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Abstract

The problem of fusion of local estimates is considered. An optimal mean-square linear combination (fusion formula) of an arbitrary
number of local vector estimates is derived. The derived result holds for all dynamic systems with measurements. In particular, for
scalar uncorrelated local estimates, the fusion formula represents the well-known result in statistics. The fusion formula is applied
to fusion of local Kalman estimates in multisensor filtering problem. Examples demonstrate high accuracy of the proposed fusion
formula.
© 2006 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

In recent years, there has been growing interest to fuse multisensor data in order to increase the accuracy of parameter
estimates and system states. This interest is motivated by the availability of different types of sensors which use various
characteristics of the optical, infrared, and electromagnetic spectra. In many situations, system states or targets are
measured by multisensors. The measurements used in estimation are assigned to a common target as a result of the
association process (see Bar-Shalom and Li, 1995; Beugnon et al., 2000; Li et al., 2000; Manyika and Durrant-Whyte,
1994; Zhu, 2003). Here the main problem is how to combine local estimates obtained from different types of sensors.

Suppose local scalar unbiased estimates 2 2™ of an unknown random variable x are obtained by independent
means. The associated error variances are PUD ... PONN) Then the optimal (in the mean-square sense) linear
combination of the local estimates represents the well-known result used in statistics and stochastic control problems
(see Gelb, 1974; Kendall and Stuart, 1963; Lewis, 1986)
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The optimal mean-square linear combination of two local vector estimates is proposed by Bar-Shalom and Campo
(1986)

2=AMzM +A(2))2(2), A(l),A(z) e R™",

A — (P(22) _ P(Zl))(P(”) + p@2 _ pUy) _ P(ZI))*l,

AQ — (P(ll) _ P(IZ))(P(II) 4+ p@®@ _ p _ P(21))*1’

PO = E[(x =) (x =)L i j=1.2. @)

If the two local estimates £ and 2@ are uncorrelated, i.e., P12 = P@D =0 in (2), then we have the Millman
formulas which are given in Gelb (1974) and Lewis (1986). The generalization of formulas (2) for N > 2 is proposed
by Shin and Shevlyakov (2005), where linear algebraic equations for matrix weights A®), i =1, ..., N were derived.

In real-time applications such as estimation and control of large-scale systems with multisensor environment the
usage of the matrix weights is restricted by the toughly limited onboard computer memory, data transmission speed,
etc. Therefore, in the paper we focus on the fusion formula (1) for an arbitrary number of vector correlated estimates
and scalar weights.

The first goal of this paper is derivation of a new fusion formula (FF) for vector correlated local estimates £(1, . .., (V).
The new FF represents an optimal mean-square linear combination of local vector estimates with scalar weights
a®, .. aW™ depending on the cross-covariances between local estimates P = E[(x = Dy(x — )?(-j))T], i #j.

The second goal is to show how to apply the FF in the linear filtering problem. In this case, we propose a new
suboptimal fusion filter (SFF) based on the FF. Examples exhibit high accuracy of the proposed filter.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present the FF with some examples. In Section 3, we propose
a suboptimal filter to fuse local Kalman estimates in multisensor continuous-time linear systems. In Section 4, the
proposed filter is numerically tested. The efficiency of the filter is studied in the case of a damper harmonic oscillator
motion and in other examples. It is shown that the proposed filter is only slightly suboptimal as compared with the
optimal Kalman filter (KF). Finally, we conclude our results in Section 5.

2. Fusion formula and its particular cases

Suppose that we have local estimates of an unknown random vector x € R",
0,2 e R, 3)
where R" is an n-dimensional Euclidean space. The associated local error cross-covariances are assumed given
PUD = E[eDeD"], oD =x—3D, i j=1,... N. )

Let us consider the FF representing a linear combination of the local estimates (3)

N N
L S UTICR PR )
i=1 i=1
where a, ..., a®™) € R are scalar unknown weights determined from the mean-square criterion
Ellx — 3P = E[(x = #)T(x = )] — min. ©6)
a 13

The following results completely define the FF and its fusion error covariance:
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Theorem 1. Let 1V, ..., ™) € R" be the local estimates (3) of an unknown vector x € R". Then the scalar weights
al, ... a"™) e R satisfy the following linear system of equations:
N
Za(i) r(PW) 4 pUD _ piN) _ pNDy — j=1,...,N—1,

i=1

N
Za“’) =1, )

i=1
and they can be explicitly written down as
a=1ANP ") TP "y, a=[P...aMT, P= [tr(P("f'))]{Yj:l. 9)

In (8), tr(A) is the trace of a matrix and 1y =[1 ... 1T e RV,

In general, both the results, namely linear equations (8) and expressions (9) are equivalent, being the implicit and
explicit forms of the solution, respectively. However, from the computational point of view, when the number of local
estimates is large or the covariance matrices are ill conditioned, linear equations (8) may be more preferable than
explicit expressions (9).

