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Sensor Placement on a Cantilever Beam Using Observability Gramians

Natalie L. Brace', Nicholas B. Andrews!, Jeremy Upsal?, and Kristi A. Morgansen'

Abstract— Working from an observability characterization
based on output energy sensitivity to changes in initial con-
ditions, we derive both analytical and empirical observability
Gramian tools for a class of continuum material systems.
Using these results, optimal sensor placement is calculated for
an Euler-Bernoulli cantilever beam for the following cases:
analytical observability for the continuum system and analytical
observability for a finite number of modes. Error covariance
of an Unscented Kalman Filter is determined for both cases
and compared to randomly placed sensors to demonstrate
effectiveness of the techniques.

I. INTRODUCTION

Structural health monitoring is the process of using sen-
sors, either in situ or remote, in combination with analytical
and empirical tools and algorithms to assess the dynamic ma-
terial and geometric properties of structures and systems. The
manufacturing processes for most such continuum systems
present challenges with incorporating sensors or with replac-
ing them in the event of failure. For example, aircraft wings
manufactured from composites can have sensors embedded
during manufacturing, but replacing them after the fact
would damage the material. Advection-diffusion processes of
ocean properties such as temperature, salinity and particulate
operate over such large physical scales that continual sensing
across the entire process at high resolution is prohibitive. A
typical question that is addressed in monitoring such systems
is where and when to place sensors and what tools to use to
process the information from the sensors. Generally, either a
finite dimensional modal approach is taken or, in some sim-
pler systems, analysis of the infinite dimensional continuum
system can be addressed. Here, we are specifically interested
in extending recent developments in empirical methods for
finite dimensional nonlinear systems to continuum systems
to eventually consider models where complexities in the
dynamics such as nonlinearities lead to suboptimal results
from existing methods. We are particularly motivated by
applications in strain sensing in insect flight, monitoring of
aircraft wing flexure as related to ride quality for active
control, and deployment of sensor packages in oceanographic
monitoring networks. In order to ground and assess our
studies, in this work we focus on the analytically tractable
Euler-Bernoulli cantilever beam.

The current approaches to obtaining dynamic process
information for such systems is generally based on finite
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dimensional approximations of the full continuum system
using modal analysis or on finite element models. Control-
lability and observability analysis on general modal systems
is considered by Yang in [1]. Their work determined that
the systems considered are observable with a single sensor
so long as it is located in an appropriate place. Analytical
controllability and observability of infinite dimensional con-
tinuum systems has been considered in [2] and [3], however,
the results are general and not closed form for the class
of systems considered here. In situations where analytical
models are intractable, the simulation-based empirical ob-
servability Gramian [4] was developed and has been used
to assess (un)observability indices for finite dimensional
systems. In this technique, the initial conditions of the
simulations are perturbed by particular amounts, and in
the limit as the perturbations become small, the empirical
observability Gramian becomes exactly the analytical observ-
ability Gramian.

Optimal sensor placement using an exact analytical ob-
servability Gramian was assessed by Georges [5] for a class
of advection-diffusion partial differential equation (PDE)
systems. The class of systems considered here, however,
does not immediately admit the tools used in [5], although
with the addition of a damping term the Euler-Bernoulli
beam would admit a Riesz basis [6] similar to Georges’
system. In another approach, a non-classical micro-beam
is studied to find that measuring the moment at the root
of the beam produces an exactly observable system [7].
For truncated finite dimensional representations of such
mechanical continuum systems, Ortel [8] considered optimal
placement of an accelerometer, gyro, and strain gauge on a
cantilever beam with respect to a penalty function designed
to minimize the contributions of the fourth and fifth modes
while promoting the first three modes. Work by Menuzzi [9]
used finite element analysis modeling to place piezoelectric
elements on a cantilever beam, optimizing the trace of the
linear observability Gramian via topology optimization that
measures sensitivity through the derivative of the Lyapunov
equation. In related work with insects [10], Hinson placed
bending and shear strain sensors on the wings of a hawkmoth
to maximize observability of inertial rotations with a cost
function based on condition number and the inverse of the
minimum eigenvalue of the empirical observability Gramian.

