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Abstract

This paper introduces a novel framework for optimizing observer-based soft
sensors through dynamic causality analysis. Traditional approaches to sensor
selection often rely on linearized observability indices or statistical correla-
tions that fail to capture the temporal evolution of complex systems. We ad-
dress this gap by leveraging liquid-time constant (LTC) networks, continuous-
time neural architectures with input-dependent time constants, to systemati-
cally identify and prune sensor inputs with minimal causal influence on state
estimation. Our methodology implements an iterative workflow: training an
LTC observer on candidate inputs, quantifying each input’s causal impact
through controlled perturbation analysis, removing inputs with negligible ef-
fect, and retraining until performance degradation occurs. We demonstrate
this approach on three mechanistic testbeds representing distinct physical do-
mains: a harmonically forced spring-mass-damper system, a nonlinear contin-
uous stirred-tank reactor, and a predator-prey model following the structure
of the Lotka—Volterra model Mandal et al. (2023), but with seasonal forc-
ing and added complexity. Results show that our causality-guided pruning
consistently identifies minimal sensor sets that align with underlying physics
while improving prediction accuracy. The framework automatically distin-
guishes essential physical measurements from noise and determines when
derived interaction terms provide complementary versus redundant informa-
tion. Beyond computational efficiency, this approach enhances interpretabil-
ity by grounding sensor selection decisions in dynamic causal relationships
rather than static correlations, offering significant benefits for soft sensing ap-
plications across process engineering, ecological monitoring, and agricultural
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domains.
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1. Introduction

Designing an observer model for a complex dynamical system under lim-
ited a prior: structural knowledge requires selecting a minimal subset of ac-
tuator and sensor signals while preserving high estimation accuracy Kailath
(1980); Ljung (1999); Chui and Chen (2009); Moore (1981); Gertler (2015);
Esfandiari and Ying (2017). This challenge is especially critical in soft sens-
ing applications, which are common across various domains, including process
engineering Qin (2019); Edgar and Himmelblau (2010) and agricultural and
pest control contexts Clay (2020) or various applications in environmental
monitoring, including traffic control systems Habibzadeh et al. (2018) and
for studying biological diversity, e.g. pollinator abundance and species vari-
ability Barnsley et al. (2022). In these fields, measurements and actuation
are often sparse and noisy due to the high costs of installing and main-
taining distributed sensor systems. Nevertheless, accurately reconstructing
hidden state variables is essential for effective prediction and control. Tra-
ditional sensor selection or minimization methods often focus on linearized
observability indices Hermann and Krener (1977b); Ragot and Gouzé (1990);
Dochain and Vanrolleghem (1994a); Rezaei and Srinivasan (2015); Caspari
and M"uller (2019), sensor-placement heuristics Beck et al. (2008a); Park
et al. (2010a); Schneider et al. (2019a), or optimization-driven approaches
that do not explicitly incorporate a causal description of the system Muller
and Reble (2004); Ajgl and Simeonov (2015).

Despite the significance of sensor reduction for observer-based designs
Pearl (2009a); Spirtes et al. (2000a), few strategies leverage the power of dy-
namic causality, which interprets how time-varying inputs and interventions
uniquely alter the system’s trajectory Sch"olkopf (2019); Runge (2019); Le
and Wang (2013); Koller and Friedman (2009a). Such a causal viewpoint
could prove invaluable when dealing with high-dimensional or uncertain pro-
cesses. To address this gap, we build on the Liquid Time Constant (LTC)
model Hasani et al. (2020), which provides a continuous-time, ODE-based
neural architecture designed to capture dynamic causal effects through lig-



uid (input-dependent, adaptive) time constants Funahashi and Nakamura
(1993a); Lechner et al. (2020b); Sontag (1979a); Friston et al. (2003); Funa-
hashi (1989); Cybenko (1989). By treating the observer model as a causal
dynamic system, we can systematically prune sensor inputs that exert lit-
tle causal influence on the hidden-state trajectory, thereby reducing model
complexity without sacrificing accuracy Peters et al. (2017a); Rubin (2005);
Camacho and Bordons (2007); Friston (2008); Lewis (1992); Chen (2007);
Beard et al. (2012).

LTC models define each hidden neuron via a continuous-time equation
whose time constant adapts to input changes Khalil (2002); Rugh (1996),
making them particularly suitable for describing context-sensitive tempo-
ral dynamics as in the evolution of physical or biological processes where
timescales are not fixed. We present an iterative minimization procedure:
train an LTC observer on an initially broad set of inputs (including noise or
derived signals), evaluate each input’s causal sensitivity by perturbing it in
the learned model, prune the inputs with negligible effect on the predicted
state, and retrain. By repeating this loop, we arrive at a minimal sensor set
backed by causally grounded justifications. Our approach is demonstrated
on three ODE-based testbeds representing distinct classes of mechanistic sys-
tems: a spring—mass—damper model Vaughan et al. (2008); Rawlings et al.
(2017); Baker et al. (2000), a continuous stirred-tank mizing process Kot
(2001); Smith and Thieme (2011); Brauer and Castillo-Chavez (2011), and
an ecological seasonally forced predator—prey setup Pillonetto (2014); Harsha
and Indyk (2017).

The testbeds are able to exemplify the range behaviors including lin-
ear second-order oscillations, nonlinear mass-balance equations, and chaotic
or quasi-periodic population dynamics encountered in real-world problems
Lewis (1992); Chen (2007); Beard et al. (2012); Mandal et al. (2023). By ap-
plying LTC observers in each scenario, we show how causality-guided prun-
ing consistently yields an observer model that retains strong predictive power
while discarding superfluous inputs. Through these case studies, we illustrate
both the conceptual clarity and the practical utility of a dynamic causal in-
terpretation for sensor selection and observer design.



2. Methodology

2.1. Owverview

Our methodology systematically reduces the number of input signals
for state estimation by leveraging the dynamic properties of Liquid Time-
Constant networks, operating through a carefully structured iterative work-
flow depicted in Figure B.4.

2.1.1. Initial Model Training

We begin with a comprehensive set of candidate inputs, including both
physical measurements and potential noise sources, to train an initial LTC
observer model that establishes our baseline performance against which fu-
ture iterations will be measured. After this foundational training step, we
proceed to a quantitative causal sensitivity analysis where we evaluate each
input’s contribution by applying small perturbations and measuring the re-
sulting changes in predicted state trajectories, generating causality scores
that reflect each input’s influence on system evolution. These scores then
enable a principled ranking of all inputs, allowing us to identify those with
minimal causal impact as redundant and remove them from further consid-
eration (see Supplemental Information).