Corollary 1. The fusion error covariance PYY is given by
N
PFF = 3" 40 pld, (10)
i,j=1

Corollary 2. If the local estimates 2O 2N gre unbiased then the fusion estimate *FF s also unbiased, i.e.,
E[xFF] = E[x].

The proofs of Theorem 1 and corollaries are given in Appendix A. We would like to thank one of the anonymous
reviewers for showing us an elegant way of derivation of formula (9).

Further, we consider two examples of application of the obtained results. In the first example, we consider fusion of

two correlated and uncorrelated vector local estimates (1 and @ . In the second one, the scalar well-known FF (1)
is generalized on the vector case.

2.1. Example 1: fusion of two correlated and uncorrelated vector estimates

In the particular case when N = 2, linear equations (8) for the unknown weights a® and a®@ take the form

a®tr@pdD — pU2 _ pChy 4 4@ (p2H 4 pU2) _ 7 pQR2y —,
a +a® =1.

Solving these equations, we obtain linear fusion of two correlated vector estimates £!) and £

FFF _ 0300 4 @30

) tr(2P?2 — p(12) _ phy
o= 2tr(PUD 4 p22) — p(12) _ p@2D)y’
@ _ trpUD — pU2) _ p@h)

- 2tr(PUD 4 p22) — p2) _ p@DY an
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In Section 4, we apply formulas (11) for fusion of two local estimates of unknown using two independent noisy
measurements.
If the estimates £ and £@ are uncorrelated, i.e., P12 = P@ZD = then formulas (11) for weights are reduced to

n tr(P?2) ) tr(P?2)
a = a =
tr(PUD 4 p@22)y’ tr(PUD 4 pQ2))

2.2. Example 2: fusion of uncorrelated vector estimates

Suppose that the local vector estimates £, ..., ) ¢ R”" are uncorrelated, i.e., P%) =0, i # j. Then linear
system (8) takes the following simple form:
a® (PUD) — ™) (PN — g,
a@ (P2 — g (PN — 0,

2N=1) tr(PNV=1.N=Dy _ (V) (r(p(NN)) —
a4 ag®™-D 4 gN =1,

The explicit solution of the system and the FF (5) has the form

—1

al 1 Yoo
~FF _ (i) 2(1) @) — ; —
X = a'’x\, aV = — — , i=1,...,N. 12
; tr(PUD) ; tr(PUD) (12)
In the particular case of the scalar uncorrelated estimates £, ..., ™) e R, tr(PU)) = PUD and the FF (12)

coincides with the well-known result (1).

Remark. The knowledge of the local error cross-covariances P /) is needed in many techniques for distributed
fusion. The cross-covariance P/) is a key quantity for the best fusion estimation (see Berg and Durrant-Whyte, 1994;
Hashemipour et al., 1988; Li and Zhang, 2001). In real-life problems, the local error covariances PUD i—=1,....N,
are usually known. For instance, in Kalman filtering, P is described by the Riccati equation (Bar-Shalom and Li,
1995; Gelb, 1974; Lewis, 1986). However, the local cross-covariances P # j are usually unknown and they
should be determined. This paper presents explicit equations for their computation in the linear continuous-time filtering
problem.

3. Fusion filtering in multisensor continuous-time linear systems

Many advanced systems now make use of a large number of sensors in practical applications ranging from aerospace
and defence, robotics automation systems, to the monitoring and control of process generation plants. Recent devel-
opments in integrated sensor network systems have further motivated the search for decentralized signal processing
algorithms. An important practical problem in the above systems is to find a fusion estimate to combine the information
from various local estimates to produce a global (fusion) estimate. In this section, we propose a new SFF for multisensor
continuous-time dynamic systems.