The primary contribution of the work here is the exten-
sion of empirical observability Gramian tools from finite
dimensional systems to continuum systems. To facilitate
this development, we consider a standard Euler-Bernoulli
beam equation for which analytical results can be exactly
calculated and compared to the empirical results. The re-
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Fig. 1: Model of a cantilever beam.

sulting analytical observability parallels the developments
of [5] with the benefit of the parallel empirical tool being
viable for systems to which those analytical tools do not
apply. We demonstrate the usefulness of the results via the
task of optimal sensor placement with demonstration of
improvement in error covariance of an Unscented Kalman
Filter (UKF).

The paper is organized as follows: the model of the
Euler-Bernoulli beam is presented in Section[I] followed by
background on observability in Section [Tl The analytical
and empirical Gramians for the PDE system are developed
in Section In Section [V] numerical results are presented
for sensor placement and estimation of a vibrating beam, and
conclusions are presented in Section [VI]

II. SYSTEM MODELS

The transverse deflection, w(zx,t), of an Euler-Bernoulli
cantilever beam clamped at = 0 and free at x = L under
free vibration is described by the PDE
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with initial condition wo(z) = w(z,0), where w,. ;(a,t) =
a% ( . (%)) e E(x) is the elastic modulus, I(x)
is the second moment of inertia, and g is the mass per unit
length [11].

This system can be solved using separation of variables
by letting w(x,t) = ¢(x)n(t), with the resulting continuum
system solution, X, given by

w(z,t) =Y ¢i(@)ni(t),
Yoo : =1 )

(oo} 82
sant)=ned XD,
i=1 z=x¢

where the measurements are the strain taken at location x
at which point the beam’s height from the neutral axis is
equal to hy. The spatial mode shapes of the beam, ¢;(x),
and temporal modal coefficients, 7);(t), satisfy the ordinary
differential equations (ODE)
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Fig. 2: First ten mode shapes for an Euler-Bernoulli beam
fixed at the left end.

Under the assumption of a uniform cross section, i.e. F
and [ are constant, the mode shapes are given by

¢i(x) = coshb;x — cos bz + f;(L)(sinb;x — sinh b;x),
cos b; L + cosh b; L
ﬂu»__QHML+smhML’ @
where b; satisfies cos(b;L)cosh(b;L) = —1 [11]; the first

ten mode shapes are shown in Fig. [2] The time-dependence
of the modal coefficients is

in(w;t ET
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where the generalized Fourier coefficients o ; and a ; are
determined by the initial conditions with respect to shape
and velocity as given in section

To approximate ¥, as a finite-dimensional system, the
summations are truncated and the states of the system are
defined as the first ng modes and their derivatives, H =
m m2 M M1 12 nn] " € R™, where n = n,n,
with n, = 2 to account for the second order ODE. The
dynamics for the coefficients 7; can then be written as
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where I, is the ng x ny identity matrix, Q,, = diag(w)
with @ = [—w% —w? —wi(b], and each row ¢y of
measurement matrix C' € RP*" is defined as the strain at
sensor location x, given by

c = hf |:a2¢>1(1g) 82(252(93@) . a2¢n¢(x€)
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ITI. OBSERVABILITY TOOLS

Observability describes the feasibility of uniquely deter-
mining an initial state of a system based on measurements of
the system over a finite time interval. If the unknown initial
state x can be uniquely determined in an open neighborhood
of xo from the outputs y, then the system is weakly ob-
servable. Linear systems can be evaluated analytically using



the standard observability matrix and Gramian, whereas a
computational approach can be taken to generate an em-
pirical observability Gramian for nonlinear and analytically
intractable systems. In combination with observability tools,
measures of observability based on those tools can tell us
whether or not a system is observable as well as provide the
basis for a metric for optimal placement of sensors.

A. Linear Observability for Finite-Dimensional Systems

In linear systems, the observability matrix, O, is obtained
by differentiating the output y in (6) with respect to time
and collecting terms multiplying the state:
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A linear system is then observable if and only if O is full
rank [12].

Another tool to determine observability is the observability
Gramian, which quantitatively captures the sensitivity of the
measurements to a change in the initial conditions. The
standard expression of the observability Gramian for a linear
time-invariant (LTI) system is
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where we note that the derivative of y, with respect to xg is
a column vector. If W, (t) € R™*™ is nonsingular for some
t > 0, the system will be observable [12]. Furthermore, the
eigenvector associated with the largest (smallest) eigenvalue
indicates the mode that is most (least) observable.

