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Abstract. Optimal design of experiments for Bayesian inverse problems has recently gained wide popularity and
attracted much attention, especially in the computational science and Bayesian inversion communities. An optimal
design maximizes a predefined utility function that is formulated in terms of the elements of an inverse problem, an
example being optimal sensor placement for parameter identification. The state-of-the-art algorithmic approaches
following this simple formulation generally overlook misspecification of the elements of the inverse problem, such as
the prior or the measurement uncertainties. This work presents an efficient algorithmic approach for designing optimal
experimental design schemes for Bayesian inverse problems such that the optimal design is robust to misspecification
of elements of the inverse problem. Specifically, we consider a worst-case scenario approach for the uncertain or
misspecified parameters, formulate robust objectives, and propose an algorithmic approach for optimizing such ob-
jectives. Both relaxation and stochastic solution approaches are discussed with detailed analysis and insight into the
interpretation of the problem and the proposed algorithmic approach. Extensive numerical experiments to validate
and analyze the proposed approach are carried out for sensor placement in a parameter identification problem.

Key words. Design of experiments, Bayesian inversion, stochastic learning, binary optimization, robust opti-
mization.
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1. Introduction. Inverse problems play a fundamental rule in simulation-based prediction
and are instrumental in scientific discovery. Data assimilation provides a set of tools tailored for
solving inverse problems in large- to extreme-scale settings and producing accurate, trustworthy
predictions; see, for example, [15, 16, 18, 22, 30]. The quality of the solution of an inverse problem is
greatly influenced by the quality of the observational configurations and the collected data. Optimal
experimental design (OED) provides the tools for optimally designing observational configurations
and data acquisition strategies [21, 24, 31, 36, 41] in order to optimize a predefined objective, for
example, to maximize the information gain from an experiment or observational data. OED has
seen a recent surge of interest in the computational science and Bayesian inversion communities; see,
for example, [1–5,9, 10,20,25–28].

Bayesian OED approaches define the optimal design as the one that maximizes the information
gain from the observation and/or experimental data in order to maximize the quality of the inversion
parameter, that is, the solution of the Bayesian inverse problem. In a wide range of scientific
applications, however, the elements of an inverse problem can be misspecified or be loosely described.
Thus, the optimal design needs to account for uncertainty or misspecification of the elements of
the Bayesian inverse problem. Generally speaking, robust OED [6, 33–35, 38–40, 48] is concerned
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with optimizing observational configurations against average or worst-case scenarios resulting from
an uncertain or misspecified parameter. The former, however, requires associating a probabilistic
description to the uncertain parameter and results in a design that is optimal on average. Conversely,
the latter seeks a design that is optimal against a lower bound of the objective over an admissible
set of the uncertain parameter and thus does not require a probabilistic description and is optimal
against the worst-case scenario. This is achieved by the so-called max-min design [19,23,35], which
has been given little attention in model-constrained Bayesian OED.

This work is concerned with developing a formal approach and algorithm for solving robust OED
in Bayesian inversion. Specifically, we develop an algorithmic approach for solving sensor placement
problems in Bayesian inversion by finding a max-min optimal design where the prior and/or ob-
servation uncertainties/covariances are misspecified. This robustness is important especially when
little or no sufficient information is available a priori about the inversion parameter or when the
information about sensor accuracy is not perfectly specified. Moreover, this can help ameliorate the
effect of misspecification of representativeness errors resulting from inaccurate observational opera-
tors. The methodology described in this work can be easily extended to account for other uncertain
or misspecified parameters, such as the prior mean, the length of the simulation window, and the
temporal observation frequency. We focus on A-optimal designs for linear/linearized Bayesian OED
problems. Extensions to other utility functions, however, can be easily developed by following the
strategy presented in this work.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides the mathematical background for Bayesian
inversion, OED, and robust design. In Section 3 we present approaches for formulating and solving
robust OED problems for Bayesian inversion. Numerical results are given in Section 4. Concluding
remarks are given in Section 5.

2. Background. In this section we provide a brief overview of Bayesian inversion and Bayesian
OED problems for optimal data acquisition and sensor placement.

2.1. Bayesian inversion. Consider the forward model described by

(2.1) y = F(θ) + δ ,

where θ is the model parameter, y ∈ RNobs is the observation and δ ∈ RNobs is the observation error.
In most applications, observational errors—modeling the mismatch between model predictions and
actual data—are assumed to be Gaussian δ ∼ N (0,Γnoise), where Γnoise is the observation error
covariance matrix. In this case, the data likelihood is

(2.2) L(y|θ) ∝ exp

(
−1

2
‖F(θ)− y‖2Γ−1

noise

)
,

where the matrix-weighted norm is defined as ‖x‖2A = xTAx for a vector x and a matrix A of
conformable dimensions. Note, however, that the approach presented in this work (see Section 3) is
not limited to Gaussian observation errors and can be extended to other error models.

An inverse problem refers to the retrieval of the model parameter θ from noisy observations y,
conditioned by the model dynamics. In Bayesian inversion, a prior encoding any current knowledge
about the parameter is specified, and the goal is to study the probability distribution of θ conditioned
by the observation y, that is, the posterior obtained by applying Bayes’ theorem. By assuming a
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Gaussian prior θ ∼ N (θpr,Γpr) and a linear parameter-to-observable map F = F, the posterior is
also Gaussian N

(
θy

post,Γpost

)
with

(2.3) Γpost =
(
F∗Γ−1noiseF + Γ−1pr

)−1
, θy

post = Γpost

(
Γ−1pr θpr + F∗Γ−1noise y

)
.

This setup, known as the linear Gaussian case, is popular and is used in many applications for
simplicity, especially in data assimilation algorithms used for solving large-scale inverse problems for
numerical weather prediction. Tremendous effort is in progress to account for the high nonlinearity of
the simulations and observations and to handle non-Gaussian errors, such as work on sampling-based
methods including Markov chain Monte Carlo [12–15,17] and particle filtering [30,42].

2.2. OED for Bayesian inversion. A binary OED optimization problem takes the general
form

(2.4) ζopt = arg max
ζ∈{0,1}ns

U(ζ) ,

where ζ ∈ {0, 1}ns is a binary design variable (1 means an active candidate, and 0 corresponds
to an inactive one) associated with candidate configurations such as sensor locations or types and
U(ζ) is a predefined utility function that quantifies the design quality associated with an inference
parameter/state of an inverse problem; see Subsection 2.3. In Bayesian inversion, candidates can
correspond to proposed sensor locations, observation time points, or other control variables that
have influence on the quality of the solution of the inverse problem or the predictive power of the
assimilation system. The utility function can, for example, be set to a function that summarizes the
information gain from the observational data. We focus the discussion hereafter on sensor placement
as an application for clarity of the presentation. We note, however, that the work presented here
can be extended to other binary control variables and utility functions.

The optimization problem (2.4) is often appended with a sparsity enforcing term −αΦ(ζ); α ≥ 0
to prevent dense designs—the function Φ(ζ) asserts regularization or sparsity on the design—and
thus reduces the cost associated with deploying observational sensors. The regularized binary OED
optimization problem takes the form

(2.5) ζopt = arg max
ζ∈{0,1}ns

J (ζ) := U(ζ)− αΦ(ζ) .

The penalty (soft constraint) could, for example, encode an observational resource constraint:∑ns

i ζi ≤ k or
∑ns

i ζi = k ; k ∈ Z+ , for example, an upper bound (or exact budget) on the number
of sensors to be deployed. This penalty function can also be a sparsifying (possibly nondifferen-
tiable) function, for example, ‖ζ‖0. Note that Φ(ζ) is an auxiliary term added after formulating
the optimization problem and that the sign of the penalty term is negative. We define the OED
optimization problem (2.5) as a maximization because we use the term “utility function.” Note,
however, the maximization can be replaced easily with an equivalent minimization problem where
the utility function is replaced with an equivalent optimality criterion and the sign of the penalty
term is flipped, that is, set to positive. See Subsection 2.3 for further details.