3.1. Problem setting
Consider a continuous-time linear dynamic system with additive white Gaussian noise
X[:tht +G[U[, t}O, (13)

where x;, € R" is a state vector and v; € R" is a zero-mean Gaussian white system noise with intensity Qy, i.e.,
E[v,v,T] = Q,0;_g, 0; is the Dirac delta function.
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Suppose that the measurement system involves N sensors

yt(l) — Ht(l)xt + wt(l)’ (1) e R™,
yt(z) = H,(z)x, + wt(z), yt(z) e R™,

)4N> HMx, 4w, ™ ¢ gy, (14)
where wf represents a zero-mean Gaussian white sensor noise with intensity R(l), i=1, , N. We assume that the
initial state xo ~ N (xo, Po) and system and sensor noises vy, wt(l), . wl( ) are mutually uncorrelated.

A fundamental problem associated with such systems (13), (14) is that of state estimation of the state x; from the
overall noisy measurements Yt = {y(l), ys(z), e, ys(N), 0<s<1t}.

3.2. Optimal estimator: Kalman filter

The KF can be used to produce the optimal mean-square state estimate )?t()pt based on the overall measurements

Yt = Hle + wy, Yf (S] Rm, (15)
where
1 1 1
yt( ) Hz( ) wt( )
Y, = , Hy = , Wy = , m=mj;+---+my.
N N N
Yz( ) Hz( ) wt( )

The KF equations for the system model (13), (15) are of the following form (Gelb, 1974 and Lewis, 1986):

P =R 4 K — HR™Y, 2 =R,
_ . 1
K, =P HR™", R, =diag[R" .. .R™M],
PP =FP® + P,PF — PP HIR ' H P, + G,0,G, P, =P,
P = E[(x — x, ™) (x — x, 7. (16)

To compute the state estimate )?tom, the KF requires all the sensor measurements (15) jointly at each time instant 7.
Unfortunately, because of the limited communication bandwidth or the increased survivability of the system in a poor

environment, such as a war situation, every local sensor has to carry out Kalman filtering upon its own measurements

l) first for a local requirement, and then to transmit the processed data—the local state estimates x,(l) to a fusion

center Therefore, the fusion center now needs to fuse all the received local estimates x(l), ey Z(N) to yield a globally
(fusion) state estimate (see Berg and Durrant-Whyte, 1994; Hashemipour et al., 1988; Zhu, et al., 2001). Next, it is

shown that the FF (5) can serve as an alternative to the solution of the filtering problem (13), (14).

3.3. Suboptimal estimator: suboptimal fusion filter

(1

Here we solve the following problem—how to fuse the local Kalman estimates X, X I(N) ?The proposed filtering

algorithm includes two stages: the locally optimal Kalman estimates x(]) ;N) computed at the first stage are
linearly fused at the second stage based on the FF (5). The proposed filter has a parallel structure and it is suitable for
parallel processing of individual sensor measurements. It can also help to minimize the computation time and produce
real-time state estimation. Examples of systems containing different types of sensors, demonstrating the accuracy of

the proposed filter, are given.
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First stage (“Calculation of local Kalman estimates”): According to Egs. (13)_ and (14), we have N local dynamic
subsystems with the state vector x; and local (individual) sensor measurement yt(l):

=Fx + Gy, 120,
yt(') — % +w?, (a7

where the number i of a local subsystem is fixed.

Further, denote a local estimate of the state x; based on the local sensor measurement y, ® by xfl) To find X ,( ), we

apply the KF to subsystem (17) and get the local Kalman estimates x(l) ;N) with the corresponding local error

1 NN
covariances P,( ), e P,( )

Am_FtA(z)JrK(z)(y(z) HzD), 2 =x,

Kt(l) — Pt(”)Hl(l)(Rt(l)) 1,
P[(”) — FtP[(”) + P[(”)FIT _ P(”)H(l) (R(l))*lH(l)Pl(”) + Gt QIGT

P =py, P =El( — 300 - £ (18)
Second stage (“Fusion of local Kalman estimates™): To express the final fusion estimate of the state in terms of the
local Kalman estimates x(l) fo) we use the FE. From (5) it follows that
N N
£ — Zafi)£§i), Za’(i) -1 19)
i=1 i=1

i)

The linear equations (8) for the unknown weights a( are given by

N
> o w4+ P — PV — PNy =0, j—1, N1,
i=1

Z @ _ (20)

Note that Egs. (20) depend on the local error covariances P,(1 1), cees P,(NN) determined by the Riccati equations (18),
and the cross-covariances

P = Bl =27 = 5T i #
that satisfy the following differential equation:
P[(’/) — [Ft _ P[(”)Hl(l) (Rl(l))*lHl(l)]Pt(l/) 4 Gt QtG;F 4 Pl(lj)[F[ o Pt(/./)Ht(J) (Rt(./))lel(/)]T,
P =Py, i, j=1,...,N, i #]. 1)

The derivation of Egs. (21) is given in Appendix B.