B. Linear Observability for Infinite-Dimensional Systems

The observability Gramian for a continuum system de-
veloped in this paper will be based off of extending (I0),
however, definitions of observability for infinite-dimensional
systems similar to those of LTI systems and are included
here for completeness. As presented in [3], a system

2(t) = Asoz(t), y(t) = Coz(t), 2 € Zoo,y € Yoo (11)

where Z, and Y, are Hilbert spaces, A, is the infinitesimal
generator of the strongly continuous semigroup 7'(¢) on Z,
and C'», is a bounded linear operator from Z,, to Y.

Then the observability map of the system in (II) on
[0,7] is given as C"z := CT(-)z. The system in (II)
is approximately observable on [0, 7] if the initial state is
uniquely determined by the output Lo ([0, 7];Y"), in which
case ker C™ = {0} and the observability Gramian, W} =
C™*C7, is greater than zero [3], [5].

C. Empirical Observability Gramian

The empirical observability Gramian provides a method to
approximate W, for nonlinear systems or for linear systems
where the Gramian is difficult to calculate. The sensitivity
of the measurements to changes in the initial conditions is
captured by perturbing the initial states by a small value, e,
and compiling the results as

o _T

where AY = [AyEl(r) Ay*2(r) Ay*Er(r)] s
a R™ vector comprised of the differences of the scalar
outputs, AyT(t) = y;" —y; , that result from perturbing the
initial condition x by +ecé;. If the empirical observability
Gramian, W£(t) € R™*™, is full rank at the limit ¢ — 0,
then the system is weakly observable at x( [13].

t
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D. Measures of Observability

The following measures provide a method of quantify-
ing the degree of observability based on the observability
Gramian and allow for optimization over a potential sensor
set [4].

1) Local unobservability index: This metric is the recip-
rocal of the minimum eigenvalue and provides a measure of
the least observable mode

1
J, (W) o (V) v.
The smaller this number is, the better conditioned the inver-
sion of the map from states to measurements will be.
2) Local estimation condition number: This measure is
the ratio between the largest and smallest eigenvalues
JR(WO) — M E—_—
A’rnin(I/Vo)
The closer to one this measure is, the more balanced the in-
formation is available from the sensor output. The condition
number is not a metric and must be used with some caution
as it may prioritize minimizing A4,
For this paper, the objective function is a combination
of the above measures with a weighting of w = 5, chosen
empirically to provide a balance between the metrics,

J(W,) = &+ wv. (12)

E. Optimal Sensor Placement

With binary sensor activation variables «; € {0,1} that
indicate if a sensor is in use, define the total observability
Gramian as the sum W (a) = Y77, W;a; where n,, is the
number of potential sensor locations. The optimal placement
for p sensors given objective function .J(WW,) is

min J(WO)
subject to Z a; <p
i=1
a; € {0,1} Vi.



This formulation is, however, a non-convex mixed integer
program, making it difficult to solve. By easing the require-
ment that the sensor activation variable, o;; € {0,1}, be
binary and instead requiring a value between zero and one,
0 < a; <1, the constraints become convex. If the objective
function is convex with respect to the activation variables, the
optimization problem is then convex. The measures discussed
in the previous section are convex (r) or quasiconvex (k)
with respect to the variables a; [14]. This relaxation from
binary to continuous sensor activation variables makes the
solution tractable, however it is generally sub-optimal.

For a balance of condition number and inverse of the
minimum eigenvalue, the following optimization problem
can be posed:

min K+ wv
a,k,V
subject to W@ —I>0
kI —W(a) =0 (13)
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The conditions are equivalent to A\, ] =< W(a) = Amazl
along with the conditions on a; after normalizing the inequal-
ities by \,,;, and applying the change of variables a; = va;.

IV. ANALYTICAL RESULTS

Using the tools from the previous section, we provide
here analytical results for the Euler-Bernoulli cantilever
beam beginning with developing the analytical and empirical
observability Gramians of the PDE system, ¥>,,. Then we
show that the ODE system 3., is (technically) observable
with a single sensor.

