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Sensor fusion is a technique used to combine sensors with different noise characteristics into a
super sensor that has superior noise performance. To achieve sensor fusion, complementary filters
are used in current gravitational-wave detectors to combine relative displacement sensors and inertial sensors for active seismic isolation. Complementary filters are a set of digital filters, which have
transfer functions that are summed to unity. Currently, complementary filters are shaped and tuned
manually rather than optimized, which can be suboptimal and hard to reproduce for future detectors. In this paper, an optimization-based method called H∞ synthesis is proposed for synthesizing
optimal complementary filters according to the sensor noises themselves. The complementary filter
design problem is converted into an optimization problem that seeks minimization of an objective
function equivalent to the maximum difference between the super sensor noise and the lower bound
in logarithmic scale. The method is exemplified by synthesizing complementary filters for sensor
fusion of 1) a relative displacement sensor and an inertial sensor, 2) a relative displacement sensor
coupled with seismic noise and an inertial sensor, and 3) hypothetical displacement sensor and inertial sensor, which have slightly different noise characteristics compared to the typical ones. In all
cases, the method produces complementary filters that suppress the super sensor noise equally close
to the lower bound at all frequencies in logarithmic scale. The synthesized filters contain features
that better suppress the sensor noises compared to the pre-designed complementary filters. Overall,
the proposed method allows the synthesis of optimal complementary filters according to the sensor
noises themselves and is a better and versatile method for solving sensor fusion problems.

I.

INTRODUCTION

Vibration noise, such as seismic noise, is one of the
major noise sources for ground-based large-scale scientific instruments like interferometric gravitational wave
detectors. Current gravitational-wave detectors, such as
interferometric gravitational-wave detector like LIGO [1],
Virgo [2], and KAGRA [3, 4], use multi-stage pendulums
to suspend the core optics of the interferometers, passively isolating them from high-frequency external vibration in the detection band (10-1000 Hz) [5–9]. On top
of that, the pendulums are typically mounted on isolation platforms equipped with sensors and actuators to
actively isolating the vibration noise at lower frequencies (<10 Hz) and damping the resonances of the pendulums [7, 9, 10]. External seismic disturbance, such as
the microseism [11], at lower frequencies can cause the
suspended optics to move excessively. This will cause
the instruments to misalign, and in severe cases, result in
the temporary shutdown of the detectors. In fact, low frequency seismic noise has ultimately limited the duty cycle
of the LIGO and KAGRA detectors [12, 13]. Therefore,
active isolation is extremely important in these large-
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scale instruments and it remains as an active research
topic in the field of experimental physics.
Active isolation comes with the price of control noise
addition. Control noise can be injected to the detector,
compromising the sensitivity of the detector, and must
be limited. One way to reduce the control noise is to
lower the noises of the sensors used for feedback control in active isolation. Recent research has been made
to develop low-noise inertial sensors for active isolation
systems in gravitational-wave detectors [14–16]. Inertial
sensor can be used to achieve active isolation. They have
good noise performance at higher frequencies but have
poor performance at lower frequencies and could cause
isolation platforms to drift. On the other hand, relative
displacement sensors, such as linear variable differential
transformers (LVDTs) used in Ref. [9], have lower noise
at low frequencies. But they only measure relative displacement so they cannot be used for active isolation.
However, it’s possible to utilize both sensors together via
a control strategy called sensor fusion. This way, active
seismic noise isolation can be achieved using the inertial
sensors without drift
Sensor fusion is a technique that combines two or more
sensors to form a so-called “super sensor” that can have
superior noise characteristics than the individual sensors.
In this case, we assume the sensors to measure a common
signal but have individual uncorrelated intrinsic sensor
noises. There are multiple ways to achieve sensor fusion,
such as the use of Kalman filters [17, 18] and comple-
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mentary filters [19]. In particular, complementary filters
have been widely used in active isolation platforms in
gravitational wave detectors [10, 13, 20–26]. Complementary filters are a set of digital filters that can take
almost any arbitrary shape so long as their transfer functions are summed to unity. The design of their shapes
is important as it determines the final noise of the super sensor. Although the technique was used previously
for gravitational-wave detectors, the design methodology
was not thoroughly discussed and the filters designed
were either suboptimal and hardly reproducible. While
the method will still be adopted by future detectors like
KAGRA [9] and the Einstein Telescope [27], it would be
convenient to have a method to optimize complementary
filters and minimize the sensor noise of the super sensor.
Recently, a complementary filter shaping method using H∞ synthesize was proposed [28]. In the work, it
was shown that H∞ methods can be used to design complementary filters that satisfy frequency-dependent filter
shape specifications. In this paper, we will extend the
idea and propose to use H∞ methods to synthesize optimal complementary filters in such a way the super sensor
noise is minimized.
This paper is structured as follows. Sec. II gives an
overview to the sensor fusion technique using complementary filters and its optimization using H∞ methods
is discussed. In Sec. III, the optimization of complementary filters for the fusion of typical sensors used in active isolation platforms of gravitational-wave detectors is
demonstrated. In Sec. IV, some discussions regarding the
proposed method and future works are noted. In Sec. V,
a summary of this paper is given.