Solving (2.5) using traditional binary optimization approaches is computationally prohibitive
and is typically replaced with a relaxation

(2.6) ζopt = arg max
ζ∈[0,1]ns

J (ζ) := U(ζ)− αΦ(ζ) ,
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where the design variable associated with any sensor is relaxed to take any value in the interval
[0, 1] and then a gradient-based optimization approach is used to solve the relaxed optimization
problem (2.6) for an estimate of the solution of the original binary optimization problem (2.5). In
many cases, this approach requires applying a rounding methodology, such as sum-up rounding to the
solution of (2.6) to obtain an estimate of the solution of the original binary optimization problem [47].
Little attention, however, is given to the effect of this relaxation on the OED optimization problem
and on the resulting experimental design. In general, relaxation produces a surface that connects
the corners of the binary domain (or approximation thereof) on which a gradient-based optimization
algorithm is applied to solve (2.6). Thus, when applying relaxation, one must assure that the relaxed
objective J is continuous over the domain [0, 1]ns with proper limits at the bounds/corners of the
domain. This issue has been extensively discussed in [10] and will be revisited in Subsection 2.3.

Recently, a stochastic learning approach to binary OED was presented in [11] to efficiently
solve (2.5), where the optimal design is obtained by sampling the optimal parameters:

(2.7) popt = arg max
p∈[0,1]ns

Υ(p) := Eζ∼P(ζ|p)

[
J (ζ)

]
,

where P (ζ|p) is a multivariate Bernoulli distribution with parameter p specifying probabilities of
success/activation of each entry of ζ, that is, pi ∈ [0, 1]. The expectation in (2.7) is defined as

(2.8) Eζ∼P(ζ|p)

[
J (ζ)

]
=

2ns∑
k=1

J (ζ[k])P(ζ[k]) ; ζ ∈ {0, 1}ns ,

where each possible binary (vector) value of the design ζ is identified by a unique index k ∈ 1, . . . , 2ns .
A simple indexing scheme is to define a unique index k based on the elementwise values of the
design ζ as k := 1 +

∑ns

i=1 ζi 2i−1 , ζi ∈ {0, 1} . The expectation (2.8) is not evaluated explicitly,
and its derivative is efficiently approximated following a stochastic gradient approach. As outlined
in [11], unlike (2.6), the stochastic approach (2.7) is computationally efficient and does not require
differentiability of the objective J (ζ) with respect to the design. In this work we utilize and discuss
both approaches, that is, the standard relaxation (2.6) and the stochastic approach (2.7), for solving
the binary OED optimization problem (2.5) in the context of robust design. In Subsection 2.3, we
discuss general approaches for formulating the utility function U in Bayesian OED.

2.3. OED utility functions. The role of the binary design in sensor placement applications
is to reconfigure the observational vector or, equivalently, the observation error covariance matrix.
In Bayesian OED (see, e.g., [1–3,9, 25, 26]), by introducing the design ζ to the inverse problem, the
observation covariance Γnoise is replaced with a weighted version WΓ(ζ), resulting in the weighted
data-likelihood

(2.9) L(y|θ; ζ) ∝ exp

(
−1

2
‖F(θ)− y‖2WΓ(ζ)

)
,

where WΓ(ζ) is a weighted version of the precision matrix Γ−1noise obtained by removing rows (and
columns) from Γnoise corresponding to inactive sensors. For a binary design ζ ∈ {0, 1}ns , that is, for
both (2.5) and (2.7), this can be achieved by defining the weighted precision matrix as

(2.10) WΓ(ζ) :=
(
diag (ζ) Γnoisediag (ζ)

)†
≡ LT

(
L
(
diag (ζ) Γnoisediag (ζ)

)
LT
)−1

L ,
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where † is the Moore–Penrose pseudoinverse and L := L(ζ) ∈ Rna×ns is a sparse matrix that extracts
the na :=

∑
ζ nonzero rows/columns from the design matrix WΓ, corresponding to the nonzero

entries of the design ζ. Specifically, L is a binary matrix with only one entry equal to 1 on each row
i, at the column corresponding to the ith nonzero entry in ζ. In the case of relaxation, however,
the weighted likelihood is formulated by replacing the precision matrix Γnoise with the more general
form

(2.11a) WΓ(ζ) :=
(
W(ζ)� Γnoise

)†
≡ LT

(
L
(
W(ζ)� Γnoise

)
LT
)−1

L ,

where � is the Hadamard (Schur) product and W(ζ) is a weighting matrix with entries defined by

(2.11b) $
(
ζi, ζj

)
=


ωiωj ; i 6= j{

0 ;ωi = 0
1
ω2

i
;ωi 6= 0

; i = j
; i, j = 1, 2, . . . , ns ,

where ωi = ω(ζi) ∈ [0, 1] is a weight associated with the ith candidate sensor and is calculated based
on the value of the relaxed design ζi ∈ [0, 1]. The simplest form for this function is ωi(ζi) := ζi;
see [10] for further details and for other forms of the weighting functions $. This formulation (2.11)
of the weighted precision matrix preserves the continuity of the OED objective at the bounds of
the domain and thus produces a relaxation surface that connects the values of the OED objective
function evaluated at the corners of the domain, that is, at the binary designs. Note that the general
form of the weighted precision matrix (2.11) reduces to (2.10) for a binary design ζ ∈ {0, 1}ns . The
robust OED approach proposed in this work (see Section 3) follows the stochastic learning approach
in [11] that utilizes only binary design values and avoids relaxing the design, and thus the two
forms (2.10) and (2.10) can be equivalently utilized here.

If the problem is linear, the posterior is Gaussian (2.3) with posterior covariance Γpost indepen-
dent from the prior mean and the actual data instances. Thus, an optimal design can be defined
as the one that optimizes a scalar summary of the posterior uncertainty before actual deployment
of the observational sensors. Generally speaking, in linear Gaussian settings, most OED utility
functions, such as those utilizing the Fisher information matrix (FIM) or the posterior covariance
matrix, are independent from the prior mean and the actual data instances and depend only on the
simulation model and the uncertainties prescribed by the prior and the observational noise. Popular
utility functions include U(ζ) := Tr (FIM(ζ)) for A-optimal design and U(ζ) := log det (FIM(ζ)) for
D-optimal design. In the linear Gaussian case, the information matrix FIM is equal to the inverse of
the posterior covariance matrix (2.3), that is, FIM(ζ) ≡ Γ−1post(ζ) = F∗WΓ(ζ)F + Γ−1pr , where F and
F∗ are the linear forward (parameter-to-observable) operator and the associated adjoint, respectively.

When the model F is nonlinear, however, the FIM requires evaluating the tangent-linear model
at the true parameter, that is, F = ∂F|θ=θtrue . Thus, to obtain an optimal design, one can iterate
over finding the maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimate of θ and solving an OED problem using a
Gaussian approximation around that estimate. This approach coincides with iteratively solving the
OED problem by using a Laplacian approximation, where the posterior is approximated by using
a Gaussian centered around the MAP estimate [9]. This approach, however, requires solving the
inverse problem for a specific choice of the prior mean (assuming Gaussian prior) and a given data
generation process. Note that when the FIM is used, the optimal design is defined as a maximizer of
the information content, while in the case of posterior uncertainties, the optimal design is defined by
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solving a minimization problem. As mentioned in Subsection 2.2, in both cases one has to define the
sign of the regularization accordingly. In this work, for clarity we restrict the discussion to the former
case; that is, the optimal design is defined as in (2.5). Another approach for handling nonlinearity
and/or non-Gaussianity is to use the KL divergence between the prior and the posterior as a utility
function [28].