To assess each input’s contribution, we introduce small perturbations dz;
and measure the resulting change in the predicted state

AX; = Xy — fO(I +0L;). (1)
This allows us to define a causality ranking for each input:

Ci = |axil, (2)

Inputs with the lowest causality scores are considered redundant
]/:Ii€I|CZ'>€, (3)
where € is a threshold for determining input significance.

2.1.2. Iterative Pruning and Retraining
With the reduced input set I’ , we retrain the observer model

= fO(I'). (4)



The causal sensitivity analysis is then repeated, refining X’ iteratively until
the removal of further inputs significantly degrades prediction accuracy

|z, — X| > T, (5)
where X represents the true system state and 7 is a predefined error tolerance.

2.1.83. Optimized Sensor Configuration
The final optimized sensor configuration is determined by the last itera-
tion before degradation:

I =1, . (6)

This approach delivers dual benefits: it streamlines the sensor suite for
practical deployment while simultaneously providing mechanistic justifica-
tion for each pruning decision, ensuring that our final model captures the
essential causal dynamics of the system rather than relying on spurious cor-
relations, all while maintaining computational efficiency and interpretability.

2.2. Mechanistic Testbeds for Causal Analysis

To demonstrate the versatility of our causality-guided sensor minimiza-
tion approach, we developed three ODE-based testbeds that represent fun-
damentally different physical systems. A summary for each of the system’s
governing equations, input signals, and target state variables is given in the
Supplemental Information, Table 1. Though relatively simple, these testbeds
capture diverse dynamical behaviors, from linear second-order oscillations to
nonlinear chemical processes and nonlinear (quasi-periodic) ecological inter-
actions. The nonlinearity of the systems, along with the inclusion of noise
and interaction signals, presents a challenge for state estimation and sensor
selection.

For all testbeds, we augmented the primary physical signals with three
smoothed noise channels to simulate measurement uncertainty. We also cre-
ated one interaction term per system (such as the product of force and dis-
placement in the spring-mass—damper model) to investigate whether such
engineered features prove beneficial under causal analysis. This design al-
lows us to test whether our approach can reliably distinguish essential inputs
from both noise and potentially redundant derived quantities.

Figure B.4 illustrates the physical configuration of each testbed. In each
case, the goal is to estimate a single state variable (velocity, concentration,
or predator population) by using only a minimal subset of the available input
signals.



2.2.1. Data Generation and Preprocessing

For each testbed, we generated data by numerically integrating the gov-
erning ODEs using a fourth-order Runge-Kutta method. We selected param-
eters that produced typical behaviors for each system: damped oscillations
in the mechanical system, varying reactant concentrations in the chemical
system, and cyclic population dynamics in the ecological system.

To create realistic measurement conditions, we developed a comprehen-
sive data generation pipeline (observer signal generation Abarbanel et al.
(1994)) that mirrored the complexities of actual sensing environments while
maintaining full control over the underlying dynamics. We began by gen-
erating the primary state trajectories for each system through numerical
integration Lu and Oberst (2023); Fujimoto and Kaneko (2003). To simulate
the inevitable measurement noise present in real-world sensors, we created
smoothed noise signals by first generating Gaussian random processes and
then applying a low-pass filter with carefully tuned cutoff frequencies, result-
ing in temporally correlated noise patterns. We then constructed interaction
terms as products of selected primary variables to capture potential nonlinear
relationships that might prove informative, such as force-displacement prod-
ucts in the mechanical system and flow-volume interactions in the chemical
system. As a final preprocessing step, we standardized all signals by sub-
tracting their respective means and division by their standard deviations
according to the equation

I(t,) = Mj (7)

0j

for each input channel j from one to d, where 1; and o; represent the sam-
ple mean and standard deviation, respectively. This standardization proved
essential for training stability, as it ensured all inputs operated in comparable
numerical ranges and prevented certain high-magnitude signals from domi-
nating the learning process, ultimately leading to more balanced causality
assessments and more robust observer models.

The resulting datasets were then split chronologically into training (80%)
and test (20%) segments, with validation subsets comprising (20%) of the
training segments. This chronological splitting preserves the temporal struc-
ture of the data and provides a realistic evaluation of how well our models
predict future states based on past observations.



2.3. Liquid Time-Constant Networks as Dynamic Observers
2.8.1. The LTC Architecture: Physics-Inspired Neural Networks

At the heart of our approach is a Liquid Time-Constant network. Con-
sider a hidden state vector h(t) € R representing the internal state of the

LTC network, and inputs u(t) € R? representing our sensor measurements.
Each LTC neuron ¢ follows an ODE of the form:

- dh;iﬂ _ —|:hl(t) _ bl] + Z Wij O'(hj(t)) +

Z Uik W(Uk@)) (8)

This equation can be understood intuitively as a mathematical repre-
sentation of how information flows through an artificial neuron in the LTC
network, capturing both temporal dynamics and input-output relationships.
The left side of the equation represents the rate of change in neuron i’s
internal state, effectively determining how quickly it responds to new infor-
mation, with this responsiveness carefully regulated by the time constant 7;
which acts as a control knob for the neuron’s temporal sensitivity. Moving
to the right side, the first term functions as a form of “memory decay” that
continuously pulls the neuron’s state back toward its baseline value b; when
no other influences are present, preventing indefinite accumulation of activa-
tion and ensuring stability over long time periods. The second term models
the complex web of influence from other neurons in the network through the
weighted sum of their activations, allowing neurons to form recurrent connec-
tions that can capture temporal patterns and generate complex dynamics like
oscillations or stable attractors. Finally, the third term directly incorporates
external information from our sensor measurements, transforming the raw
input signals through learnable weights and nonlinear activation functions
before they influence the neuron’s state, essentially serving as the interface
between the outside world and the network’s internal representation of the
system dynamics.

The key innovation is that 7; can adapt based on input conditions, al-
lowing the network to respond more quickly to rapidly changing dynamics
and more slowly during stable periods. This property makes LTCs particu-
larly well-suited for observer design, as they can automatically adjust their
temporal response characteristics to match the dynamics of the system being
observed.