A. Continuum Analytical Observability Gramian

For the linear ODE system, the observability Gramian
can be defined through the derivative of the measurements
with respect to the initial conditions as in (9) and (I0).
To accommodate the PDE system structure, we replace the
derivative in with the first variation. For the class of
systems considered here, the full solution can be expressed
as

= i@(x) (Oél,i cos(wjt) + azyisin(wit)>
i=1

%

where o ; =

fo wo(z

wo(z) = w(I,O), Qg =

x)dx with initial displacement
cl,-fo wo(z)¢i(x)dr with initial
velocity wo(x) = w(z,0), and ¢; = fOL ¢;(z)%dz is a
normalization factor. Perturbing the initial condition of the
displacement, wo(z), by some function, €f(x), for a small
value of ¢, the modal coefficients, 7;(t) become

mi(t)H = n;(t) + eCf cos(wyt),

where Cl:f = L fo x)dz. The perturbed general

solution is then

sin(w;t
(z, )" = Z@ (alz cos(w;t) + ag; L(u i ))

(z,t) +€Z¢1

Since the system is second order with respect to time, the
process is repeated by perturbing the initial velocity wg(x) by
€g(x). The perturbed modal coefficients in this case become

I cos(w;t).

sin(w;t
m(0) = (o) + ecy 22D
Wi
with CY = fo x)dxz. The resulting perturbations
in the measurements are calculated using the modal coeffi-
cients as

ye(t) T = hy Z¢i7$w(x5) (m(t) + eC’if cos(wit)) (14)
i=1
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Definition 1: A functional, K, is a map between func-
tions, e.g., K : z(t) — K|[z](t).

Definition 2: The first variation of a functional K|[z](t)
is a functional that maps the perturbation, h, to K |[z; h] =
lim, o KEFPI=KE] 15),

Using this notation, we may view w(z,t) as a func-
tional mapping initial conditions, [wg,)], to a solution
of the initial boundary value problem (I). In other words,
wlwg, W] (z, ) is a functional. Similarly, we may view the
measurements yy[wo, wo](t) as functionals. Then the first
variations of the measurement yy[wy, wo)(t) with respect to
the functions f(z) and g(z) are

+f _
dyelwo, wo; f1(t) = lim Ye — 9
e~>0 €
=y Z Giwz(xe)C cos(wzt) (16)
dyelwo, wo; g](t) = lim u
e~>0 €
= hy Z (bz xx :L’g Cg SIH(WZ ) . 17
i=1

For the Gramian, the perturbation function is defined as each
of the mode shapes in the following theorem.

Theorem 1 (Continuum analytical observability Gramian):
The observability Gramian, W, for system Y., is given
by

t
Weo(t,2¢) = / WL oWaodr € R™ ™ (18)
0

where
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Proof: We restrict the class of perturbations, f(z) and
g(x), to a space whose basis is spanned by the mode shapes,
@;. Since our system is linear, we may then determine the
sensitivity of the output to changes in the initial conditions
by perturbing by each of the mode shapes. Beginning with
displacement, define f(x) = ¢;(z). Then the coefficient C’if
becomes

;o1 fF 1=y
¢! == [ s@eario - {0 !
with the same results for CY when g(x) is defined as ¢, (z).
Then the variations dy, with respect to f(z) and g(x)
simplify to

Sy [wo, wo: d;)(t) = hedjwe () cos(w;t)
S, 6,1(0) = o) D)
J

To include the sensitivity of the output to each of the modes,
these are then summed together

Yy =Y 8y [wo, tbo; 65](t)
j=1

o0
5Y2 = Z 5y? [’U)O, ﬂ)o; d)]](t)
j=1
Defining 6Wo = [0Y1 6Y3], we have the desired result.
|
We note that our continuum observability Gramian agrees
with other work on PDE observability [5]. Replacing their
nonlocal observation operator [5, (40)] with our local ob-
servation operator and accounting for appropriate changes
for the eigenfunctions of the spatial operator, we see that
their CT'u is equivalent to one component of our WX . This
difference is expected since their PDE is scalar whereas ours
is second-order in time.

B. Continuum Empirical Observability Gramian

A key feature of the approach we took to finding the
analytical observability Gramian is that it facilitates the
construction of an empirical approach for situations where an
analytical result is intractable. The empirical method is con-
structed by extending the empirical Gramian technique for an
ODE system in which each initial state in xg is perturbed and
simulated twice (for +eé;). In the continuum framework the
initial conditions for the displacement, wy(x), and velocity,
wo(x), are perturbed instead by the mode shapes, +eg;(x),
and the resulting changes to the measurements are calculated.
This process is essentially the same as for the analytical
Gramian, but it is important to show the process for this
analytically tractible system so it is understood for systems
that will rely on simulation; indeed, since the specific PDE
we consider here is linear, the results are identical.