As mentioned in Section 1, in this work we focus on A-optimal designs for linear/linearized
Bayesian OED problems; that is, we define the utility function as the trace of the FIM:

(2.12) U(ζ) := Tr (FIM(ζ)) := Tr

(
F∗
(
W(ζ)� Γnoise

)†
F + Γ−1pr

)
,

where the weighted precision matrix WΓ(ζ) is defined by (2.10).

2.4. Need for robustness: inverse problem misspecification. In Bayesian inversion and
Bayesian OED, the optimal design ζopt relies heavily on the degree of accuracy of the prior and
the observation error model. Specifically, a utility function that utilizes the FIM or the posterior
covariance is greatly influenced by the accuracy of the prior covariance Γpr and the observation error
covariances Γnoise. Prior selection remains a challenge in a vast range of applications. Additionally,
the observation error covariance Γnoise is specified based on both instrumental errors and represen-
tativeness errors, that is, the inaccuracy of the observation operator that maps the model state onto
the observation space. Thus, in real-world applications, both the prior and the observation error un-
certainties can be easily misspecified or be known only to some degree a priori. Such misspecification
or uncertainty can alter the utility value corresponding to each candidate design. One can specify
a nominal value of the uncertain parameter and use it to solve the OED problem. The resulting
design, however, is optimal only for that specific choice and can lead to poor results for cases other
than the nominal value. Thus, such misspecification must be properly considered while solving an
OED problem.

In Section 3 we formulate the OED problem such that the resulting design is robust with respect
to misspecification of the prior covariances Γpr or the observation error covariances Γnoise. We also
provide algorithmic procedures to solve the formulated robust OED problems.

3. Robust Bayesian OED. In order to properly consider misspecification of inverse prob-
lem elements or parameters, an admissible set must be properly characterized for the misspeci-
fied/uncertain parameter. In this work we focus on the prior covariances Γpr and the observation
error covariances to be the uncertain parameters, and we study each case independently. To this
end, we assume the prior covariance is parameterized as Γpr := Γpr(λ

pr), where λpr ∈ Λpr. Simi-

larly, we assume the observation error covariance is parameterized as Γnoise := Γnoise(λnoise), where
λnoise ∈ Λnoise. Thus, the utility function takes the form U(ζ, λpr, λnoise); and because J is a regu-
larized version of the utility function U , the objective function also takes the form J (ζ, λpr, λnoise).
Note that the parameterized form must assure that the resulting covariance operator/matrix is
symmetric positive definite.

To keep the discussion more general, we denote the uncertain parameter by λ ∈ Λ, where Λ
is the admissible set of λ. Here λ could be the parameter of the prior covariance λ = λpr or the

data uncertainty parameter λ = λnoise or both
(
λprT, λnoiseT

)T
. Thus the utility function and the

regularized objective take the general forms U(λ) and J (λ), respectively.
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We start with a discussion that provides insight into the effect of robustifying the binary opti-
mization problem (2.5) by optimizing against the worst-case scenario (max-min) in Subsection 3.1,
followed by the proposed approach starting from Subsection 3.2.

3.1. Insight on robustifying the binary optimization problem. As mentioned in Sec-
tion 1, we follow a conservative approach (Wald’s maxmin model [44,45]) to formulate and solve the
robust OED problem. Specifically, we are interested in formulating and solving a robust counterpart
of (2.5) to find an optimal design against the worst-case (WC) scenario. Thus, we define an optimal
design that is robust with respect to misspecification of λ as

(3.1) ζWC−opt = arg max
ζ∈{0,1}ns

min
λ∈Λ
J (ζ, λ) .

This approach seeks the optimal design ζ that maximizes the objective J against the worst-case-
scenario as defined by the uncertain parameter, that is, the lower envelop defined by λ. Figure 1
provides a simple diagrammatic explanation of robust binary optimization for a one-dimensional
binary design ζ ∈ {0, 1}.

Fig. 1. Robust binary optimization diagram. The design variable has two possible values, ζ ∈ {0, 1}, and the
uncertain parameter is assumed to be finite for simplicity with λ ∈ {λi | i = 1, . . . , 5}. The robust optimal design here
is ζopt = 0 since it is the one that assumes the maximum of the lower bound {min

λ
J (0,λ), min

λ
J (1,λ)}.

Note that choosing a nominal value for the uncertain parameter could lead to an incorrect
solution. For example, if one chooses to solve the binary optimization problem only for the nominal
value λ = λ5, the optimal solution, that is, the design that maximizes the objective, is ζ = 1, which
is not the same as the robust optimal design ζopt = 0. Note also that the lower bound created by
the uncertain parameter {min

λ
J (0,λ), min

λ
J (1,λ)} is not formed by a single value of the uncertain

parameter. Thus, restricting the solution of the OED optimization problem to a specific nominal
value is generally not expected to result in a robust optimal design.

We note, that for A-optimal robust designs, we can remove the dependence on the uncertain
prior, λpr, because it does not affect the optimal design. This observation follows from the following
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equivalence:

max
ζ∈{0,1}ns

min
λ∈Λ

Tr (FIM(ζ)) := Tr

(
F∗
(
W(ζ)� Γnoise(λnoise

)†
F + Γpr(λ

pr)−1
)

⇔ max
ζ∈{0,1}ns

min
λ∈Λ

{
Tr

(
F∗
(
W(ζ)� Γnoise(λnoise

)†
F

)
+ Tr

(
Γpr(λ

pr)−1
)}

⇔ max
ζ∈{0,1}ns

min
λ∈Λ

Tr

(
F∗
(
W(ζ)� Γnoise(λnoise

)†
F

)
+ min

λ∈Λ
Tr
(
Γpr(λ

pr)−1
)
,

which follows from the linearity of the trace operator, and the fact that second trace is independent
of ζ. Therefore, we do not include uncertainty in Γpr in our analysis. We do note, however, that for
other robust designs, such as D-optimal robust design, uncertainty in the prior needs to be taken
into account.

3.1.1. General algorithmic solution approach. Algorithm 3.1 is a general sampling-based
approach due to [29] for solving the max-min optimization problem (3.1) and other relaxations.

Algorithm 3.1 Algorithm for solving the max-min optimization problem (3.1)

Input: Initial guess ζ(0); and an initial sample Λ̂(k) := {λ(i) ∈ Λ|i = 1, . . . , k−1} from the uncertain
parameter admissible set.

Output: ζWC−opt

1: initialize l = 0
2: while Not Converged do
3: ζ(l+1)←arg max

ζ
min

λ′∈Λ̂(k+l−1)

J (ζ,λ)

4: λ(k+l) ← arg min
λ∈Λ

J (ζ(l+1),λ)

5: Λ̂(k+l) ← Λ̂(k+l−1) ∪ {λ(k+l)}
6: l← l + 1
7: end while
8: ζWC−opt ← ζ(l+1)

9: return ζWC−opt

Algorithm 3.1 starts with an initial finite sample of the uncertain parameter Λ̂ ⊂ Λ and works
by alternating the solution of two optimization problems. The first (Step 3) is a maximization
problem to update the target variable (here the design) ζ. The second (Step 4) is a minimization

problem to update the uncertain parameter, which is then used to expand the sample Λ̂ until
convergence. The max-min conservative approach for robust OED can be traced back to the early
works [33,35,46]; however, it was noted (see, e.g., [6,46]) that this approach has not been widely used,
despite its importance, because of the computational overhead posed by the max-min optimization.
Solving (3.1), for example, following the steps of Algorithm 3.1, would require enumerating all
possible binary designs and, based on the nature of λ, would also require probing the space of the
uncertain parameter λ.

The two optimization steps (Steps 3 and 4) can be carried out by following a gradient-based
approach. Doing so, however, would require applying relaxation of the binary design, thus allowing
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all values of ζ ∈ [0, 1]. Moreover, Step 3 involves the derivative of the objective f(ζ,λ), with

respect to the target variable ζ over a finite sample Λ̂ of the uncertain parameter, which will require
introducing the notion of a generalized gradient [37]. However, we show below that by optimizing
over the corresponding Bernoulli parameters, we can avoid the complication of generalised gradients.