where X(s) is the common signal that the sensors are
all measuring. Substituting Eqn. (1) and Eqn. (3) into
Eqn. (2), we get
X
Xsuper (s) = X(s) +
Hi (s)Ni (s).
(4)
i

The super sensor readout Xsuper (s) is then equal to the
common signal X(s) plus the noise of each sensor filtered
out by the complementary filters. As the sensors have
intrinsic noise Ni (s) with different frequency content, the
goal of sensor fusion is to design a set of complementary
filters Hi (s) that achieve optimal trade-off between these
sensor noises at different frequencies.
B.

H∞ Synthesis

In H∞ methods [29], a system is specified in the generalized plant representation as shown in Fig. 1. The aug-

FIG. 1. Generalized plant representation
II.
A.

METHODOLOGY

Sensor Fusion using Complementary Filters

Without loss of generality, let’s define complementary
filters to be a set of filters whose transfer functions are
summed to unity, i.e.
X
Hi (s) = 1,
(1)
i

where Hi is the transfer function of the ith filter, and s is
a complex variable. Each complementary filter is filtering the output of the individual sensors and the filtered
signals are summed. The super sensor readout Xsuper (s)
is therefore given by
X
Xsuper (s) =
Hi (s)Xi (s),
(2)
i

where Xi (s) is the sensor readout of the ith sensor. Each
sensor is modeled as having additive sensing noise Ni (s).
So, each sensor readout Xi (s) reads
Xi (s) = X(s) + Ni (s),

(3)

mented plant P has two inputs and two outputs. The
inputs w and u are the exogenous inputs and the manipulated variables respectively. And, the outputs z and v
are the error signals and the measurements respectively.
Note that these variables are vector valued in general.
In the open loop configuration, the input-output relation reads
 
  
 
z
w
P11 (s) P12 (s) w
= P(s)
=
. (5)
v
u
P21 (s) P22 (s)
u
When the loop is closed, the manipulated inputs u are
generated from the measured output v via a regulator
K(s),
u = K(s)v.

(6)

In such configuration, the input-output relation becomes
h
i
−1
z = P11 (s) + P12 (s) (I − P22 (s)K(s)) P21 (s) w ,
(7)
and the closed loop transfer function matrix is defined as
G(s; K(s)) ≡ P11 (s) + P12 (s) (I − P22 (s)K(s))

−1

P21 (s) ,
(8)
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where I is the identity matrix.
H∞ methods are used to synthesize H∞ -optimal controllers for feedback systems. H∞ -optimal controller are
stabilizing regulator that minimizes the H∞ norm of the
close-loop transfer function G(s; K(s)). So, the H∞ optimal controller can be seen as
K∞ (s) = arg min kG(s; K(s))k∞ ,

To convert the complementary filter synthesis problem
to an H∞ problem, it has to be expressed with the generalized plant representation as shown in Fig. 1. The
generalized plant representation of a two-sensor complementary filter configuration is shown in Fig. 3.