Theorem 2 (Continuum empirical observability Gramian):

The empirical observability Gramian, W, for system X,
is given by

t
WE (t,xy) = / AY AY,dr € R™*mn, (19)
0

where
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Proof: For the definition of the empirical Gramian,
assume the beam can be perturbed a small amount exactly
by an individual mode shape, j, that is

wy! (2) = wo() £ €1,;6;()
iy () = () £ €230, (x).

Due to the orthogonality of the mode shapes, the «, ; com-
ponents of the modal coefficients will in turn be perturbed
by e ;

, L
ol = = [ (o) + €156, (0) (o)

g i F£ ]
aijte;

1=
' L
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i =7,
so that the perturbed modal coefficients become

T]'(t):t€1=j — ni(t) i 7£J
’ n;(t) + €1 jcos(w;it) i=j
n'(ﬁ)iGQ'j _ 77¢(75) ' i1#£]
i n; (t) + e sin(w;t) i= 3.

The measurements then become

y(we, )= = (Z ¢z‘,w($e)m(t)> £ €k @) a0 (Te) Br; (1),
1=1

cos(w;t) k=1

Brj(ty = § sin(w;t) b — 9

wj

so we have

Ay(ae, )EM = 25 jhedj za(20) Brj (1)

To generate the Gramian, each of the Ay(xy,t)* i terms
are divided by 2¢y ; (since the empirical Gramian is calcu-
lated as a central difference) and summed together to form
AY. ]

Since ¥, is a linear system, the €j; terms cancel so the
analytical and empirical versions match exactly; in a non-
linear system, this would not be the case, and the matching
would rely on the limit of €; becoming small.

C. Single Sensor Observability

The truncated system, ., is LTI, so the analytical ob-
servability Gramian can be calculated with (@) and the
observability matrix with (8.

Theorem 3 (Single sensor analytical observability): The
system 3., is observable with a single sensor measurement



if and only if that sensor is not located at a zero of the

second derivative of any mode shape with respect to x.

Proof: Assume we have a single measurement and
denote ¢ as first n elements of ¢; in (7), so y = [¢ 0]
and the observability matrix () can be calculated as

d 0
0 d
(@) 0
0 (@)
o= (a2 0 : (20)

0 () @.2)

(', @.n=1) 0

| 0 <C/,C:J TL71>

(—wi)]

The rows of O can be reorganized to form a block diagonal

matrix
_|Oc 0
o= o

so if Oc € R"*™ is full rank, the system will be
observable. To simplify notation let d; = —wJQ- and pi =
& éulze) ‘g’; o). then

P p2 Png,

pldl P2d2 pn¢dn¢

Oc = hy p1di p2d3 Pnydy,

Note that O¢ = hyV' P, where P = diag(p1,p2; - - -, Pn,)
and V is the Vandermonde matrix in the d; with det(V)
—d;), therefore

H1§i§j§n¢ (dj

n¢
det(O¢) = hy det(V) [ [ pi
i=1

Ng 2
0° P ()
= ] <w?—w?>HT(2-
1<i<j<ng k=1

The first product is nonzero as long as w; # w;, which is
always the case since each natural frequency is unique. The
determinant of O¢ is thus zero if and only if the height of
the beam, hy, or the curvature of any mode shape is zero,
that is if p; %zOforanyizl,Z...,ngs. |

Note that Vandermonde matrices are generally ill-
conditioned, so while the system would technically be ob-
servable with a single sensor, the estimation problem would
likely be poorly conditioned.

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

To evaluate the results of the previous sections, a rect-
angular cantilever beam was simulated in MATLAB. The
simulated beam was 5 mm thick, 20 mm wide, and 2m
long with properties of aluminum (modulus of elasticity of
70 GPa and density of 2,700 kg/m3) and discretized into
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Fig. 3: The objective function of the observability Gramian,

J(W,) = k + wv, plotted along the length of the beam for
two to ten modes.