In our work we present and discuss an efficient approach to overcome such hurdles and yield
robust optimal designs for sensor placement for Bayesian inverse problems. In Subsection 3.1.2 we
share our insight on naive attempts to solve (3.1), followed by our proposed approach in Subsec-
tion 3.2.

3.1.2. Naive relaxation and stochastic formulations. As discussed in Subsection 2.2, to
solve (3.1), we can replace the outer optimization problem with either a relaxation (2.6) or the
stochastic formulation (2.7). This corresponds to replacing the optimization problem (3.1) with one
of the following formulations:

ζWC−opt = arg max
ζ∈[0,1]ns

min
λ∈Λ
J (ζ, λ)(3.2a)

pWC−opt
λ = arg max

p∈[0,1]ns

min
λ∈Λ

Υ(p, λ) := Eζ∼P(ζ|p)

[
J (ζ, λ)

]
.(3.2b)

In (3.2a) the outer binary optimization problem is replaced with a relaxation over the relaxed
design space, while in (3.2b) the outer problem is replaced with a stochastic formulation with the
objective of finding an optimal observational policy (activation probabilities) that is robust with
respect to the misspecified parameter λ. As discussed in [11], the relaxed form (3.2a) requires the
penalty term to be differentiable, and the solution procedure requires specifying the derivative of the
utility function U with respect to the design ζ, while (3.2b) does not require differentiability of the
penalty term and does not require the derivative of the utility function with respect to the design.

While these attempts to formulate the robust binary OED optimization problem are rather
intuitive, the two formulations (3.2a) and (3.2b) are neither equivalent to each other nor equivalent
to the original robust binary optimization problem (3.1). This is explained by Figure 2, which
extends the example shown in Figure 1 by applying the formulations in (3.2a) (left) and (3.2b)
(right), respectively.

Fig. 2. Similar to Figure 1. Left: the design is relaxed to the domain [0, 1] using (3.2a). Right: the stochastic
formulation (3.2b) is used. The optimal solutions of the two formulations (3.2) are not equal, and both are different
from the solution of the original robust binary optimization problem (3.1).

Note that although the lower-bound envelope constructed by relaxation is continuous every-
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where, differentiability with respect to the design ζ (or the Bernoulli parameter p in the stochastic
formulation) is not preserved in this example and thus is generally not guaranteed for the formu-
lations (3.2). This means that gradient-based optimization routines cannot be utilized to solve the
outer optimization (max) problem. Moreover, the optimal solution of both formulations (3.2) in this
case are nonbinary, which mandates applying rounding methodologies to obtain a binary estimate
of the solution of the original robust binary OED optimization problem (3.1). In Subsection 3.2 we
present a formulation that overcomes such hurdles.

3.2. Robust binary optimization: a stochastic learning approach. We formulate the
stochastic robust binary optimization problem as follows:

(3.3) pWC−opt
λ = arg max

p∈[0,1]ns

Eζ∼P(ζ|p)

[
min
λ∈Λ
J (ζ,λ)

]
.

The form (3.3) constructs an expectation surface (smooth) that connects the minimum values
of the objective (over λ) at all possible binary design variables ζ ∈ {0, 1}ns . This fact is explained
by using the example utilized in Subsection 3.1 and Subsection 3.1.2 and is shown schematically
in Figure 3.

Fig. 3. Similar to Figure 2. Here, the stochastic formulation (3.3) is used.

This formulation can be applied to general robust binary optimization problems. Here, we
discuss the formulation and the algorithmic approach in the context of binary OED problems for
sensor placement as stated in the introduction. Specifically, we formulate the stochastic optimization
problem for robust A-OED (3.4) as follows:

(3.4)

pWC−opt
λ = arg max

p∈[0,1]ns

Eζ∼P(ζ|p)

[
min
λ∈Λ
J (ζ,λ)

]
,

J (ζ,λ) = Tr (FIM(ζ, λ))− αΦ(ζ) ,

FIM(ζ,λ) = F∗
(
diag (ζ) Γnoise(λ)diag (ζ)

)†
F + Γ−1pr ,

where all design variables are binary, that is, ζi ∈ {0, 1}; , i = 1, . . . , ns. The numerical solution of
the optimization problem (3.4) does not require the objective J to be differentiable with respect
to the design ζ in order to solve the outer optimization problem. By definition, the objective is
continuous and is differentiable with respect to the Bernoulli parameter p. In order to solve the inner
optimization problem, however, the objective J must be differentiable with respect to the uncertain
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parameter λ. Note that the penalty function Φ is independent from the uncertain parameter and is
thus not required to be differentiable.

To solve (3.4), we extend Algorithm 3.1 by defining the objective function of the outer optimiza-
tion problem as the penalized robust A-optimal OED stochastic objective

Υ(p,λ) := Eζ∼P(ζ|p)

[
min
λ
J (ζ,λ)

]
stated in (3.4). Thus, we require developing the derivative of the stochastic objective Υ(p,λ) with
respect to the Bernoulli distribution hyperparameter p. The derivative of the expectation with
respect to the hyperparameter p of the Bernoulli distribution is approximated by using the Kernel
trick as explained in [11]. Specifically, from [11, Equation 3.9], it follows that

∇pΥ(p, λ) = ∇pEζ∼P(ζ|p)

[
min
λ
J (ζ,λ)

]
= Eζ∼P(ζ|p)

[
min
λ
J (ζ,λ)∇p logP (ζ|p)

]
≈ 1

Nens

Nens∑
k=1

min
λ
J (ζ[k],λ)∇p logP (ζ[k]|p) ,

(3.5)

given Nens > 0 samples {ζ[k] ∼ P (ζ|p) | k = 1, . . . ,Nens} drawn from a multivariate Bernoulli dis-
tribution with parameter p, and the gradient of the log-probability ∇p logP (ζ[k]|p) of the Bernoulli
distribution is

(3.6) ∇p logP (ζ|p) =

ns∑
i=1

(
ζi
pi

+
ζi − 1

1− pi

)
ei ; pi ∈ (0, 1) ,

where ei the ith unit vector in Rns and pi is the ith entry of p.

As mentioned in 3.1.1, in order to solve the outer (maximization) problem, Algorithm 3.1 requires

developing the gradient over a finite sample Λ̂ ⊂ Λ of the uncertain parameter. The gradient in this
case is given by

∇pEζ∼P(ζ|p)

[
min
λ∈Λ̂
J (ζ,λ)

] (3.5)
≈ 1

Nens

Nens∑
k=1

J (ζ[k],λ∗)∇p logP (ζ|p) ,(3.7a)

λ∗ ∈ arg min
λ∈Λ̂

J (ζ,λ) .(3.7b)

Note that both (3.5) and (3.7) require finding minλ J (ζ[k], λ), which is the minimum value
of the objective J (over a finite number of λ) for a nominal binary design ζ[k]. Conversely, the
numerical solution of the inner optimization problem in Step 4 of Algorithm 3.1 requires the gradient
∇λJ (ζ,λ) = ∇λU(ζ,λ), which requires specifying the dependency of J on λ. The gradient with
respect to λ = λnoise is derived in Appendix A.1 and is summarized by

∇λnoiseJ (ζ,λ) = −
ns∑
i=1

Tr

(
F∗WΓdiag (ζ)

∂Γnoise(λnoise)

∂λnoise
i

diag (ζ) WΓF

)
ei ,(3.8)

where WΓ = WΓ(ζ;λnoise) is given by (2.10). Note that the derivatives of the parameterized
observation error covariance matrix in (3.8) is application dependent and thus will be discussed
further in the context of numerical experiments; see Section 4.
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Performance enhancement via variance reduction. As explained in [11], the performance of
an algorithm that utilizes a stochastic gradient approximation can be significantly enhanced by
reducing the variability of the stochastic gradient estimator. This can be achieved, for example,
by using antithetic variates or importance sampling and introducing a baseline b constant to the
objective that replaces J (ζ,λ) with J (ζ,λ) − b. The optimal value bopt of the baseline is then
chosen to minimize the total variance of the stochastic estimate of the gradient. In this case (see
the discussion on the optimal baseline in [11]), the gradient (3.7a) is replaced with