(9)

K(s)∈K

where K is the set of all controllers such that the closedloop transfer function is stable and k·k∞ denotes the H∞
norm of a transfer function. The H∞ norm is defined as
kG(s; K(s))k∞ = sup σ̄(G(jω; K(s))),

(10)

ω

where ω is the angular frequency, j is the imaginary number, and σ̄(·) denotes the maximum singular value.
There are a few ways to approach H∞ -optimal controller, including Riccati-based methods [30] and LMIbased (linear matrix inequality) methods [31]. In this
work, the H∞ problems are solved using H∞ synthesis function control.hinfsyn() in the Python Control Systems library control [32]. This function is
a Python wrapper for SLICOT [33] Fortran subroutine
SB10AD, which is a function that computes H∞ optimal
controller using a modified version of the Riccati-based
method [34]. The complementary filter synthesis method
is also made available with an open-source Python package called Kontrol [35].

C.

Complementary Filter Problem as an H∞
Synthesis Problem

Consider a two sensors configuration shown in Fig. 2.
Two sensors are reading the same signal X(s) but with
different sensing noises, i.e. N1 (s) and N2 (s). The
two sensor readouts are filtered by complementary filters H1 (s) and H2 (s), respectively. The filtered signals
are summed eventually to become a super sensor which
has the noise term

FIG. 3. Complementary filter configuration augmented as a
generalized plant.
T

The exogenous inputs w = (w1 , w2 ) in Fig. 3 are arbitrary Gaussian processes that have flat unitary amplitude
spectral density. Ñ1 (s) and Ñ2 (s) are transfer functions
used to model the sensor noises N1 (s) and N2 (s) respectively. The amplitude spectral densities of N1 (s) and
N2 (s) are represented by the magnitude of these transfer
functions, i.e.
N1ASD (ω) = Ñ1 (jω) ,

(12a)

N2ASD (ω) = Ñ2 (jω) ,

(12b)

where Nsuper (s) is the sensing noise of the super sensor.

where N1ASD (ω) and N2ASD (ω) are the amplitude spectral
densities (ASDs) of the sensor noises N1 (s) and N2 (s).
W1 (s) and W2 (s) are pre-compensators, which can be
shaped to specify the frequency-dependent specifications
of the filtered sensor noises. Here, the regulator of the
plant is H1 (s), which is the complementary filter for filtering the sensor noise N1 (s). The open-loop transfer
matrix of the augmented plant is


0
Ñ1 (s)W1 (s) 1
P(s) =
.
(13)
Ñ2 (s)W2 (s) −Ñ1 (s)W1 (s) 0

FIG. 2. Block diagram of a two-sensor complementary filter
configuration.

And, the closed-loop transfer function matrix is


G(s) = H1 (s)Ñ1 (s)W1 (s) (1 − H1 (s)) Ñ2 (s)W2 (s) .
(14)
Consider the simplest case with W1 (s) = W2 (s) = 1,
and noting that H2 (s) = 1 − H1 (s), the output of the
augmented plant in Fig. 3 has an amplitude spectral density equal to that of the super sensor noise in Eqn. (11).
Using the plant with W1 (s) = W2 (s) = 1 for H2 synthesis will give complementary filters that minimize the
expected root mean square (RMS) value of the sensor

Nsuper (s) = H1 (s)N1 (s) + H2 (s)N2 (s),

(11)
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noise. This application may not be particularly useful as
the RMS of the sensor noise is usually dominated by the
low-frequency intrinsic sensor noise of the inertial sensor.
While this configuration can be useful for some applications, we’re seeking for optimal complementary filters
that can reduce both sensor noises at all frequencies.
One cost function that would be interesting in particular is

ASD
ASD
J(H1 (jω)) = max log Nsuper
(ω; H1 (jω)) − log Nmin
(ω) ,
ω

(15)
ASD
where Nsuper
(ω; H1 (s)) is the ASD of the super sensor
ASD
noise and Nmin
(ω) is the ASD of the lower bound of the
super sensor noise, defined as