Fig. 4: Second derivative of mode shapes with respect to x
for modes one through ten.
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Fig. 5: Optimal sensor locations for ng4 = 8 modes for the
continuum and truncated systems (X, and X,,, respectively).
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Fig. 6: Residual error and 30 covariance bounds from the
UKF estimation of >, with n = 10 modes based on
measurements from ten strain sensors placed optimally (blue)
and randomly (red).

N = 501 sections along its length. The dynamics were
approximated using the first ngy = 8 modes. The empirical
observability Gramians WS € R'®*1¢ and W € R?*?
were calculated for strain sensors at each of the 501 evenly
distributed locations along the beam.

In order to compare the observability results of the con-
tinuum system to the finite dimensional truncated system,
we must account for the differences in the dimensionality of
these results. We facilitate this comparison through the use of
a scalar metric of the Gramian for each of the frameworks.
Figure |3| shows the objective function, J(WE), from
for the truncated and continuum cases; in both cases, the
objective function is smallest near the fixed end of the beam
where strain is the largest and becomes large at the free end
where the strain goes to zero. The peaks in the plots of the
truncated system (Fig. correspond to zeros of ¢; . (x)
(Fig. @) where the system would not be observable with a
single measurement, as proven in theorem [3]

To determine the optimal sensor placement, the optimiza-
tion problem (]EI) was then solved using CVX [16] for each
of the systems for a maximum of one to fifty sensors; the
optimal sensor placement is shown in Fig. [5] The optimal
locations for both the truncated and continuum systems
include sensors near the fixed end of the beam (x = 0)
where the strain energy is highest. For higher numbers of
sensors, the truncated system also places sensors further out
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Fig. 7: Comparison of the trace of the covariance matrix P
from the UKF estimation of XJ,, with n = 10 modes based
on measurements from ten strain sensors placed optimally
for ¥, (blue) and ¥, (green).

along the beam, possibly due to the energy associated with
strain of some of the higher mode shapes or the structure
of the Gramian (outer product of two terms vs n terms).
For a nonlinear system, the results of the optimization may
not be as intuitive as those of these relatively simple linear
systems, but the same sensor placement problem can be
posed for nonlinear systems: once the empirical observability
Gramians have been constructed from the nonlinear system
dynamics, the optimization algorithm follows the same pro-
cess regardless of the underlying system dynamics.

To compare the results of optimal to naive sensor place-
ment, an Unscented Kalman Filter (UKF) was used to
estimate the states of the ODE system, 7;(t) and 7;(t),
for 7 = 1,...,10. Ten strain sensors were simulated with
normally distributed measurement noise with a covariance
R = 10~4I™*" and the estimate covariance was initialized
as a diagonal matrix with Pp,, = 1072 and P,
10~%. Optimally placed sensors based on both ¥,, and ¥,
performed better than randomly placed sensors in terms of
the error residuals and the error covariance. Plots of the
residual errors and 30 bounds for the first two states are
shown in Fig. [6] The percent reduction of the trace of the
covariance matrix P of the optimally compared to randomly
placed sensors is shown in [/[ both sets of optimal sensors
reduced the trace of the covariance by over 50% as compared
to the randomly place sensors.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

This work develops analytical and empirical observability
Gramians for a PDE system that describes a freely vibrating
cantilevered Euler-Bernoulli beam, uses those Gramians for
optimal sensor placement, and compares the results with
those of the finite approximation ODE. While there are sim-
ilarities between the Gramians for the continuum and finite
approximation in terms of the chosen objective function,
more work is needed to understand the underlying structural
similarities and, perhaps more importantly, differences as
we look to apply these techniques to more complicated
(nonlinear and generally analytically intractable) systems
such as aircraft or insect wings. As an intermediate step,
we plan to extend this work to a flat plate connected to a



moving, rigid body and by including a damping terms. With
the addition of damping, the system can be described by
a Riesz-spectral operator, and there are additional methods
available for analyzing the infinite-dimensional system.

To generalize the application of the empirical observ-
ability Gramian, more work is required to determine what
requirements there are for the initial perturbation functions to
allow construction of the empirical Gramian. In simulation,
perturbing the system exactly by a mode shape is easily done;
however, for systems that are to be analyzed by perturbing
a physical model instead, such perturbations would likely be
infeasible.
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