∇pEζ∼P(ζ|p)

[
min
λ∈Λ̂
J (ζ,λ)− bopt

] (3.5)
≈ 1

Nens

Nens∑
k=1

(
J (ζ[k],λ∗[k])− bopt

)
∇p logP (ζ|p) ,(3.9a)

bopt ≈ b̂opt :=

Nb∑
e=1

(
Nens∑
j=1

J (ζ[e, j],λ∗[e, j])∇p logP (ζ[e, j]|p)

)T(
Nens∑
j=1

∇p logP (ζ[e, j]|p)

)
Nens Nb

ns∑
i=1

1
pi−p2

i

,

(3.9b)

λ∗[k] = arg min
λ∈Λ̂

J (ζ[k],λ) = arg min
λ∈Λ̂

Tr (FIM(ζ[k], λ)) ,(3.9c)

where we introduced the baseline to reduce the variability of the stochastic estimator as in (3.9a).
In this case, λ∗[k] is the uncertain parameter λ that attains the minimum value of J over a finite

sample Λ̂ for the kth binary design ζ[k] in the sample, rather than minimizing a sample average

approximation of the expected value E
[
J
]
. This reduces the stochasticity in the baseline itself and

thus reduces the variability of the stochastic gradient, which in turn leads to better performance of
the optimization algorithm.

Complete algorithm statement. We conclude Subsection 3.2 with a complete algorithmic descrip-
tion of the robust stochastic steepest ascent approach in Algorithm 3.2.

At each iteration of Algorithm 3.2, Step 4 seeks an optimal policy p given the current finite
sample of the uncertain parameter Λ̂, then Step 5 expands Λ̂ by finding an optimal value of the
uncertain parameter λ given the policy defined by the current value of p. Because the inner op-
timization problem in (3.3) seeks to find arg minλ J (ζ,λ) for the current policy parameter p, one
has to either find the minimum over all possible designs (which requires brute force enumeration
and is thus impractical,) or follow a stochastic approach whether the inner optimization problem is

equivalently replaced with arg minλ Eζ∼P(ζ|p)

[
J (ζ,λ)

]
which is then solved following a stochastic

gradient approach as described by Steps 29–40 of Algorithm 3.2.

Note that in Step 4 of Algorithm 3.2, the optimal policy can be degenerate, that is, the proba-
bilities pi ∈ {0, 1}. This makes the inner optimization problem 5 search only over this degenerate
policy (the worst-case scenario is looked upon only at this corner). Hence, we may not want to solve
the outer problem exactly. Rather, we may want to take a only few steps toward the optimal policy.
Moreover, because the expectation surface is not necessarily convex, the optimizer can get stuck in
a local optimum. In this case, when the optimal solution is unique, it is guaranteed to be binary.
Thus one can add a random perturbation to the resulting policy and proceed until convergence to
a degenerate policy is achieved. If the optimal solution is nonunique, however, the optimal solution
can be a nonbinary probability, which is then sampled seeking a solution in the optimal set.
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Algorithm 3.2 Algorithm for solving the robust stochastic OED problem (3.4)

Input: Initial policy parameter p(0) ∈ (0, 1)ns ; step sizes (γ1, γ2); sample sizes Nens,Nb,m; and an

initial sample Λ̂(k) := {λ(i) ∈ Λ|i = 1, . . . , k} from the uncertain parameter admissible set.
Output: ζWC−opt

1: Initialize l = 0
2: while Not Converged do
3: Update l← l + 1

4: p(l+1)←arg max
p

Eζ∼P(ζ|p(l))

[
min

λ′∈Λ̂(k+l−1)

J (ζ,λ)
]

. Call StocParamOpt

5: Update λ(k+l) ← arg min
λ∈Λ

Eζ∼P(ζ|p(l+1))

[
J (ζ,λ)

]
. Call NoiseOpt

6: Λ̂(k+l) ← Λ̂(k+l−1) ∪ {λ(k+l)}
7: end while
8: pWC−opt

λ ← p(l+1)

9: Sample S = {ζ[j] ∼ P
(
ζ|pWC−opt

λ

)
; j = 1, . . . ,m},

10: Calculate J (ζ, λk+l) for each ζ in the sample S

11: return ζWC−opt
λ : the design ζ with largest value of J in the sample S.

12: procedure StocParamOpt(γ1,p
(0), Λ̂,Nb,Nens)

13: Initialize n = 0
14: while Not Converged do
15: Sample S = {ζ[j] ∼ P

(
ζ|p(n)

)
; j = 1, . . . ,Nens×Nb}

16: Evaluate ∇p logP (ζ|p) ∀ ζ ∈ S using (3.6)
17: for each design ζ[k] in S do

18: Evaluate {J (ζ[k],λ) ∀λ ∈ Λ̂ ; λ∗[k] corresponds to the smallest value. . (3.9c)
19: end for
20: Evaluate optimal baseline estimate b̂opt using (3.9b)

21: Evaluate ĝ(n) = 1
|S|
∑

ζ∈S

(
J (ζ,λ∗)− b̂opt

)
∇p logP (ζ|p) . (3.9a)

22: p(n+1) ← P0,1

(
p(n) + γ1ĝ

(n)
)

23: Update n← n+ 1
24: end while
25: popt ← p(n)

26: return popt

27: end procedure

28: function NoiseOpt(γ2,p, Λ̂,Nens,)
29: Initialize n = 0
30: Initialize λ(0) = mean(Λ̂)
31: Sample S = {ζ[j] ∼ P (ζ|p) ; j = 1, . . . ,Nens}
32: while Not Converged do
33: Update n← n+ 1
34: for j ← 1 to Nens do
35: Calculate g(n)[j] = ∇λJ (ζ[j],λ) . Use (3.8)
36: end for
37: g(n) ← 1

Nens

∑Nens

j=1 gn[j]

38: Update λ(n+1) ← λ(n) − γ2g
(n)

39: end while
40: return λopt

41: end function
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4. Numerical Experiments. In this section we discuss numerical results of the proposed
robust OED approach obtained by using a two-dimensional advection problem that simulates the
evolution of a contaminant concentration in a closed and bounded domain. All numerical experiments
presented here are carried out by using the extensible software package PyOED [8], with scripts to
recreate experiments in this work made publicly available from [7].

We utilize an experiment that simulates the evolution of the concentration of a contaminant in a
closed domain following a similar setup to that in [11]. The goal is to optimize sensor placement for
accurate identification of the contaminant source, that is, the distribution of the contaminant at the
initial time of the simulation, or for optimal data acquisition. Optimality here is defined following
an A-optimality approach where the observation noise variance is not known exactly. Specifically,
we assume the observation error covariance matrix Γnoise = Γnoise(λ) is parameterized with some
parameter λ ∈ Λ, where Λ is known. We start by describing the experimental setup of the simulation
and the observation models (hence the parameter-to-observable map), as well as the prior and the
observation noise model. Then we describe the robust OED optimization problem and discuss the
results and the performance of Algorithm 3.2.

4.1. Model setup: advection-diffusion. The experiment uses an advection-diffusion (AD)
model to simulate the spatiotemporal evolution of the contaminant field u = u(x, t) over a simulation
timespan [0, T ] in a closed domain D. Specifically, the contaminant field u = u(x, t) is governed by
the AD equation

(4.1)

ut − κ∆u+ v · ∇u = 0 in D × (0, T ],

u(x, 0) = θ in D,
κ∇u · n = 0 on ∂D × [0, T ] ,

where κ> 0 is the diffusivity, v is the velocity field, and D= [0, 1]2 is the spatial domain with two
rectangular regions simulating two buildings inside the domain where the contaminant flow does not
pass through or enter. The domain boundary ∂D includes both the external boundary and the walls
of the two buildings.