ASD
Nmin
(ω) ≡ min N1ASD (ω), N2ASD (ω) .
(16)
Minimization of the cost function Eqn. (15) would give
optimal complementary filters H1 (s) and H2 (s) ≡ 1 −
H1 (s) that best suppress the super sensor noise equally
close to the lower bound at all frequencies in logarithmic
scale.
To convert this cost function to the objective of
the H∞ problem, consider the frequency region where
N1ASD (ω)  N2ASD (ω). In this case, the super sensor
noise in Eqn. (15) could be approximated by
ASD
Nsuper
(ω) ≈ |H1 (jω)| Ñ1 (jω) ,

(17)

and the lower bound of the sensor noise is
ASD
Nmin
(ω) = Ñ2 (jω) .

(18)

Substituting Eqn. (17) and Eqn. (18) into Eqn. (15), we
get


|H1 (jω)| Ñ1 (jω)
.
(19)
J(H1 (s)) ≈ max log
ω
Ñ2 (jω)
Minimizing this is equivalent to minimizing a similar cost
function without the logarithm, i.e.


|H1 (jω)| Ñ1 (jω)
.
J 0 (H1 (jω)) = max 
(20)
ω
Ñ2 (jω)
Now, let’s find pre-compensators W1 (s) and W2 (s)
such that the H∞ synthesis applied on the generalized
in Fig. 3 is equivalent as to minimizing the cost function (20). Assuming that W1 (s) and W2 (s) are set such
that the magnitude of the first term in Eqn. (14) is much
greater than the second term, the H∞ norm of the closedloop transfer function G(s) could be approximated as


kG(s)k∞ ≈ max |H1 (jω)| Ñ1 (jω) |W1 (jω)| . (21)
ω

Comparing Eqn. (20) and Eqn. (21), it’s obvious that if
W1 (s) = Ñ 1(s) , the two cost functions become equivalent
2

to each other. A similar argument can be made for the
case N2ASD (ω)  N1ASD (ω), which gives W2 (s) = Ñ 1(s) .
1
Therefore, by setting the weighting functions W1 (s) =
1
and W2 (s) = Ñ 1(s) , the H∞ norm of the plant in
Ñ2 (s)
1
Fig. 3 is approximately equal to maximum difference between the ASD of the super sensor noise and its lower
bound, as described by Eqn. (15). It follows that H∞
synthesis will give an optimal filter H1 (s) while its complementary filter can be obtained from the complementary condition, i.e. H2 (s) ≡ 1 − H1 (s)
There’s another simpler explanation behind these
weighting functions W1 (s) = Ñ 1(s) and W2 (s) = Ñ 1(s) .
2
1
The weighting functions W1 (s) and W2 (s) can be thought
as inverse frequency-dependent specification of the sensor noises N1 (s) and N2 (s), respectively [28]. When
|N1 (jω)| > |N2 (jω)|, the target specification for N1 (s)
is N2 (s) but not lower. Any specification lower than
that would be over-compensating and hence suboptimal.
Again, the same argument can be made for N2 (s). And,
it follows that the weighting functions should be set as
W1 (s) = Ñ 1(s) and W2 (s) = Ñ 1(s) , if there’s no specific
2
1
requirements for the sensor noises.

D.

Sensor Noise Modeling

To fully specify the generalized plant for a complementary filter sensor fusion configuration shown in Fig. 3,
Ñ1 (s) and Ñ2 (s) must be defined. They are the transfer
function models whose norms are shaped to fit the amplitude spectral densities of the sensor noises N1ASD (ω)
and N2ASD (ω), as in Eqn. (12a). This problem can be as
simple as a curve fitting problem but with one caveat.
That is, the transfer function models must be stable,
minimum-phase, and proper transfer functions as their
inverse will be invoked. This restricts the transfer function models to acquire the same number of zeros and
poles, all with negative real parts. Also, they should
have flat responses at very low and very high frequencies. This shouldn’t be a problem so long as the features
of the sensor noises are modeled within a frequency of
interest.
There are a few ways to model noise spectral densities
but this is not the main purpose of this paper. For the
completeness of the complementary filter method, a simple method is provided to model the sensor noises. But,
readers are free to model the sensor noises using their own
method as long as the method results in transfer function
models with norms that fit well with the amplitude spectral densities of the sensor noises in question. Also note
that, as is the case for any H∞ problems, the solution to
the H∞ synthesis problem is only optimal relative to the
cost function specified. This means that the complementary filters synthesized this way will be optimal relative
to the modeled sensor noises, but not necessarily the real
sensor noises.
We begin with a generic polynomial transfer function
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model