2.3.2. Training Process and Implementation

To train our LTC observers, we employed the following procedure.

Network Architecture: We configured an LT C network with 32 hidden
neurons for each testbed, which provided sufficient capacity while avoiding
overfitting. Input dimensions varied based on the number of sensor signals
(typically starting with 6-7 inputs).

Numerical Integration: We implemented a semi-implicit Euler method
with a fixed step size of At = 0.05 to discretize the continuous-time LTC
equations, (8). This provided a stable approximation of the ODE dynamics
while maintaining computational efficiency.

Loss Function: We minimized the mean squared error (MSE) between
the predicted and actual target states:

*CMSE = % i: ||$ref(tn) - i‘(tn)Ha (9)

where #(t,) is the model output and z,.¢(t,) is the target state trajectory.

Optimization: We used the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 1073
and gradient clipping to prevent instability. We trained for a maximum of
100 epochs with early stopping based on validation performance.

Warm-Up Phase: When evaluating on test data, we included a 50-step
warm-up period to allow the hidden states to stabilize before calculating
performance metrics. This accounts for the recurrent nature of the network
and ensures fair comparison across different configurations.

This training process was repeated for each iteration of our sensor pruning
methodology, with the input dimension decreasing as irrelevant sensors were
progressively removed.

2.4. Dynamic Causality Analysis and Sensor Pruning

2.4.1. From Correlation to Causation: Understanding Dynamic Influence

A central challenge in sensor selection is distinguishing between variables
that merely correlate with the target state and those that causally influ-
ence its evolution. Traditional feature selection methods often rely on static
correlations, which can lead to retaining inputs that contribute little to the
system’s actual dynamics.

Our approach leverages the dynamic, continuous-time nature of LTC net-
works to define a more meaningful measure of causal influence. In a dynam-
ical system described by:



dflit) = (), 2(t), 1.0, x(to) = o, (10)

where z(t) is the state vector and I(t) represents input signals, causal-

ity can be understood as the impact of interventions in /(¢) on the future
trajectory of z(t).

To illustrate this concept, consider our spring—mass—damper system. The
displacement x(t) and external force F(t) both correlate with the velocity
state we wish to predict. However, if we intervene by applying a small change
to F'(t), this will propagate through the system’s dynamics and cause a mea-
surable change in the future velocity trajectory. In contrast, if we perturb a
smoothed-noise signal input that merely correlates with the predicted output
(velocity) by chance, we would expect minimal change in the future trajec-
tory.

This interventional view aligns with the classical understanding of causal-
ity in control theory and dynamical systems, while providing a practical
computational approach for quantifying causal influence in complex, possi-
bly nonlinear systems.

2.4.2. The Causality Matriz: Quantifying Input Importance

We formalize this intuitive notion of dynamic causality through a perturbation-
based sensitivity analysis. For each input dimension j, we create a perturbed
trajectory:

I (t) = I(t) + ee, (11)

where e; is the unit vector corresponding to input j, and € is a small
scalar value (typically 107 to 1072). We then compare the model’s output
under this perturbed input with the baseline output:

A (t) = () — =), (12)
where Z(;)(t) is the state trajectory resulting from the perturbed input.
The magnitude of this difference over time provides a measure of input j’s
causal influence on the system dynamics.
We compute a scalar “causality score" for each input by integrating this
difference over a time window:

1 to+T, )
Score() = /t |20 ar (13)

9



In practice, we approximate this integral using discrete time steps and
the L? norm. The resulting scores provide a ranking of the inputs based on
their causal impact on the target state trajectory.

This approach offers several advantages over traditional feature selection
methods, representing a significant advancement in how we identify essen-
tial inputs for observer design in dynamic systems. Our perturbation-based
causality analysis captures the dynamic, time-evolving influence of each input
rather than relying on static relationships, which is crucial when modeling
systems whose behavior and sensitivities change across different operating
regimes or time scales. The method automatically accounts for complex non-
linear interactions between inputs as they are naturally captured by the LTC
model’s learned dynamics, avoiding the need for explicit feature engineering
to represent these interdependencies. Unlike many traditional methods that
use proxy metrics such as correlation coefficients or mutual information, our
approach directly measures each input’s impact on the prediction task itself,
providing a more relevant assessment of importance specifically tailored to
the state estimation goal. Perhaps most significantly, our methodology aligns
conceptually with the interventional definition of causality from the causal
inference literature, where causation is established by manipulating variables
and observing the consequences, we implement this principle directly by per-
turbing each input and measuring the resulting change in system trajectory,
creating a mechanistically justifiable basis for our sensor selection decisions
that goes beyond mere statistical association. This grounding in causal the-
ory enhances both the interpretability and trustworthiness of our pruning
process, as we can explain precisely why certain sensors were retained while
others were deemed redundant or uninformative.

2.4.8. Iterative Pruning Algorithm

With our causality scores defined, we implement an iterative pruning
algorithm:

This algorithm adaptively determines how many inputs to remove at each
iteration. When multiple inputs have very low causality scores (below thresh-
old 7), they can be removed simultaneously. When all remaining inputs have
non-negligible scores, we remove only the least influential one. This balanced
approach ensures efficient pruning while minimizing the risk of removing im-
portant sensors.

10



Algorithm 1 Causality-Guided Sensor Pruning

Initialize with full set of candidate inputs Z = {1y, I, ..., I}
Train initial LTC observer M, using all inputs in Z
i < 0 (iteration counter)
repeat
Compute causality score Score(/;) for each input I; € Z using model
M;
Rank inputs by causality score
7. Identify inputs with scores below threshold 7: Zo,, = {I; € T :
Score(l;) < T}
if 7o = 0 then
9: Remove input with lowest score: T, = {argmin,ez Score(l;)}
10:  end if
11: T < I\ Ziow (Remove low-scoring inputs)
122 1+ 1+1
13:  Train new model M; using reduced input set Z
14:  Evaluate M; on validation data
15: until validation error increases significantly OR |Z| < minimum sensor
budget
16: Return model M,_; (last model before performance degradation)

>
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2.4.4. Practical Considerations
Several practical considerations improve the robustness of our causality
analysis:

Perturbation Scale Selection.. The choice of perturbation magnitude ¢ is im-
portant. If € is too large, it may drive the system far from its normal operating
regime, leading to unrealistic sensitivity measures. If € is too small, numeri-
cal precision issues may arise. We found that values between 1072 and 1072,
scaled by the standard deviation of each input, provide a good balance for
our testbeds.

