterized ROMs compared against the full-order model for the heat conduction in a battery
problem. Projection-based ROMs using eigenmodes are built and three strategies to interpolate in parameter space from
information at a few training parameter values are tested: (1) interpolating the solutions generated with available ROMs at the
sampled parameter values, (2) directly interpolating eigenmodes in physical space, and (3) EDM-based interpolation, meaning
that we interpolate the low-dimensional EDM coefficients. In the latter two cases, the interpolated eigenmodes are used for
projection and interpolated eigenvalues are used to propagate the dynamics. (a) Instantaneous error as a function of time for
a single trajectory with µ = 20. (b) Time integrated error over parameter space. (c) Simulation time reduction.

The method was tested on eigenmodes from linear or linearized problems arising in heat transfer, fluid mechanics,
and structural vibrations, demonstrating its potential to effectively compress eigenmode parameter-dependence in a
range of applications across civil, mechanical, and aerospace engineering. Importantly, we show that EDMs provide
valuable insights into how parameter changes impact the eigenmodes and the behavior of the system under study.
Furthermore, EDMs can be leveraged to significantly reduce the computational time required to build a projection-
based reduced-order model for an unsampled parameter value. This is achieved by interpolating the reduced-order
representations of each eigenmode at the queried parameter values instead of their full order counterparts in physical
space. Moreover, the accuracy of the reduced-order representation can be controlled with the number of retained
EDMs.

The proposed method is data-driven and its implementation is straightforward, making it easy for practitioners to
adopt, extend, and apply to a variety of fields where parameter-dependent eigenmode deformation is present. We
remark that the compression capabilities of the method are presently limited by the use of linear dimensionality
reduction. Future work could improve this by leveraging nonlinear dimensionality reduction techniques, however,
achieving this without sacrificing the interpretability of EDMs is an open question. Another interesting avenue of
future research is to apply the developed framework to capture the parameter dependence of modes arising from other
— data-driven or equation-based —modal decompositions.
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[6] B. Herrmann-Priesnitz, W. R. Calderón-Muñoz, A. Valencia, and R. Soto, Thermal design exploration of a swirl flow
microchannel heat sink for high heat flux applications based on numerical simulations, Applied Thermal Engineering 109,
22 (2016).
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Appendix A: Thermal problems with internal heat generation

Spatial discretization of transient heat conduction problems with internal heat generation can be expressed as a
system of differential equations of the form

Eẏ = A(µ)y + b, (A1)

where y ∈ Rn is the vector of temperatures at the n mesh nodes and b ∈ Rn is the discretized internal heat generation
term. E ∈ Rn×n is the mass matrix and A(µ) ∈ Rn×n is the dynamics operator, which includes the boundary
condition parameter dependence.

Let ȳ be an equilibrium of the system for a given parameter value µ, such that

0 = A(µ)ȳ + b. (A2)

Then, if we solve for b in Eq. (A2) and substitute it into Eq. (A1), we can recognize that the dynamics of a perturbation
away from the equilibrium x = y − ȳ are governed by

Eẋ = A(µ)x, (A3)

that has the exact same form of Eq. (1), so eigenmodes and eigenvalues can be obtained by solving the corresponding
eigenproblem for different parameter values.

Appendix B: Mechanical systems in first order form

Mechanical systems governed by linear elasticity equations in the absence of external forces can be expressed, when
the spatial domain is discretized, as a system of second order differential equations

Mÿ = K(µ)y, (B1)

where y ∈ Rn is the vector of displacements, the overdot denotes time differentiation, and M ∈ Rn×n and K(µ) ∈
Rn×n are the mass and stiffness matrices respectively, with the latter incorporating the parameter dependence.

http://nek5000
https://doi.org/10.1115/1.4056808
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Let x ∈ R2n be an augmented state variable obtained by concatenating the displacements and velocities as follows

x =

[
y
ẏ

]
. (B2)

We may now rewrite Eq. (B1) as a system of first order differential equations of the form[
I 0
0 M

] [
ẏ
ÿ

]
=

[
0 I
K 0

] [
y
ẏ

]
, (B3)

where I ∈ Rn×n and 0 ∈ Rn×n are the identity matrix, and a matrix of zeros, respectively. The above is a linear
system in the form of Eq. (1), for the augmented state variable x, where

E =

[
I 0
0 M

]
and A =

[
0 I
K 0

]
, (B4)

so the corresponding generalized eigenproblem with the matrices in (B4) can be solved to obtain eigenmodes and
eigenvalues.