III.

Pn
bi si
F (s; ai , bi ) = Pni=0 i ,
i=0 ai s

(22)

where ai and bi are the coefficients of the polynomial and
n is the order of the transfer function. The goal is to find
optimal parameters that minimizes a cost function

Jnoise (ai , bi ) =

M
X

2

(log |F (jωm ; ai , bi )| − log N (ωm )) ,

m=1

(23)
where m = 1, 2, 3, . . . , M , M is the number of data
points, ωm are the frequency values of the sensor noise
data, and N (ωm ) is the ASD of the sensor noise. As is
mentioned, the transfer function models need to have flat
responses at very low and very high frequencies. It’s useful to pad the data with flat lines below and above the
measurement frequencies.
To minimize the cost function in Eqn. (23), local minimization methods are recommended because the parameters ai and bi are usually not well bounded. For the
same reason, it’s recommended to replace ai and bi with
10log ai and 10log bi in Eqn. (22) and optimize log ai and
log bi instead, as the parameters could vary with large orders of magnitude. Local minimization methods, such as
the Nelder-Mead method [36] and Powell’s method [37],
require initial specifications of the parameters, which can
be hard to obtain.
As an intermediate step, consider a zero-pole-gain
(ZPK) model
Qn
s − zi
Q
FZPK (s; zi , pi , k) = k ni=1
,
s
i=1 − pi

(24)

where zi and pi are negative real-valued zeros and poles
of the transfer function, and k is the gain of the transfer
function. These zeros and poles are corner-frequencies
where the amplitude frequency response changes slope
by 20 decibels per decade. They can be easily added and
tuned manually to lay out the general shape of the model
that fits the sensor noise data. Alternatively, it’s possible
to replace F (s; ai , bi ) in Eqn. (23) with the ZPK model
FZPK (s; zi , pi , k) and use global optimization methods,
such as differential evolution [38], to find the zeros and
poles. This is possible since the zeros and poles are expected to be bounded within frequency space of the measured sensor noise data. Again, it’s recommended to fit
log zi and log pi instead due to their large dynamic range.
After obtaining a ZPK model, it can be expanded to the
polynomial form to obtain the initial coefficients for the
transfer function model Eqn. (22) used for the local minimization of Eqn. (23). At last, all non-negative real parts
of the zeros and poles must be negated to obtain the final
stable, minimum-phase, proper transfer function that fits
the ASD of the sensor noise.

RESULTS

In this section, the proposed H∞ method is used to
synthesize three different pairs of sensors. The sensors to
be considered are linear variable differential transformers (LVDTs) and geophones, which are commonly used
in active isolation systems in current gravitational-wave
detectors. The three pairs of sensors are
1. LVDT and geophone with sensor noises estimated
from Ref. [23].
2. LVDT coupled with seismic noise, and geophone
with noises estimated from Ref. [23].
3. Hypothetical LVDT-like and geophone-like sensors.
A.

Sensor Fusion of a Relative Displacement
Sensor and an Inertial Sensor

In this section, the proposed method will be demonstrated by synthesizing complementary filters for blending an LVDT and a geophone, referred to as sensor 1
and sensor 2, respectively. The sensors noises are taken
from Figure 5.8 in Ref. [23], and can be well described
by Eqn. (25).
"

na
fa

2



2 # 12

µm
√ ,
Hz
(25)
where f is frequency in Hz, na , nb , a, and b are some
parameters of the model. For demonstration, the parameters are chosen by a graphical estimation from a figure
shown in Ref. [23]. The parameters for the two sensors
are summarized in table. I.
N

ASD

(f ; na , nb , a, b) =

+

nb
fb

Sensor
na
nb
a b
LVDT 10−2.07 10−2.3 0.5 0
Geophone 10−5.46 10−5.23 3.5 1
TABLE I. LVDT and geophone intrinsic noise parameters.