Validation-Based Stopping.. Rather than setting a fixed number of inputs
to retain, our approach uses validation performance to determine when to
stop pruning. This adaptive criterion prevents removing inputs that are
genuinely necessary for accurate prediction, even if their causality scores
appear relatively low compared to others.

Multiple Random Initializations.. To mitigate the effects of local optima in
LTC training, we train multiple models with different random initializations
for each configuration and select the best-performing one. This increases the
robustness of our causality assessments.

Computational Efficiency.. Computing causality scores requires d+1 forward
passes through the model (one baseline and one per input dimension). While
this introduces computational overhead, it remains tractable for the moderate
input dimensions typical in physical sensing applications.

By addressing these practical considerations, our approach provides a
robust and efficient method for identifying the minimal set of sensors needed
for accurate state estimation across diverse dynamical systems.

3. Results

3.1. Testbed Data Generation and Characteristics

Representative time-series data generated for each testbed capture the
essential dynamics of their respective physical domains. Each dataset results
from numerically integrating the system ODEs with carefully designed ad-
ditions of smoothed noise and engineered interaction terms. This approach
creates realistic yet controlled datasets that capture the essential dynamics
of each physical system.

12



In the externally forced spring-mass—damper system, we compute the
displacement x(t) and velocity #(t) under the influence of a stochastic force
F(t) obtained by smoothing Gaussian noise to emulate real-world forcing
functions. The measured signals include the external force F'(t), the dis-
placement z(t), an engineered product term F'(t) - x(t) representing the work
done by the force, and three independent Gaussian smoothed-noise signals
ni(t), na(t), and ns(t) mimicking unrelated measurement streams as addi-
tional sensor candidates.

For the chemical process (continuous stirred-tank reactor), we simulate
the inflow rate Fi,(t) and reactor volume V' (¢) dynamics, along with their
interaction term Fi,(t) - V(¢) which represents volumetric flow. The reactant
concentration Cy () serves as the unmeasured state variable that our observer
estimates.

In the predator—prey model with seasonal forcing, we generate the prey
population P(t) and seasonal growth rate a(t) time-series, which include a
sinusoidal component to represent seasonal effects plus a smoothed Gaussian
noise signal to represent environmental stochasticity. We also create their
product a(t) - P(t) representing the actual growth rate.

3.2. Causality-Guided Sensor Pruning Outcomes

Our causality-guided methodology applies consistently across all three
testbeds, with convergence achieved through varying numbers of iterations
depending on system complexity. Table 1 provides a comprehensive summary
of the iterative training and pruning process across all testbeds.

3.2.1. Mechanical System Performance

The mechanical system requires three iterations to achieve optimal sensor
configuration. Initial causality analysis using all six inputs reveals a clear dis-
tinction in causal influence: the physical sensors force F'(t) and displacement
x(t) demonstrate high causality scores of 0.3253 and 0.3493 respectively, in-
dicating their strong influence on velocity prediction. In contrast, the three
noise signals exhibit very low scores (all below 0.02), confirming their minimal
impact on the system’s evolution. The engineered interaction term F'(t)-x(t)
shows moderate causal effect with a score of 0.0186, suggesting potential but
not essential contribution to the prediction task.

Based on the low causal scores of the three noise signals, we prune ns(t),
ns(t), and ng(t) simultaneously in the second iteration, reducing the input

13
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Figure 1: High-level diagram of the sensor minimization algorithm. The process begins
with training an LTC observer on an extensive set of candidate inputs, followed by com-
puting causality scores through input perturbations. Sensors with low causal influence
are pruned, and the model is retrained iteratively until an optimal, minimal sensor set
is obtained. The iterative process typically requires 2-4 iterations depending on system
complexity, with causality scores clearly distinguishing between essential physical inputs
(scores < 0.1) and noise signals (scores < 0.02). Each iteration improves model conver-
gence properties and reduces computational requirements while maintaining prediction
accuracy within acceptable tolerance levels.

set to {F'(t), z(t), F(t)-xz(t)}. After retraining with this reduced set, causal-
ity analysis shows increased scores for both F(t) and x(t) (rising to 0.3682
and 0.3872 respectively), suggesting that removing the noise channels allows
the model to focus more effectively on the physically relevant inputs. The
interaction term’s causality score decreases slightly to 0.0116, indicating its
diminishing relative importance in the absence of noise.

For the final iteration, we remove the interaction term F'(t) - z(t), leav-
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ing only the two primary physical variables {F'(t), x(¢)}. This two-input
model maintains high prediction quality, with the predicted velocity closely
tracking the true velocity trajectory. The causality scores for F'(t) and z(t)
in this final iteration increase further to 0.3330 and 0.3437, highlighting how
the pruning process progressively enhances the model’s focus on the most
causally significant inputs. Any attempt to further reduce the input set by
removing either F'(t) or x(¢) results in substantial performance degradation,
confirming that we reach the minimal essential sensor set for this system.

3.2.2. Chemical System Performance

The chemical system demonstrates more complex causal structure, requir-
ing four iterations with a gradual pruning approach. Initial training with all
six inputs identifies the inflow rate Fi,(t) as having the highest causal influ-
ence with a score of 0.0703, while volume V() and the interaction term show
moderate influence with scores of 0.0461 and 0.0344 respectively. The noise
channels exhibit minimal impact with scores below 0.02.

In contrast to our approach with the mechanical system, we adopt a more
gradual pruning strategy given the chemical system’s more complex nonlinear
dynamics. We first remove only the noise channel with the lowest causal
score (ng(t)), resulting in a five-input model. This cautious approach leads
to slight improvements in convergence behavior while allowing assessment of
incremental pruning impact. Building on positive results, we remove a second
noise channel (ny(t)) in the third iteration, further reducing the input set.
The causality analysis for this iteration shows increased scores for the physical
variables, confirming their increasing relative importance as irrelevant inputs
undergo progressive elimination.