The finite-element discretization of the AD model (4.1) is sketched in Figure 4 (left). The
ground truth of the contaminant source, that is, the initial distribution of the contaminant used in
our experiments, is shown in Figure 4 (right). Following the same setup in [11,32], the velocity field
v is assumed to be known and is obtained by solving a steady-state Navier–Stokes equation with
the side walls driving the flow; see Figure 4 (middle).

4.2. Observational setup. We consider a set of fixed candidate locations; that is, the sensor
locations do not change over time. First we consider the case where only two candidate sensors are
allowed, and then we consider an increasing number ns of candidate spatial observational gridpoints
distributed in the domain; see Figure 5.

The sensors capture the concentration of the contaminant at the sensor locations at a predefined
set of one or more observation time instances {t1, . . . , tnt

} ⊂ [0, T ]. The number of observation time
instances is nt = 16 and is given by t1 +s∆t, with initial observation made at t1 = 1; ∆t = 0.2
is the simulation timestep of the model; and s = 0, 1, . . . , 20. Thus, an observation vector y ∈
RNobs represents the measured spatiotemporal concentrations, that is, observations at the predefined
locations and time instances with the observation space dimension Nobs =ns×nt.
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Fig. 4. Advection-diffusion model (4.1) domain and discretization, the velocity field, and the ground truth (the
true initial condition). The two squares represent the two buildings (labeled B1 and B2, respectively) where the flow
is not allowed to enter. Left: The physical domain D, including the outer boundary and the two buildings, and the
model grid discretization. Middle: The constant velocity field v. Right: The true initial condition (the contaminant
concentration at the initial time).
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Fig. 5. Varying number of candidate sensor locations ns distributed in the domain. Candidate sensors are
labeled from 1 to ns in each case.

The observation error distribution is N (0,Γnoise), with Γnoise∈RNobs×Nobs describing spatiotem-
poral correlations of observational errors, with the design matrix set to the block diagonal matrix
W = I⊗diag (ζ) to cope with the fact that spatial observations are stacked to form a spatiotemporal
observation vector. Here I ∈ nt × nt is an identity matrix, and ⊗ is the matrix Kronecker product.

4.3. Forward operator, adjoint operator, and the prior. The parameter-to-observable
map (forward operator) F is linear and maps the model initial condition (model parameter) θ to
the observation space. Specifically, F represents a forward simulation over the time interval [0, T ]
followed by applying a restriction to the sensor locations at the observation times. The model
adjoint is given by F∗ :=M−1FT, where M is the finite-element mass matrix. Following [20], we use
a Gaussian prior N (θpr,Γpr) where the prior covariance matrix Γpr is a discretization of A−2, with
a Laplacian A.

4.4. The uncertain parameter. We assume Γnoise is not exactly known and is parameterized
using an uncertain parameter λ. Specifically, in the numerical experiments, we define the observation
noise covariance matrix as Γnoise : diag

(
λ2
)
, where the square is evaluated elementwise and each

entry of λ can assume any value in the interval [0.02, 0.04]. Thus, the derivative of the noise

matrix required for evaluating (3.8) takes the form ∂Γnoise(λ)
∂λi

= 2λieie
T
i over the same domain. The
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bounds of the uncertain parameters are modeled by asserting the following bound constraints on the
uncertain parameter in the inner optimization problem:

(4.2) 0.02 ≤ λi ≤ 0.04 , ∀i = 1, . . . , ns .

4.5. Optimization setup. As suggested in [11], Algorithm 3.2 is initialized with initial Bernoulli

parameters (initial policy) p(0) ∈ (0, 1)ns =
(
p

(0)
1 , . . . ,p

(0)
ns

)T
= (0.5, . . . , 0.5)

T
; that is, all sensors

have equal probability to be active or inactive. The maximum number of iterations ` for all ex-
periments is set to 100, and the algorithm terminates if no improvement is achieved in either the
inner or the outer optimization problems or if the maximum number of iterations is reached. Lack
of improvement in the optimization routines (inner and outer) is realized by setting tol = 1e−8
and pgtol = 1e−8, where the optimizer terminates if either of the following conditions is satisfied:
|Υn −Υn−1| < tol, where Υ(n) is the value of the stochastic objective in the outer problem at the
nth iteration, or maxi=1,...,n |gi| ≤ pgtol, where gi is the ith component of the projected gradient of
the respective optimization problems. The learning rate of the outer stochastic optimization problem
(Step Algorithm 3.2) is γ1 = 1e−4 with the maximum number of iterations set to 5; see Step 22.
A combination of a small learning rate and a small number of iterations is chosen to prevent the
stochastic optimization routine from converging quickly to a degenerate policy, which can limit the
ability of the algorithm to explore the uncertain parameter space before convergence.

The inner optimization problem (Step Algorithm 3.2) is solved by using a limited-memory
Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-Shanno (LBFGS) routine [49] to enforce the bound constraints defined by
the uncertain parameter domain described in Subsection 4.4, that is, λi ∈ [0.02, 0.04] ∀ i = 1, . . . , ns.
The step size γ2 is optimized by using a standard line-search approach. In our implementation we
use a PyOED optimization routine that employs an LBFGS implementation provided by the Python
scientific package SciPy [43].

After the algorithm terminates, it generates a sample of m = 5 designs sampled from the final
policy. If the final policy popt is degenerate, all sampled designs are identical and are equal to the
policy popt. This is typically achieved if the optimal solution is unique. Otherwise, the designs are
generated as samples from a multivariate Bernoulli distribution with success probability popt. The
algorithm picks the design associated with the highest value of the objective. However, we also
inspect the whole sample for verification in our experiments.

The stochastic gradient (3.9) is evaluated by setting ensemble sizes to Nens = Nb = 32. While
in our experiments we noticed similar performance with a much smaller number of ensembles, we
use these settings for statistical consistency.

4.6. Numerical results. Here we show numerical results for the experiments described above.

4.6.1. Results with 2 candidate sensors. We show results for ns = 2 candidate sensors
using Algorithm 3.2. The penalty term is discarded here; this is equivalent to setting the penalty
parameter to α = 0 in (3.4). Figure 6 shows the progress and results obtained by applying Algo-
rithm 3.2. Specifically, Figure 6 (left) illustrates the behavior (over consecutive iterations) of the
optimization algorithm compared with expectation surfaces corresponding to all values of the un-
certainty parameter λ. Figure 6 (right) enables comparing the results of the optimization procedure
with respect to a brute-force search. Since we cannot enumerate all possible values of the uncertain
parameter (unless they form a small set), we carry out the brute-force search over the sampled set

Λ̂.
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Fig. 6. Left: surfaces of the stochastic objective function Υ(ζ) for multiple values of the uncertainty parameter
λ = (σ1, σ2) (generated while solving the inner minimization problem in Algorithm 3.2). Results (optimization path)
of Algorithm 3.2 are also highlighted. In each of the two directions 10 equally spaced points (values of pi) are taken
to create the surface plots. Right: the value of the objective J (ζ,λ) evaluated at all possible designs ζ ∈ {0, 1}ns=2

over the finite sample Λ̂. Results are shown for the 4 possible designs indexed from 1 to 4 using the enumeration
scheme used in (2.8). For each value of the uncertain parameter λ we select a unique color and plot the values of J
at all 4 possible designs as circles of the same color. The optimal solution generated by Algorithm 3.2 is marked as
a red star. The black dashed line is plotted at the level of the optimal objective value and thus enables identifying the
quality (e.g., optimality gap) of the solution returned by the optimization algorithm. Here, no regularization (e.g.,
sparsification) is enforced; that is, we set the penalty parameter to α = 0.