Thus, the local Kalman estimates and covariances (x(’) Pt(“)) (see (18)), the local cross-covariances Pt(ij ), i #£j
(see (21)), and the fusion equations (19), (20) completely establish the two-stage SFF.

3.4. Discussion

~(D) ~(N) ~ (D)

(1) The local Kalman estimates X, ', ..., x, ’ are separated for different types of sensors, i.e., each estimate X,
is found independently of other estimates. Thus, they can be evaluated in parallel for the different sensors
0] (V)
Vils e

(2) The SFF can be corrected if one of the parallel local estimates x dlverges In this case, the corresponding

A()

weight a, @ tends to zero (at — 0), thereby indicating that the diverging estimate X, is discarded in the

weighted sum (19).
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(3) The local error cross-covariances P( 7 , filter gains K, ® , and weights a( )

not depend on the sensor measurements y(l), R 1A N) but only on the noise statistics Qy, R( D , and the system

matrices and initial conditions F;, G, H, ( , X0, Po which are the part of system model (13), (14). Thus, once the

measurement schedule has been settled, the real-time implementation of the SFF requires only the computation

of the local Kalman estimates x(l) ., fl(N)

can be pre-computed, since they do

(0 = RO 4 kDGO — Hz D), 20 =%, i=1.....N

and the final suboptimal fusion estimate £

2 sub (1) 2 (1)

300 — gD | (@@ L W) ),

(4) Consider now the relation between the covariances P, P and P, sub of the optimal KF and SFF filter, respectively.

The covariance P, " in (16) represents an optimal fusion covariance of the Kalman estimate based on overall

sensors, i.e., X, Pt _ 3 Opt (y(l), R y,(N)). The covariance P,(ii) in (18) represents an optimal local covariance of

the local Kalman estlmate based only on the individual sensor y, ,l.e., x(l) fi)(y,(i)). In general, the optimal

°P! is more accurate than the local one x( B ,le., tr(P, Opt) <tr(P,(”)) foralli=1,...,N

The relation between P, P and P, 5" is established by the following result.

Kalman estimate x,

Theorem 2. Let P, Pt _ COVGC;OP t) and P, sub — cov(?c\,S“b) be the covariances of the optimal Kalman estimate (16)

and suboptimal fusion estimate (19), respectively. Then P, Pt P, sub,

The proof of Theorem 2 is given in Appendix C.

(5) The implementation of the optimal KF and SFF consists of two stages: off-line and on-line. The off-line stage in the
SFF is more complex than the off- line one in the KF, since it requires the computation of the local cross-covariances
PUD filter gains K, @ and weights a ). However, it is not essential since this stage can be pre-computed. The on-
line stage (real time implementation) requires only computation of the local estimates x(l), . )?EN) and fusion
estimates £,° P and £ ,““b. Therefore, the complexity of on-line stages is similar for the KF and SFF. However, to
compute itom the KF requires all sensor measurements jointly at each time instant, whereas the SFF computes
% S sequentially.

4. Application of the suboptimal fusion filter
A comparative experimental analysis of the optimal KF and SFF is considered in three examples:

e In Example 3, we estimate the value of an unknown constant scalar from two measurements corrupted by additive
white noises. Here, we get precise formulas for mean-square errors (MSEs) for both filters and show that the SFF
provides a good estimation accuracy.

e In Example 4, we describe the scalar time-invariant system with N sensor measurements. In this case, we numer-
ically evaluate and compare MSEs depending on the number of sensors.

e In Example 5, the motion governed by Newton’s law is considered. Three measurement programs with two sensors
are examined.