Appendix C: Consistent normalization

A consistent normalization of eigenmodes is critical for the computation of EDMs with the proposed method. The
usual convention is to normalize eigenmodes so that they have unit norm based on the inner-product considering the
mass matrix E, that is ϕT

i (µk)Eϕi(µk) = 1. However, even after normalization, the phase of the complex-valued
eigenmodes (or their sign if they are real-valued) is completely arbitrary and needs to be aligned between mode
instances obtained for different parameter values. In this work, we address this with a simple pre-processing of the
data to maintain a consistent normalization and phase (or sign) alignment across the sampled parameter values. This
ensures the smoothness of the EDM coefficients within the parameter interval of interest, as shown in section V. The
process used to align real-valued modes is shown in algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Pre-processing of real-valued modes

Inputs: ϕ
(k)
i for i = 1, . . . ,m and k = 1, . . . , p

Outputs: Sign-aligned modes ϕ̃
(k)
i

1: for i = 1, 2, . . . ,m do

2: ϕ̃
(1)
i ← ϕ

(1)
i

3: for k = 1, 2, . . . , p− 1 do

4: aik ← (ϕ
(k)
i )TEϕ

(k+1)
i

5: if aik ≤ 0 then
6: ϕ̃

(k+1)
i ← −ϕ(k+1)

i

7: else
8: ϕ̃

(k+1)
i ← ϕ

(k+1)
i

9: end if
10: end for
11: end for

For complex-valued eigenmodes, an optimization problem was formulated to find the angle θik that best aligns the

phase of the i-th eigenmode for parameter µk, ϕ
(k)
i , with the same eigenmode but sampled for the first parameter

value ϕ
(1)
i

θik = arg min
θ

∥F (ϕk
i e

jθ − ϕ1
i )∥2, (C1)

where we use j for the imaginary unit here. The resulting process used to align complex-valued eigenmodes by
iteratively solving this optimization problem is shown in algorithm 2.
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Algorithm 2 Pre-processing of complex-valued modes

Inputs: ϕ
(k)
i for i = 1, . . . ,m and k = 1, . . . , p

Outputs: Phase-aligned modes ϕ̃
(k)
i

1: for i = 1, 2, . . . ,m do

2: ϕ̃
(1)
i ← ϕ

(1)
i

3: for k = 2, 3, . . . , p do

4: θik ← arg min
θ
∥F (ϕ

(k)
i ejθ − ϕ

(1)
i )∥2

5: ϕ̃
(k)
i ← ϕ

(k)
i θik

6: end for
7: end for

The corresponding of the above pre-processing steps was applied to the eigenmode datasets before computing EDMs
in the examples presented to ensure a consistent normalization and phase or sign alignment.

Appendix D: Battery modeling parameters

The creation of the modular prismatic battery geometry used in the heat transfer example was done using cre-
ateBatteryModuleGeometry function in MATLAB’s PDE toolbox. This function creates a geometry consisting of a
specified number of cells. Each cell is divided into 5 volumes: the cell body, 2 connectors and 2 tabs, as shown in
Fig 7. It is possible to assign different dimensions and material properties to each one of the volumes. Table D shows
all the fixed parameters used to model the battery.

μ1 μ2 μ3

μ4

Cell body

Left connector

Left tab

Right connector

Right tab

FIG. 7. Cells created using MATLAB’s PDE toolbox. The five cell volumes are shown: two tabs, two connectors and the cell
body.

Appendix E: Third eigenmode interpolation

To complement the results discussed in section §VB, here we present the direct and EDM-based interpolation of
an additional eigenmode (beyond the leading one) for each of our examples. Importantly, the same trends observed
for the first eigenmode are found here for the third eigenmode of each example, as shown in Fig. 8. This provides
further evidence that EDMs can effectively compress eigenmode deformation across parameter space and produce an
interpretable low-order representation that is as accurate as the interpolation in physical space.
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Value Unit
Cell width 0,015 m
Cell thickness 0,015 m
Tab thickness 0,01 m
Tab width 0,015 m
Cell height 0,1 m
Tab height 0,005 m
Connector height 0,003 m
Number of cells 20 -
In plane cell thermal conductivity 80 W/(Km)
Through plane cell thermal conductivity 2 W/(Km)
Tab thermal conductivity 386 W/(Km)
Connector thermal conductivity 400 W/(Km)
Cell mass density 780 kg/m3

Tabs mass density 2700 kg/m3

Connectors mass density 540 kg/m3

Cell specific heat 785 J/(kgK)
Tabs specific heat 890 J/(kgK)
Connectors specific heat 840 J/(kgK)
Ambient temperature T∞ 293 K
Heat generation per cell 15 W

TABLE I. Fixed parameters used for modular battery modeling.

Constant mean mode  EDMsr = 2 EDMsr = 1Direct interpolation  EDMsr = 3  EDMsr = 5

a) Heat conduction in a battery b) Flow over a NACA0012 airfoil c) Vibrations in a cantilever beam

Third eigenmode

FIG. 8. Spatially integrated error between the third eigenmode and its interpolation over parameter space from a few sampled
parameter values for the (a) heat transfer, (b) fluid mechanics, and (c) structural dynamics examples. Direct interpolation of
the eigenmodes in physical space is compared to EDM-based interpolation using a different number of EDMs.
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