The amplitude spectral densities of the sensor noises
and their transfer function models are shown in Fig. 4. In
this case, sensor noise 1 is fitted with a 3rd -order transfer
function while sensor noise 2 is fitted with a 4th -order
one. As shown in Fig. 4, the amplitude responses of the
transfer functions fit well to the ASD of the sensor noises.
The transfer functions are used to synthesize complementary filters according to the proposed method. The
complementary filters synthesized using H∞ method are
shown in Fig. 5. Using the synthesized filters H1 (s) and
H2 (s) ≡ 1 − H1 (s), the amplitude spectral density of
super sensor noise is predicted by
h
i1
2
2 2
ASD
Nsuper
(ω) = H1 (jω)N1ASD (ω) + H2 (jω)N2ASD (ω)
.
(26)
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FIG. 4. Amplitude spectral densities of the sensor noises
and the transfer function models. Blue solid: LVDT intrinsic
noise. Yellow dash-dot: transfer function model of the LVDT
noise. Green dashed: geophone intrinsic noise. Red dotted:
transfer function model of geophone noise.

FIG. 6. Amplitude spectral densities of the sensor noises.
Blue solid: LVDT. Yellow: geophone 2. Green dashed: predicted super sensor noise.

a frequency dependency of f −3.5 at low frequency [23].
There’s only one design parameter for the pre-designed
filter, that is, the blending frequency. The blending frequency in this case is chosen to be at the crossover frequency between the LVDT and geophone noise, as advised in Ref. [23].
Since LVDTs are relative displacement sensors, when
used on the first stage of an active isolation platform,
they are expected to be coupled with the seismic noise.
Therefore, the sensor noise of the first sensor will be taken
as the quadrature sum of the intrinsic LVDT noise and a
pretended seismic noise that features a microseismic peak
to demonstrate the adaptiveness of this method, which
is a quality that pre-designed filter lacks. The ASD of
the seismic noise has a peak of around 1 √µm
at around
Hz
0.1-0.3 Hz and is modeled as the amplitude response of
the transfer function
FIG. 5. Complementary filters. Blue: low-pass filter for
LVDT. Yellow: high-pass filter for geophone.

The predicted ASD of the super sensor noise is shown in
Fig. 6. As can be seen, the super sensor noise is equally
close to the lower bound in logarithmic sense at all frequencies, as expected.

B. Sensor Fusion for a Seismic Noise-coupled
Relative Displacement Sensor and an Inertial Sensor

In this section, the sensor fusion of a seismic-noise coupled displacement sensor (LVDT) and an inertial sensor
(geophone) is demonstrated and compared. The complementary filters to be compared with are 7th -order filters with 4th -order roll-off pre-designed specifically to use
with this sensor fusion configuration. The filters were
chosen to suppress the inertial sensing noise, which has