4.1. Example 3: independent measurements of an unknown scalar

Estimate a random constant 0 ~ N (m, ¢%), given two continuous measurements of 0 corrupted by Gaussian white
noises.
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The system and measurement equations describing this situation are
System: x;, =0, >0, xo=0~ N(m, 02). 22)

O )] (2 2

Measurements: 'y, —xt—l-w< , YV =X+ w T, (23)

(

1 2 . . . . . .. .
where w; ) and w( ) are the uncorrelated zero-mean white Gaussian noises with intensities r1 and ry, respectively.

4.1.1. Optimal estimator: Kalman filter
The KF (16) gives the optimal mean-square estimate £,°pt of an unknown x; = 0 based on the overall sensor

measurements Y, = [y(l) @ 1T. In this case it takes the form:

A opt ~ ~ A
x[op _ Ptopt |: (y(l) opt) + (y(Z) opt)] . x()opt =m,

5 opt 1 t t ryra
P = —— (P )2, PP =02, r= ,
rn+nr

P, = E[(0 - %]

Integrating the Riccati equation for P, opt by separation of variables, we obtain the exact formula for MSE,

opt 7‘0'2 r1r202

24
r+ 0%t rry + (r1 +r)o?t 24)

P t
Together with the optimal KF, we apply the SFF.

4.1.2. Suboptimal estimator: suboptimal fusion filter
First using Eq. (18), we obtain equations for the local Kalman estimates x
i.e.,

§” and )2,(2) and MSEs P,(“) and P,(zz),

<l> P(m( 0] A<z)) £§’>_,

l
R ey
1

P =E[0-3"2, i=1,2. (25)
Similar to (24), the solution of the equations for local MSEs P,(ii) in (25) takes the form:

riaz

—, i=1,2. 26
ri + o2t ! (26)

D _

Next, using the scalar version of the FF (11) in Example 1, one can obtain the suboptimal fusion estimate x ,S”b of the
unknown parameter 0 as

gsub _ a,(l))?ﬁl) +Clt(2))el(2),

t
P _ pl12)

ol =

TP p@ pD
PV _ p(2

o® =

= , 27)
P04 pD 5 p(i2)
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where P(lz) E[(0 — 51))(9 — )?fz))] is the local cross-covariance determined by (21) that results in the following
differential equation:

. 1 1
Y = - |:—P,(“) + —P}”)} P, PP =42 (28)
r r

Substituting (26) for the local MSEs P,(“) and P[(zz) into (28), we obtain the linear homogeneous differential equation
for Pt(lz). The solution of (28) by separation of variables is given by

2
(12) rir2o
P = . 29
' (r + a?)(r2 + a21) &
Finally substituting (26) and (29) into (27) and (10), we obtain precise formulas for the unknown weights a(l) (2),
and overall MSE for the SFF, P,"® = E[(0 — %,*'®)?]:
al’ =r/ri 1), a =r/01 + 1),
P, sub (a(l))2p(11) + Za(l) 2)P(12) + (a(Z))2P(22)
t t
=r1r20° (1 +r2 + o) /[ + ) (r1 + 67D (r2 + D). (30)
Comparing the optimal and suboptimal MSEs (24) and (30), we get
2,24
p.sub _ p opt _ o =O<l>
’ L )+ 0+ a0l + (1 4 12)0%] r
This result shows that the SFF yields good accuracy and certain well-defined convergence properties.
4.2. Example 4: a scalar system with N-sensors
Consider a continuous-time scalar system
)'Ctzax,—}-vt, e [O, T], (31)
where v; is a white Gaussian system noise with intensity g, xo ~ N (X0, Po), a = const.
The measurement model for the system is
yO=x,+w?, i=1,....N, (32)
where w( B represents a zero-mean Gaussian white sensor noise with intensity r; = const, i =1,..., N.
4.2.1. MSE for the optimal Kalman filter
Let %, P be an optimal Kalman estimate of the state x; based on the overall measurements Y; = [y(l) . (N)]T
and P, P _E [(x; — X, opt )] be the MSE. By the KF equations (16), P, P satisfies the Riccati equation:
opt opt opt\2 1 1 1 opt
=2aP, (P, Y +¢q, —-=—+4+---4+—, P, =F. (33)
r r N
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I, e

Fig. 1. MSE analysis of the KF and SFF for N sensors.