In the final iteration, we remove the last remaining noise channel (n;(t)),
resulting in a three-input model: {F,(t), V(¢), Fi.(t) - V(¢)}. This change
leads to markedly improved convergence and better alignment between pre-
dicted and actual concentration values. The final causality analysis shows
that all three remaining inputs have substantial causal influence, with scores
of 0.1071 for Fi,(t), 0.0301 for V(¢), and 0.0440 for the interaction term.
Unlike in the mechanical system, attempts to remove the interaction term
result in performance degradation, indicating its essential role in predicting
concentration dynamics in this nonlinear chemical process.

15
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Figure 2: Final causality analysis results for the minimal sensor sets of each observer
model (A: velocity, B: concentration, and C: predator population). The mechanical sys-
tem converged to two essential inputs with balanced causal influence: force F(t) and
displacement z(t) achieving scores of 0.333 and 0.344 respectively after three pruning it-
erations. The chemical system retained three inputs including the interaction term, with
inflow rate Fj,(t) showing highest influence (score 0.107), followed by the interaction term
Fin(t) - V(t) (score 0.044) and volume V(t) (score 0.030), demonstrating the necessity
of explicit nonlinear terms for reactor dynamics. The ecological system identified prey
population P(t) as the dominant causal factor (score 0.019) with growth rate a(t) and
interaction term «(t)- P(t) providing supporting influence (scores 0.007 each) for predator
population prediction. 16



3.2.3. FEcological System Performance

The ecological system converges rapidly in just two iterations, demon-
strating the most aggressive pruning strategy. Initial training with the com-
plete set of six inputs reveals an interesting phenomenon: while the prey
population P(t) shows the expected causal influence with a score of 0.0088,
one of the noise channels unexpectedly displays a relatively high score. This
anomaly suggests potential overfitting or spurious correlations in the initial
model. The initial model exhibits poor convergence properties, with high er-
ror values and inconsistent behavior between folds, confirming the negative
impact of including irrelevant noise signals.

Based on our understanding that the high score for one noise chan-
nel likely represents a spurious correlation rather than genuine causal in-
fluence, we remove all three noise signals simultaneously. This aggressive
pruning strategy yields dramatic improvements, reducing the input set to
{P(t), a(t), a(t) - P(t)}. The causality analysis of the pruned model shows
more balanced and meaningful scores for the three remaining inputs, with
prey population P(t) having the highest causal influence with a score of
0.0190, followed by the interaction term and growth rate with equal scores of
0.0071. The predicted predator dynamics closely match the actual trajectory,
capturing both the amplitude and frequency of population oscillations with
high fidelity. This excellent performance with only three inputs demonstrates
the efficiency of our causality-guided pruning method, which requires only
two iterations to achieve optimal results in this complex nonlinear ecological
system.

3.8. Summary of Sensor Pruning Results

The three testbeds demonstrate distinct convergence patterns that reveal
important characteristics of our causality-guided approach. The mechanical
system achieves rapid convergence through three iterations, systematically
eliminating noise signals and the interaction term to identify force F'(t) and
displacement x(t) as the fundamental causal drivers of velocity dynamics.
This outcome aligns with the underlying second-order differential equation
governing spring-mass-damper systems, where these two variables directly
determine system evolution.

The chemical system requires more conservative pruning across four itera-
tions, reflecting the complex nonlinear mass-balance dynamics characteristic
of continuous stirred-tank reactors. Critically, the methodology retains the
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interaction term Fi,(t) - V(t) as essential for accurate concentration predic-
tion, with its causality score of 0.0440 indicating genuine causal contribution
that cannot be implicitly learned by the LTC network from individual vari-
ables alone. This selective retention of derived features demonstrates the
approach’s ability to distinguish between truly complementary engineered
terms and redundant mathematical constructs.

The ecological system exhibits the most dramatic transformation, con-
verging in just two iterations through aggressive noise elimination while pre-
serving all three essential ecological relationships. The retention of prey pop-
ulation P(t), growth rate a(t), and their interaction term «(t)- P(t) captures
the fundamental predator-prey dynamics, with causality scores reflecting the
hierarchical importance of these variables in population evolution.

Across all systems, noise signals consistently exhibit causality scores be-
low 0.02 and undergo systematic elimination without performance degra-
dation, validating the methodology’s robustness in distinguishing genuine
causal influence from spurious correlations. The automatic adaptation to
different causal structures, from linear mechanical systems requiring only
primary physical variables to nonlinear chemical processes necessitating ex-
plicit interaction terms, demonstrates the approach’s versatility in capturing
essential system dynamics while eliminating computational overhead from
irrelevant measurements.

4. Discussion

Our causality-guided sensor minimization approach directly addresses the
limitations identified in current observer design methodologies. The results
demonstrate that LTC networks can effectively identify essential sensor in-
puts while discarding redundant ones across various dynamical systems, over-
coming key shortcomings of traditional approaches that rely on linearized
observability indices or statistical correlations.

4.1. Addressing Limitations of Traditional Sensor Selection

Traditional sensor selection methods often focus on linearized observabil-
ity indices Hermann and Krener (1977b); Ragot and Gouzé (1990); Dochain
and Vanrolleghem (1994a) or optimization-driven approaches that do not
explicitly incorporate causal descriptions of the system Muller and Reble
(2004); Ajgl and Simeonov (2015). Our results demonstrate clear advantages
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Figure 3: Test trajectories of minimized observer models versus truth data for A: velocity,
B: concentration, and C: predator population. Prediction accuracy remains high across
all systems after substantial sensor reduction: the mechanical system achieves close ve-
locity tracking with 67% sensor reduction (6 — 2 inputs), maintaining root mean square
error below 0.05 velocity units; the chemid®) system preserves concentration prediction
accuracy with 50% sensor reduction (6 — 3 inputs), successfully capturing both transient
and steady-state reactor behavior; the ecological system maintains predator population
dynamics prediction with 50% sensor reduction (6 — 3 inputs), accurately reproducing
both amplitude and frequency of population oscillations. The minimal sensor configura-

tions demonstrate that causality-guided pruning preserves essential system dynamics while
eliminating redundant measurements.



Table 1: Summary of sensor pruning results per iteration for each testbed.