As shown in Figure 6 (right), the global optimum solution popt = (1, 1)T is unique, and the
algorithm successfully recovers the global optimal solution in this case after 1 iteration. Note that at
each iteration of the algorithm the policy parameter p is updated, and then the uncertain parameter
λ is updated, which explains the result in Figure 6 (left). The optimal solution, that is, the optimal
policy popt, in this case is degenerate, with all 5 design samples returned by the algorithm being
identical (all equal to the optimal policy ζ = (1, 1)T) as indicated by the red star in Figure 6 (right).
Note that the expectation surfaces formed by the different values of the uncertain parameter intersect,
as shown in Figure 6 (left). This means that the lower bound is not formed by one specific value of
the uncertain parameter, and hence solving the OED optimization problem using a nominal value is
likely to result in erroneous results as discussed earlier in Subsection 3.1.

4.6.2. Results with 5 candidate sensors. For ns = 5 the number of possible observational
configurations (that is, the number of possible binary designs) is 25 = 32. Thus, we can obtain the
optimal solution by performing a brute-force search over these possible designs, in combination with
the sampled set Λ̂ of the uncertain parameter, and use it to validate the output of the proposed
approach. In this experiment we enforce sparsity by setting the penalty term using a sparsity-
promoting function. Specifically, we use the `0 norm to enforce sparsity on the robust design, and
we define the penalty function as Φ(ζ) := ‖ζ‖20. Note that since the design space is binary, `0 and
`1 are equivalent and are both nonsmooth. We set the penalty parameter to α = 10 to achieve a
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significant level of sparsity. The penalty parameter α generally can be selected to achieve a desired
level of sparsity by using heuristic approaches such as the L-curve, which is well developed in the
regularization context. Figure 7 shows the results of Algorithm 3.2 for this experiment.
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Fig. 7. The number of possible designs is 2ns = 25 = 32, each of which is plotted on the x-axis. For each
design, the value of the objective is plotted for all values of the uncertain parameter in the sample generated by the
optimization procedure, that is, λ ∈ Λ̂. Each value of λ has a distinctive color, and the (recommended) optimal
solution is marked as a red star. The global optimum value (black dashed line) is obtained by finding the max-min

value over all possible designs and all values of the uncertain parameter λ ∈ Λ̂ in the sample generated by the
optimization algorithm. Left: The designs are ordered on the x-axis using the enumeration scheme used in (2.8).
Right: Same as the results in the left panel, but the designs are grouped on the x-axis based on the number of nonzero
entries, ranging from 0 to ns = 5.

Figure 7 (left) shows the objective values evaluated at the sample of designs (here 5 designs are
sampled from the final policy) returned by the optimization algorithm after it was terminated. The
algorithm is terminated here at the maximum number of iterations (100), with the final policy being
nondegenerate; that is, some entries of the Bernoulli activation probabilities p are nonbinary, giving
us a chance to explore multiple high-quality designs near the optimal solution. The sampled designs
either cover or are very close the global optimum. Thus the algorithm can point to multiple candidate
solutions at or near the global optimum and give practitioners or field experts a final decision
if needed. Here, however, the solution recommended by the algorithm (the design associated with
largest objective value among the sampled designs) in fact matches the global optimum solution. The
level of sparsity in the designs sampled from the final policy can be better inspected by reconfiguring
the brute-force plot, namely, Figure 7 (left), such that the designs on the x−axis are grouped by the
number of active sensors, that is, the number of entries in ζ equal to 1 as shown in Figure 7 (right).

The sensor locations suggested by the algorithm here, compared with the global robust optimal
solution, are shown in Figure 8.

Figure 9 shows the performance of Algorithm 3.2 over consecutive iterations. Here we cannot
visualize surfaces of the objective function values as we did in the two-dimensional case discussed
above. Nevertheless, we show the value of the stochastic objective Υ(ζ,λ) evaluated at samples
from the policy generated at the consecutive iterations of the optimization algorithm; see Figure 9
(left). Note that at each iteration of the algorithm, the stochastic objective value is evaluated and
plotted twice: first when the policy is updated by the outer optimization routine and second when
the uncertain parameter is updated in the inner optimization routine.

An important aspect of the stochastic learning approach employed by Algorithm 3.2 is the fact
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Fig. 8. Results corresponding to those shown in Figure 7. Here we show the global optimum design (left),
compared with the unique designs (3 rightmost) in the sample generated by the algorithm.
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Fig. 9. Results corresponding to those shown in Figure 7. Left: value of the stochastic objective Υ(ζ,λ) evaluated
at samples from the policy generated at the consecutive iterations of the optimization algorithm. Right: number of new
evaluations of the objective J incurred at each iteration of the algorithm, that is, the number of function evaluations
at pairs (ζ,λ) that the algorithm has not inspected previously.

that the algorithm tends to reutilize design samples it has previously visited as it moves toward
a degenerate policy, that is, an optimal solution, that presents a notable computational advantage
of the algorithm. This is supported by Figure 9 (right), which shows the number of new function
evaluations carried out at each iteration. This is further discussed in Subsection 4.6.4 where we
describe an approach to keep track of (ζ,λ) pairs that the algorithm inspects that can be reutilized
instead of reevaluating the objective at the recorded pairs.

4.6.3. Results with 10 candidate sensors. A common case is to be limited to a budget τ of
sensors when resources are limited. In this case one can enforce the budget constraint by setting the
penalty term, for example, to Φ(ζ) := |‖ζ‖0 − τ | and enforce this constraint by choosing the value of
the penalty parameter α large enough. Here we set the number of candidate sensors to ns = 10 and
the budget to τ = 3. In this case the number of possible design choices is 210 with only C(10, 3) = 120
designs satisfying the budget constraint. Each of these possible designs can be evaluated by using
any value of the uncertain parameter λ. Results of this experiment are summarized in Figure 10
and show behavior similar to that in the previous cases. The algorithm returns a sample of designs
with objective values almost identical to the global optimum with similar sparsity level.

4.6.4. Efficiency and reutilization of sampled designs. Algorithm 3.2 follows the ap-
proach presented in [11] for solving the outer optimization problem over the finite binary feasible
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Fig. 10. Similar to Figure 7. Here the number of candidate sensors is set to ns = 10, and a budget of τ = 3
active sensors is enforced by setting the penalty function to Φ(ζ) :=

∣∣‖ζ‖0 − 3
∣∣ and the penalty parameter to α = 50.

Left: the designs are indexed on the x-axis by using the enumeration scheme (2.8). Right: the designs are grouped
on the x-axis by the number of active sensors, that is, the number of entries in ζ equal to 1.

domain {0, 1}ns . As the algorithm proceeds toward an optimal solution, the activation probability p
moves toward parameters of a degenerate Bernoulli distribution, that is, the activation probabilities
move toward {0, 1} for all entries of the design ζ. The variance of a Bernoulli random variable is
equal to p(1 − p), which means the variability is at its minimum of 0 for values of the activation
probability closer to the bounds {0, 1} and the variability is at its highest value at p = 0.5. Thus,
as the algorithm proceeds toward the optimization variable, that is, the activation probability p
moves to a degenerate distribution, the algorithm tends to resample designs it has already utilized
in previous iterations, thus yielding significant reduction in computational cost. This was leveraged
in [11] by keeping track of the indexes of the sampled designs ζ and the corresponding objective value
J (ζ), for example in a dictionary. At each iteration, when the value of the objective is required, this
dictionary is inspected first, and the value of the objective is calculated only if it is not available in
this dictionary.