Fseis (s) = 

3
Y
kseis s2
4 
2
1
1
i=1
ωl s + 1
ωh s + 1

1 2
s + ω1i s + 1
ωi2
1 2
s + ωi1qi s + 1
ωi2

,

(27)
where kseis = 5 × 10−1 , ωh = 0.1 × 2π, ωl = 0.3 × 2π,
ωi = {0.15×2π, 0.2×2π, 0.25×2π}, and q1 = q2 = q3 = 3.
The sensor noises and the transfer function models of this
configuration are shown in Again, as shown in Fig. 7, the
transfer function models fit well with the sensor noises
without issue.
Fig. 8 shows the complementary filters for the seismic
noise-coupled LVDT and the geophone sensors. The predesigned complementary filters have a blending frequency
of 74.3 mHz, which is the cross-over frequency of the
LVDT and geophone intrinsic sensor noises. As can be
seen, the low-pass filter (Blue solid) generated using the
proposed H∞ method has a notch feature around 0.1-0.3
Hz, whereas this is missing from the pre-designed filter.
The notches in the H∞ low-pass filter effectively filter
out the microseism as seen in the LVDT noise in Fig. 7.
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FIG. 7. Amplitude spectral densities of the sensor noises and
the transfer funcition models. Blue solid: LVDT noise coupled with seismic noise featuring a microseismic peak. Yellow dash-dot: the transfer function model of the seismic-noise
coupled LVDT sensor noise. Green dashed: geophone. Red
dotted: transfer function model of geophone noise.

FIG. 9. Sensor sensor noise. Green dashed: super sensor with
H∞ -optimal complementary filters. Red dotted: super sensor
with pre-designed complementary filters.

designed filters don’t filter the seismic noise at 0.1-0.3
Hz and this means that they cannot be used for active
isolation of seismic noise.
As mentioned in Sec. II, if the RMS value of the super
sensor noise were to be minimized, H2 synthesis would
be used instead of H∞ synthesis. But, this does not necessarily mean that the H∞ filters would give unreasonable RMS values, despite the H∞ synthesis minimizes a
weighted H∞ norm. The noises of the super sensors have
RMS values of 0.01137 µm and 0.01176 µm for the H∞
case and the pre-designed case, respectively. There’s no
significant difference between the two sets of complementary filters in this case, given that the pre-designed filter
was chosen for this exact scenario.

C. Sensor Fusion of Hypothetical Relative
Displacement Sensor and Inertial Sensors
FIG. 8. Complementary filters. Blue solid: low-pass filter for
seismic noise-coupled LVDT, synthesized using H∞ method.
Yellow solid: high-pass filter for geophone, synthesized using
H∞ method. Green dashed: pre-designed low-pass filter for
the seismic noise-coupled LVDT. Red dashed: pre-designed
high-pass filter for the geophone.

This is a feature that naturally arose from H∞ synthesis,
which is different from artificially added ones like that
from Refs. [10, 25]. The H∞ filters also have a high noise
amplification around the blending frequency. This can
be seen as a cost for the additional notches attenuating
the seismic noise.
Fig. 9 shows the predicted noise performances of the
super sensors. As can be seen, the super sensor using H∞ -optimal filters has an amplitude spectral density close to the lower bound at all frequencies, including
the frequency range of the seismic noise peak. The pre-

In this section, the parameters of the LVDT and geophone sensor noises as shown in table. I are modified
slightly to mimic a change in environment, e.g. using
different types of sensors in a new gravitational-wave detector. The hypothetical sensor noises are modeled by
Eqn. (25) and the modified parameters are shown in table. II. The main highlight of the modifications would be
the frequency dependencies, a.
Sensor
na
nb
a b
Sensor 1 10−2.07 10−2.3 1 0
Sensor 2 10−3 10−5.23 2 1
TABLE II. Hypothetical sensor noise parameters.

Fig. 10 shows the amplitude spectral densities of the
hypothetical sensor noises.
Complementary filters were synthesized using the pro-
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FIG. 10. Sensor noise. Blue solid: sensor 1. Yellow dashdot: transfer function model of sensor 1 noise. Green dashed:
sensor 2. Red dotted: transfer function model of sensor 2.

posed H∞ method and they are shown in Fig. 11 together
with the pre-defined filters. The pre-designed filters have
the same shape as those in Fig. 8 but with a new blending
frequency at 117 mHz, i.e. where the two sensor noises
meet. As shown in the figure, the H∞ -optimal filters have

FIG. 12. Sensor sensor noise. Green dashed: super sensor
with H∞ -optimal complementary filters. Red dotted: super
sensor with pre-designed complementary filters.

super sensor noises are 0.0075 µm and 0.0093 µm for the
H∞ case and the pre-designed case, respectively. As is
expected, the complementary filters generated from H∞
optimization resulted in a significant RMS noise reduction compared to that of the pre-designed ones, which is
clearly not optimized for this configuration. This shows
the universality of this method.