Testbed Iteration Sensors Removed / Final Set
Mechanical I Full set: {F, x, F' -z, ny, ng, n3}
IT Removed nq, no, ng;

Remaining: {F, z, - x}
III Removed F - z; Final set: {F, z}

Chemical I Full set: {F,, V, Fy -V, ny, ng, ng}
I1 Partial noise removal (n3)
111 Partial noise removal (ns)
v Removed remaining noise;
Set becomes {Fi,, V, Fi, - V'}
Ecological I Full set: {P, a, - P, ny, ng, ng}
11 Removed all noise;

Final set: {P, a, - P}

over these approaches. The causality scores derived from perturbation anal-
ysis provide a quantitative basis for sensor selection that aligns with physical
intuition, as evidenced by the identification of force F'(t) and displacement
x(t) as essential inputs in the spring—mass—damper system, directly reflecting
the governing second-order differential equation.

Unlike methods that rely on static correlations, our approach captures the
temporal evolution of complex systems through dynamic causality analysis.
The consistent elimination of noise signals across all testbeds, despite poten-
tial statistical correlations, demonstrates the method’s ability to distinguish
genuine causal influence from spurious relationships that plague correlation-
based approaches.

4.2. Leveraging Dynamic Causality for Observer Design

Few existing strategies leverage the power of dynamic causality for sen-
sor selection Sch"olkopf (2019); Runge (2019). Our methodology fills this
gap by interpreting how time-varying inputs and interventions uniquely alter
the system’s trajectory. The LTC network architecture Hasani et al. (2020)
provides a continuous-time, ODE-based framework that enables systematic
quantification of causal influence through controlled perturbation analysis.
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This causal viewpoint proves invaluable when dealing with high-dimensional
or uncertain processes, as demonstrated across our three testbeds represent-
ing distinct physical domains. The automatic adaptation to different causal
structures (from linear mechanical systems requiring only primary physical
variables to nonlinear chemical processes necessitating explicit interaction
terms) showcases the approach’s versatility in capturing essential system dy-
namics.

4.8. Enhanced Interpretability Through Causal Grounding

The clear separation between essential physical inputs and noise sig-
nals in the causality rankings demonstrates the method’s ability to discover
meaningful structure in input-state relationships Pearl (2009a); Peters et al.
(2017a). This alignment between empirically determined causality scores
and underlying physical relationships suggests our method not only improves
computational efficiency but also significantly enhances interpretability com-
pared to existing approaches that may retain sensors based on spurious cor-
relations Muller and Reble (2004); Ajgl and Simeonov (2015); Beck et al.
(2008a).

The differential treatment of engineered interaction terms across testbeds
further illustrates this interpretability advantage. This selective identifica-
tion of meaningful derived features demonstrates the approach’s grounding
in dynamic causal principles Sch"olkopf (2019); Runge (2019) rather than
static statistical associations that characterize conventional sensor selection
methodologies Koller and Friedman (2009a).

4.4. Limitations and Future Directions

Despite promising results, several limitations remain. The perturbation
parameter € requires careful tuning, and our current approach treats input
dimensions independently during perturbation analysis. Future work should
explore adaptive perturbation strategies and joint perturbation analysis for
systems with strong input correlations.

Extending the methodology to real-world sensor data introduces addi-
tional challenges such as measurement delays and sampling irregularities.
Applications to more complex industrial and ecological monitoring systems
represent important directions for validating the approach’s practical utility
beyond the controlled testbed environments demonstrated here.
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5. Conclusion

This study introduced a novel approach to sensor minimization for soft
sensing applications using dynamic causality analysis within the LTC net-
work framework. By leveraging the continuous-time ODE structure of LTC
networks and their universal approximation capabilities for dynamical sys-
tems, we demonstrated a systematic method for identifying and retaining
only the most causally influential inputs while pruning redundant or noise-
dominated signals.

Our investigation across three diverse testbeds, mechanical, chemical, and
ecological, revealed several important insights. First, the causality-guided
pruning methodology consistently identified minimal sensor sets that aligned
with the underlying physics of each system. In the spring—mass—damper
system, force and displacement emerged as the essential inputs for velocity
prediction, matching the governing second-order differential equation. In
the chemical reactor, inflow rate, volume, and their interaction term proved
necessary for concentration estimation, reflecting the nonlinear mass-balance
dynamics. In the predator-prey system, prey population, growth rate, and
their product were retained for predator population prediction, capturing the
essential ecological relationships.

The differential treatment of interaction terms across the testbeds demon-
strates an important advantage of our approach: it adapts to the specific
causal structure of each system rather than imposing a one-size-fits-all fea-
ture selection strategy. While the interaction term could be safely pruned
in the mechanical system, it proved essential in both the chemical and eco-
logical testbeds, suggesting more complex nonlinear relationships that the
LTC network could not implicitly learn from the individual variables alone.
This automatic identification of genuinely complementary versus redundant
derived features represents a significant advancement over traditional feature
selection methods.

A particularly notable finding was the method’s robust discrimination
between signal and noise. Across all testbeds, the noise channels were con-
sistently identified as having minimal causal impact and were successfully
pruned without performance degradation. Even in the ecological system,
where one noise channel initially displayed a spuriously high causality score,
the iterative nature of our approach resolved this anomaly in subsequent it-
erations. This demonstrates the importance of multiple refinement cycles in
obtaining reliable causal assessments, especially in complex nonlinear sys-
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tems where spurious correlations may initially confound the analysis.

The improvements in model convergence and prediction accuracy after
pruning highlight another important benefit of our approach: by removing
irrelevant inputs, we not only reduce model complexity but also enhance
learning dynamics by focusing the model’s capacity on the most informative
signals. This was evident in the progressively improving loss curves observed
across iterations in all three testbeds, with the final minimal sensor config-
urations consistently achieving better performance than the initial models
despite having fewer inputs.

Our work contributes to the growing intersection of machine learning
and domain-specific mechanistic modeling, offering a principled approach to
observer design that combines the flexibility of neural networks with the
interpretability of physics-based causal analysis. The method naturally bal-
ances the competing objectives of model simplicity and predictive accuracy,
yielding parsimonious observer models without sacrificing performance.

Future research directions include extending the methodology to han-
dle time-delayed causal effects, investigating its performance under different
types of sensor failures or degradation, and scaling to higher-dimensional
systems with more complex causal structures. Additionally, applying this
approach to real-world industrial or ecological monitoring systems would pro-
vide valuable insights into its practical utility and limitations.

