a7 A e =F4 (A) A1203 A 3=, pp. 843~849, 1996 843

* * =] ¥ k%
o . 7D| Od
39 44)

Robust Modal Parameter Identification Using Total Least Square Method
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Abstract

The least square estimation is used frequently in experimental modal analysis technique to

eliminate noise signals. However, identified modal parameters are sometimes inaccurate, since

thi least squre estimation is sensitive to noise. In this paper, a new total least squre estimation,

which is robust to noise signals, is developed and applied to experimental modal analysis tech-
nique such as Prony method and Circle Fit method. Several simulated results show that the

proposed method is robuster to noise than conventional method.
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Fig. 1 2-DOF model
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Fig. 2 Comparison of robustness of identified modal parameters of 2-DOF model with respect to
the noise level
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Table 2 Beam parameters
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J Value
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Fig. 3 Finite element model of beam
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Fig. 4 Comparison of robustness of identified mode shape of cantilever beam with 0.15% noise
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