A similar strategy is followed in this work and is utilized in Algorithm 3.2. Here we need to
keep track of both the sampled designs ζ and the values of the uncertain parameter λ along with
the corresponding value of the objective J (ζ,λ). We use the following simple hashing approach.
The design and the uncertain parameter are augmented in a vector h = [ζT,λT], and a unique hash
value is then created. This hash value is set as the key in a dictionary, with the value equal to the
objective J (ζ,λ). This procedure is invoked each time the value of the objective J is requested, thus
enabling us to look up previously calculated results first. This approach turns out to be very effective
because it removes redundant calculations, leading to a considerable savings in computational cost,
especially for the outer optimization problem. This is evident by results in Figure 11 that show the
behavior of the proposed algorithm over consecutive iterations for increasing problem cardinality
ns. Specifically, Figure 11 (left) shows the number of new objective function calls (that is, the
number of evaluations of the objective J for new combinations of ζ and λ) at consecutive iterations
for increasing cardinality. For clarity, we truncate the figure at 8 iterations and note that for all
remaining iterations the number of new functions is 0 for all cardinalities ns in this experiment.

Figure 11 (right) shows the redundancy ratio defined as 1 − Number of unique pairs (ζ,λ)
Total number of sampled designs(ζ,λ) .

The redundancy ratio is evaluated for the overall optimization procedure (both outer and inner
optimization problems combined) and is also shown for the outer optimization problem. These
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Fig. 11. Results of Algorithm 3.2 for increasing cardinality ns. Left: Number of new function evaluations
J (ζ,λ) incurred at each iteration. Right: Total redundancy ratio for the outer optimization problem and the overall
redundancy ratio.

results are consistent with [11] as the stochastic learning procedure used to update the Bernoulli
hyperparameter p tends to reutilize previously sampled designs as it moves closer to the optimal
solution. The overall ratio here is dominated by evaluations of the objective in the line search
employed by the inner optimization routine; see Subsection 4.5. However, the results in the two
panels in Figure 11 together explain the efficiency of the optimization procedure and show that
the algorithm tends to navigate quickly to plausible (near-optimal) combinations of designs and
uncertain parameter values, in a very small number of steps and function evaluations, and then
reutilizes those values until the algorithm converges or terminates.

5. Discussion and Concluding Remarks. In this work we proposed a new approach for
robust binary optimization problems with application to OED for sensor placement. The approach
accurately formulates the robust optimization problem as a stochastic program and solves it following
an efficient sampling-based stochastic optimization approach.

The approach provided in this work inherits both advantages and limitations of the stochastic
binary optimization approach [11]. Three main challenges are associated with this work. First is the
optimal choice of the learning rate of the outer optimization problem. This, in fact, is a common
hurdle prevalent in most stochastic optimization routines. An empirical approach is typically followed
to choose the learning rate and is followed here. Specifically, a set of learning rates are used to solve
the optimization problem, and the rate that results in favorable behavior is used. However, such an
approach is not practical for large-dimensional problems, and automatic tuning of such parameters
becomes crucial. This will be considered in future work. Second, the proposed solution algorithm can
generate designs with objective values close to the global optimum. It can, however, be entrapped
in a local optimum. The entrapment in a local optimum is expected when the outer optimization
problem converges quickly to a binary design (or a degenerate policy with binary parameter p) or
due to nonconvexity of the expectation surface, that is, the stochastic objective function. For the
former case, when the algorithm converges quickly to a degenerate policy (activate probability), in
consequent iterations the outer maximization problem does not escape that value (the degenerate
policy), and the inner optimization problem updates the value of the uncertain parameter only at
that corner point of the domain. This can be ameliorated by taking only a small number of steps
(or a smaller stepsize/learning rate) at each iteration to stay in the interior of the domain while
updating the sample of the uncertain parameter. In the latter case, because of the nonuniqueness
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of the global optimum solution or potential nonconvexity of the expectation surface on the interior
of the probability domain (0, 1), the algorithm can be entrapped at a suboptimal nondegenerate
policy. This is ameliorated by adding random perturbation to the policy when the algorithm finds
a local optimum. Third, while the numerical results indicate good performance of the optimization
approach, there are no global optimality guarantees. Global optimality is challenging and will be
investigated in separate work, for example, by modeling the activation probabilities themselves as
random variables and considering efficient sampling approaches such as the Hamiltonian Monte
Carlo, which can be employed for global optimization.

Appendix A. Gradient Derivation: Robust A-Optimality. In this section we provide
a detailed derivation of the gradient required for implementing Algorithm 3.2. Specifically, Appen-
dix A.1 provides a derivation of the gradient of the utility function with respect to the uncertain
parameter, namely, the parameterized observation error covariance matrix. This gradient is summa-
rized by (3.8) and is utilized by Step 35 of Algorithm 3.2. First we provide, in Lemma A.1, a closed
form of the pointwise derivative of the design-weighted precision matrix WΓ(ζ,λ). This identity is
valid for the general weighting scheme (2.11) and thus applies to the special case of binary designs
defined by (2.10).

Lemma A.1. Given the definition (2.11) of the weighted precision matrix WΓ(ζ), it follows that

(A.1) ∂WΓ(ζ,λ) = −WΓ(ζ,λ)∂ (W(ζ)� Γnoise(λ)) WΓ(ζ,λ) .

Proof. We consider two cases. First, let ζ ∈ (0, 1]ns . In this case WΓ =
(
W � Γnoise

)−1
,

and thus, by applying the rule of the derivative of a matrix inverse, it follows that ∂WΓ =
−WΓ∂W−1

Γ WΓ = −WΓ∂ (W � Γnoise) WΓ .

Second, consider the case where the design ζ is at the boundary of the relaxed domain [0, 1]ns

with some entries of the design ζ are equal to zero. Following the same argument in [10, Appendix
A], let us represent the noise covariance matrix Γnoise and the weighting matrix W as block matrices:

(A.2) Γnoise =

[
A B
BT D

]
; W =

[
WA WB

WT
B WD

]
; W � Γnoise =

[
A�WA B�WB

BT �WT
B D�WD

]
,

where we assume that both A, WA correspond to elements of ζ that are equal to 0; permutation
can be used to reach this form. In this case, by definition of the weights (2.11b), WA = 0, and
WB = 0

(A.3) WΓ =
(
W � Γnoise

)†
=

[
0 0

0
(
D�WD

)−1] .
Thus in this case

(A.4) ∂WΓ = ∂
(
Γnoise �W

)†
=

[
0 0

0 −
(
D�WD

)−1
∂ (D�WD)

(
D�WD

)−1] ,
and

(A.5) ∂ (Γnoise �W) =

[
0 0
0 ∂ (D�WD)

]
.
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Thus, (A.1) follows immediately by combining (A.3) and (A.5):
(A.6)

WΓ∂ (W � Γnoise) WΓ =

[
0 0

0
(
D�WD

)−1] [0 0
0 ∂ (D�WD)

][0 0

0
(
D�WD

)−1] = −∂WΓ ,

which completes the proof.

Note that Lemma A.1 holds whether the derivative is taken with respect to the relaxed design
(through the weight matrix W) or the uncertain parameter (through the observation noise matrix
Γnoise).

A.1. Derivative with respect to the uncertain parameter. Here we derive the gradient
∇λJ (ζ,λ) = ∇λU(ζ,λ) required for numerically solving the optimization problem in Step 5 and
Step 18 of Algorithm 3.2. We utilize the fact that the penalty function Φ is independent from the
uncertainty parameter λ. For the uncertain parameter λ = λnoise,

(A.7)

∂U(ζ,λnoise)

∂λnoise
j

=
∂Tr

(
F∗WΓ(ζ;λnoise)F + Γ−1pr

)
∂λnoise

j

(A.1)
= −Tr

(
F∗WΓ(ζ;λnoise)

(
W(ζ)� ∂Γnoise(λnoise)

∂λnoise
j

)
WΓ(ζ;λnoise)F

)
,

which results in the final form of the gradient:
(A.8)

∇λnoiseU(ζ,λnoise) = −
∑
j

Tr

(
F∗WΓ(ζ;λnoise)

(
W(ζ)� ∂Γnoise(λnoise)

∂λnoise
j

)
WΓ(ζ;λnoise)F

)
ej ,

where ej the jth unit vector in Rn, and n is the dimension of λ.
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