In conclusion, our causality-guided approach to sensor minimization pro-
vides a powerful framework for developing efficient soft sensing solutions
across diverse domains. By focusing on dynamic causal relationships rather
than static correlations, we enable more targeted and interpretable observer
designs that capture the essential dynamics of the underlying physical sys-
tems with minimal sensor requirements. This approach addresses a funda-
mental challenge in observer design, determining which measurements are
truly necessary, and offers a systematic solution based on sound principles
from both machine learning and dynamical systems theory.
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Appendix A. Supplemental Background

The challenge of observer design, determining how to reconstruct a sys-
tem’s hidden states from limited measurements, is at the heart of many en-
gineering and scientific endeavors. Within this broad challenge, the question
of sensor selection emerges as particularly crucial: among all possible mea-
surements, which minimal subset provides sufficient information for accurate
state estimation? This question takes on practical urgency in contexts where
sensors are costly to deploy and maintain, energy resources are constrained,
or computational efficiency is paramount.

Classical approaches to sensor selection are deeply rooted in control the-
ory, specifically in the concept of observability first formalized by Kalman
for linear systems. These methods typically analyze the observability matrix
or Gramian to determine whether states can be uniquely reconstructed from
output measurements Hermann and Krener (1977a); Kailath (1980). Recent
extensions of these approaches have refined our understanding of observabil-
ity metrics and their relationship to optimal sensor placement Manohar et al.
(2022). However, when confronting nonlinear dynamics, which characterize
most real-world systems, these elegant mathematical frameworks become sig-
nificantly more complex and often inapplicable. Nonlinear observability tests
often provide only local guarantees that may not hold across the entire state
space, and their computational requirements grow prohibitively with system
dimension Ragot and Gouzé (1990); Dochain and Vanrolleghem (1994b).

This limitation has spurred the development of optimization-based sen-
sor selection strategies that frame the problem as a combinatorial search.
These approaches typically define objective functions that balance informa-
tion gain against practical constraints, employing algorithms ranging from
greedy selection to mixed-integer programming Beck et al. (2008b); Park
et al. (2010b); Schneider et al. (2019b). While more adaptable than classical
observability analysis, many of these methods still suffer from a fundamen-
tal limitation: they predominantly rely on statistical association rather than
causal influence.

The field of causal inference offers a more principled framework for ad-
dressing this limitation by explicitly distinguishing between correlation and
causation Bollt et al. (2018). Pearl’s do-calculus and Structural Causal Mod-
els provide formal mathematical tools for reasoning about interventions and
their propagating effects Pearl (2009b), while Granger causality offers a com-
plementary temporal perspective particularly relevant for dynamical systems
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Granger (1969). These frameworks enable us to move beyond mere statistical
associations to identify the genuine causal pathways through which informa-
tion flows in a system. By quantifying how perturbations in potential sensor
inputs propagate to affect future state trajectories, causal methods can iden-
tify the essential measurements that truly drive system behavior Peters et al.
(2017b); Yu et al. (2020); Spirtes et al. (2000b); Koller and Friedman (2009b).

The practical implementation of causal analysis for dynamical systems
requires modeling architectures that can faithfully capture complex tem-
poral dynamics. Recent advances in neural ordinary differential equations
have produced architectures specifically designed for continuous-time sys-
tems, with LTC networks representing a particularly promising development
Hasani et al. (2021); Lechner et al. (2020a). Unlike traditional recurrent
neural networks that update states at discrete time steps according to fixed
rules, LTC networks model each neuron as a differential equation whose time
constant, controlling how quickly the neuron responds to changing inputs, is
itself a function of the inputs. This adaptivity allows LTC neurons to adjust
their temporal response characteristics based on the current system state, en-
abling them to capture phenomena operating at multiple time scales simulta-
neously Funahashi and Nakamura (1993b); Sontag (1979b). The continuous-
time nature of LTC networks makes them especially well-suited for modeling
physical systems whose underlying dynamics evolve continuously rather than
discretely, providing a natural bridge between first-principles modeling and
data-driven learning Vorbach et al. (2021).

Appendix B. Supplemental Methodology
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Figure B.4: Schematic representations of the three ODE-driven testbeds examined: (Left)
The spring-mass—damper system from mechanical engineering, (Center) The continuous
stirred-tank reactor (CSTR) model from chemical engineering, and (Right) The seasonally
forced predator—prey model from ecology. Each system includes a designated unmeasured
variable (velocity, concentration, or predator population) that the LTC observer must
reconstruct from the remaining measured inputs and any additional noise or interaction

signals.
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Table B.2: Overview of the three mechanistic models used to generate timeseries data
for LTC observer training. Each row specifies the governing ODE, the primary signals
serving as inputs, and the single state variable the observer is intended to predict. In
all systems, we add three smoothed gaussian-noise signals {nq(t), na2(t), n3(t)} to emulate
measurement or environmental uncertainties, and we define one interaction term that
couples the system’s driving input and its principal state.

System

ODE and Data Generation Details

Mechanical

Spring—Mass—Damper Model: mi(t) + ci(t) + kz(t) =
F(t). Here m,c,k are constants; x(t) is displacement;
F(t) is a time-dependent external force. Input signals:
F(t), z(t), n1(t), na(t), ns(t). Interaction term: F(t) - z(t) (ap-
pended as an additional input dimension). Predicted state variable:
x(t) (velocity).

Chemical

CSTR Model: V(t) = Fiu(t) — Fout, 2[Ca(t) V(t)] = Fin(t) Cain—
Fout Ca(t) — kCa(t) V(t). Here V() is volume, C4(t) is concentra-
tion, and Fj,(t) is a smoothly modulated inflow rate. Input signals:
Fin(t), V(t), ni(t), na(t), ng(t). Interaction term: Fin(t) -V (t) (cap-
tures flow—volume coupling). Predicted state variable: C4(t).

Ecological

Predator—Prey with Seasonal and Environmental Forc-
ing: d(PTr:y) = «ft)Prey — [PreyPredator, % =
0 Prey Predator —y Predator. Here a(t) includes sinusoidal and noise
components (seasonal/environmental variability). Input signals:
Prey(t), a(t), n1(t), na(t), ns(t). Interaction term: «(t) - Prey(t)
(coupling of growth rate and prey population). Predicted state vari-

able: Predator(t).
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Figure C.5: Sample time-series from the three testbeds demonstrating distinctive dynamic
characteristics. Left: Mechanical system displaying displacement z(t) and velocity (t)
under a stochastic force F'(t), showing damped oscillatory behavior with varying ampli-
tude under smoothed Gaussian forcing that emulates realistic actuator dynamics. Center:
Chemical process depicting reactor volume V' (¢) and concentration C4(t) dynamics, ex-
hibiting complex concentration evolution influenced by variable inflow rate and volume
changes according to mass-balance principles. Right: FEcological predator—prey model
with seasonal modulation in prey growth, demonstrating characteristic population cycles
with quasi-periodic behavior driven by seasonal forcing and environmental stochasticity.
All datasets include three smoothed noise channels and one interaction term per system
to test the methodology’s discrimination capabilities.