IV.

FIG. 11. Complementary filters. Blue solid: low-pass filter
for sensor 1, synthesized using H∞ method. Yellow solid:
high-pass filter for sensor 2, synthesized using H∞ method.
Green dashed: pre-designed low-pass filter. Red dashed: predesigned high-pass filter.

a milder roll-off and with no noise amplification around
the blending frequency.
The predicted noise performances of the super sensors
are shown in Fig. 12. As can be seen, the super sensor fused with H∞ -optimal filter has sensor noise almost
indistinguishable from the lower bound at all frequencies. Meanwhile, the super sensor fused with the predesigned filter has a noise peaked at around the blending
frequency, making it relatively unsuitable for this particular sensor configuration. The RMS values for the two

DISCUSSIONS

Using the proposed method, it is possible to synthesize optimal complementary filters that best suppress the
super sensor noise equally close to the lower bound at
all frequencies in logarithmic scale. Unlike pre-designed
filters, the method allows one to make complementary
filters that work with any arbitrary sensor, as long as
the sensor noise can be modeled. Optimal complementary filters can be generated from only the sensor noises
themselves. In all the results shown, the complementary
filters generated from H∞ performed similarly in noise
performance, if not better, compared to the pre-designed
ones.
The method is able to produce complementary filters
with special features, such as notches, to cope with the
noise characteristics in sensors. In a conventional filter shaping process, these special features would need
to be added manually by experienced control engineers
simply using heuristics. This would make the filters arguably suboptimal, and most importantly, not reproducible. But, with the proposed method, the features
automatically appear in a natural way as a result of optimization. None or little human intervention is required
in the whole synthesis process. Also because of this, this
opens up the possibility of rolling-update of control filters
where filters are synthesized automatically in real-time
according to changes in the environment, e.g. changes in
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seismic noise.
The proposed H∞ method complements some existing control strategies in active isolation systems in current gravitational-wave detectors. A control strategy was
used in LIGO called “earthquake mode” where a predesigned filter is swapped with another one when there’s
an earthquake [13, 22]. These filters were made without
any information of the upcoming earthquake or seismic
noise, which means the filters could again be suboptimal.
But with the proposed method, the filters can be synthesized in real-time, making the active isolation truly
adaptive to the environment and ultimately increasing
the duty cycle of the detector.
In an active isolation system, there are many digital
filters other than complementary filters that affect the
performances of the active isolation system. Some examples would be sensor correction filter, seismometer feedforward filter, and feedback controller, which are all used
in LIGO [10]. Sensor correction filter is a filter used in
LIGO that applies on a seismometer, which is used to
remove seismic noise coupling from relative displacement
sensors, making them available for seismic isolation via
feedback control. Seismometer feedforward filter is a similar filter but is used for cancellation of the seismic noise
by feeding seismometer signal to actuators. Feedback
controllers are digital filters that convert sensing signals
to actuation signals to achieve feedback control, which
minimizes the displacement level of a controlled platform
to achieve active isolation. While not shown in this paper, we claim that all of these filter design problems can
be seen as a complementary filter design problem because
they are all two-quantity trade-off problems. So, they can
all be solved using the method provided for synthesizing
complementary filters. These problems will be solved and
demonstrated in future work.
Although it is shown that optimal complementary filters can be synthesized for a sensor fusion configuration
with 2 sensors, active isolation systems can utilize even

more sensors. For example, some active isolation platforms in LIGO are equipped with relative displacement
sensors, geophones, and seismometers [10]. This requires
a low-pass filter, a band-pass filter, and a high-pass filter
for sensor fusion of these three sensors. Although it was
shown that H∞ methods can be used for synthesizing
complementary filters for any arbitrary number of sensors if frequency-dependent specifications are given [28],
the minimization of super sensor noise in a 3-sensor configuration was not. Therefore, it remains as a future work
and will be studied as an extension of this paper.
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