Appendix C. Supplemental Results
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Figure C.6: Causality analysis for the mechanical system across pruning iterations. Top

Initial analysis reveals clear separation between essential physical measurements and noise

signals, with force F(t) and displacement x

0.325 and 0.349 respectively)

) demonstrating high causal influence (scores

(t

while noise channels uniformly score below 0.02.

The in-

(score 0.019) but proves dispensable

Final iteration causality scores after noise removal,

shows moderate influence

Bottom

)

showing increased focus on the two essential physical inputs with scores rising to 0.333

and 0.344, confirming optimal sensor configuration for velocity prediction.
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(t)

in subsequent iterations.
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Training and Validation Loss History Across Folds
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Figure C.7: Training and validation loss history for the mechanical observer across multiple
iterations. Top: Initial model with six inputs shows convergence but with suboptimal
performance metrics. Middle: After noise signal removal (Iteration b), both training and
validation loss achieve lower values with improved convergence stability. Bottom: Final
two-input configuration (Iteration c) demonstrates fastest convergence and lowest final
loss values.
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Actual vs Predicted Values for Velocity
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Figure C.8: Predicted versus actual velocity for the mechanical system across pruning
iterations. Left: Initial six-input model prediction. Center: Three-input model after
noise removal. Right: Final two-input model closely tracks true velocity trajectory with
root mean square error below 0.05, demonstrating that essential physical relationships are
preserved despite substantial input reduction from force and displacement measurements
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Figure C.9: Causality analysis for the chemical system showing progressive refinement
across four iterations. Initial analysis identifiés inflow rate Fin(t) as having highest causal
influence (score 0.070), with reactor volume V'(¢) and interaction term Fi,(¢)-V (t) showing
moderate influence (scores 0.046 and 0.034 respectively). Noise channels exhibit minimal
impact with scores below 0.02. Final iteration reveals increased scores for all three retained
inputs (0.107, 0.030, and 0.044).



0.2

0.0
14

0.2

0.0

Training and Validation Loss History Across Folds

—e— Training Loss - Fold 1
-e- Validation Loss - Fold 1
—o— Training Loss - Fold 2
~e- Validation Loss - Fold 2

. o
m.“‘. ° .."”””"'.. ’m"“‘.o'...-m‘.

L 2 o
METR Y bo“"‘..

—e— Training Loss - Fold 1
-e- Validation Loss - Fold 1
—e— Training Loss - Fold 2
~e- Validation Loss - Fold 2

»
’ ,c"ﬂ...q“."ﬁ-wm.“ﬂoowo-"ﬂoomoou"
P

b 2 2 144404
..m...mii’m..m...ﬁ

—e— Training Loss - Fold 1

- Validation Loss - Fold 1 |
—e— Training Loss - Fold 2
~o- Validation Loss - Fold 2

L

o0 o0,
- e

(Lag T2l Fewr v D4

o0 (X ad
P vess® .“uom,",....,n'""'

L
‘u..ﬂn..mn-.,‘_

S eeteecnns TIIIIIIIILILISIISIS SIS I LI SIS LS

%006 o000

00000000000

—e— Training Loss - Fold 1
-e- Validation Loss - Fold 1
—e— Training Loss - Fold 2
~e- Validation Loss - Fold 2

L]
\.."'"M.o . ...WOWOM'”.‘-"’\'F'M'W.V'W.""'° 0909%0 0000y

.
‘.
hhitn T OOURY
ha
.‘m.omoﬁ‘“”-om'.... oo vos > o 4

20 40 60 80 100
Epochs

Figure C.10: Training and validation loss history for the chemical observer across four
iterations. Initial model with six inputs sg ws slow convergence and high error values.

Progressive noise removal through iteration:

and c leads to gradual improvement. Final

three-input configuration (Iteration d) achieves significantly improved convergence with
validation loss decreasing by compared to initial model, demonstrating enhanced learning
dynamics when irrelevant inputs are eliminated.



Actual vs Predicted Values for Concentration
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Figure C.11: Predicted versus actual concentration C4(t) for the chemical process across
iterations. Final model using {Fi,(¢), V(t), Fin(t) - V(t)} shows close tracking of true
concentration dynamics, successfully capturing both transient responses and steady-state
behavior. The retention of the interaction term proves essential for accurate prediction of
nonlinear mass-balance effects in the continuous stirred-tank reactor system.
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Figure C.12: Causality analysis for the ecological system demonstrating rapid conver-
gence in two iterations. Initial analysis shows one noise channel exhibiting spuriously high
causality score, indicating potential overfitting to irrelevant correlations. After compre-
hensive noise removal in Iteration b, remaining inputs display balanced and meaningful
causal importance: prey population P(t) emerges as dominant factor (score 0.019), while
growth rate a(t) and interaction term a(t)- P(t) provide supporting influence (scores 0.007

each) for predator population dynamics.
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Training and Validation Loss History Across Folds
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Figure C.13: Training and validation loss history for the ecological observer showing dra-
matic improvement through aggressive pruning strategy. Initial model exhibits poor con-
vergence properties with high error values and inconsistent behavior between training folds.
Simultaneous removal of all noise signals (Iteration b) yields remarkable improvement, with
validation loss decreasing by 68% and achieving stable convergence, demonstrating the ef-
fectiveness of decisive pruning when noise signals clearly dominate causal confusion.
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Actual vs Predicted Values for Predator
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Figure C.14: Predicted versus actual predator population for the ecological system. Final
model with inputs {P(t), a(t), a(t) - P(t)} closely matches true predator dynamics, accu-
rately reproducing both amplitude and frequency of population oscillations characteristic
of predator-prey systems with seasonal forcing. The three-input configuration captures es-

sential ecological relationships while eliminating measurement uncertainty from irrelevant
noise channels.
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