4.2.2. MSE for the suboptimal fusion filter

For the SFF, let x ls“b be a suboptimal estimate of the state x;, which represents the weighted sum of the local estimates
~(1) ~(N)
XX

9 ey

% sub Za(l) (l)’ Za(l)

According to (10), the MSE P, sub — F[(x, — A,S“b)z] is given by

P sub __ Z a(l) (/)P(l/) (34)
i,j=1

Here the local error variances P,(ii) and cross-covariances P,(i‘/ ) satisfy Eqgs. (18) and (21), respectively,

P =2aP — (P +q. P =R,
1

(i) 2]
P . P P,
P[(U) :2aP[(l]) _ [ t + :| P(l]) +q’
ri rj
ij) _ . ..
P =Py, i,j=1,...,N, i #]. (35)
Further, the unknown weights a , =1, , N, can be computed from (9). Finally, Egs. (34) and (35) determine the

overall MSE of the SFF (32). Fig. 1 shows Pt P and P, sub for the following parameter values

N=4, ¢=0.01, x0=0.5  Py=1,
r1=0.2, rn=01 r3=0.06, rqs=0.04.

From Fig. 1 it can be seen that P, °P' and P, sub are very close. Also it is clear that estimation accuracy is increasing
with the number of sensors N. In the case of a single sensor when N = 1, the optimal KF and SFF are identical.
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4.3. Example 5: estimation of a damper harmonic oscillator motion

Consider an example of dynamic systems modeled by the second Newton law. For multisensor environment, we
examine the following three cases. In the first and second cases, there are two sensors one of which is main and another
is reserved (Measurement programs 1 and 2). In the third case, there are two independent sensors observing position
and velocity separately (Measurement program 3).

In this example, we verify the SFF using the harmonic oscillator motion in the following system model Z = u;/M,
where z; is the position, M is the mass, and u, is the deterministic input (control). In the canonical form, we have

R R A R MR E

where v; is a zero-mean Gaussian white system noise with intensity g. This noise has been added for compensation of
modeling errors. The initial condition is xg ~ N (Xo, Pp), where Xo = [01]T, Py = diag[21].
Assume that the measurement model contains two sensors

) =HVx +w”, 3P =Hx +w?, G7

where H" and H® are the 1 x 2 measurement matrices, wt(l) and wt(z) are uncorrelated zero-mean white Gaussian

sensor noises with intensities 1 and r,, respectively.

The two filters (KF and SFF) for the system model (36), (37) are considered. In this example, there are three
measurement programs of measurements being illustrated and compared:

Measurement Program 1: Only the position x| ; = z; is measured by two different sensors, one of which is main and
another is reserved. In this case HV =[1 0]and H® =[1 0].

Measurement Program 2: Only the velocity x; ; = z; is measured by two different sensors, one of which is main and
another is reserved. Then HY = [0 1] and H® = [0 1].

Measurement Program 3: Both the position and velocity are measured. Then H M =1 0]and H® =10 1).

To study the behavior of the KF and SFF error covariances, set r{ = 0.02, r, = 0.01 and g = 1. The point of interest
is the 2 x 2 MSE matrices in estimation of state components: position(x; ;) and velocity (x2 ;)

opt opt ~ opt

PP _ 1o %P (p OPNTY P, Py opt _ | XLr =Xy,
t - [et (el ) ]_ P opt P opt | ¢ - ~opt |»
12,1 22,t

sub sub s sub
p sub _ Ele sub(e sub)T] _ Pll,z P12,t e Sub _ X =Xy
t - t t - P sub P sub |’ t - X -3 sub | *
12,1 22,1 2.t 2.t

These are the quantities shown in Figs. 2 and 3. In Fig. 2 we show the MSE comparisons for “position” (Pl(l)f’tt and

P, i‘f}’) and “velocity” (Pzgf)tt and Pzil,l})) for Measurement Program 1.
System (36), (37) becomes unobservable for the velocity in Measurement Program 2. In this case, the rank of the
observable matrix @ is equal to 1, i.e.,

gD
_ _ T T T 0 1 0 1
rank(@)=1, O=[H F H'], H= |:H(2)i|_—|:0 1i|, F= |:0 0i|.

Fig. 3 shows the MSEs for “position” (P, (1)?; and P, ?"‘tb) and “velocity” (Pz(z)f)tt and Pzil,ltb) for Measurement Program 3.
From Figs. 2 and 3 it follows that the difference between the optimal MSEs (P, P i =1,2) and the suboptimal

.t
one (P, is“l‘b, i =1, 2) is negligible for Measurement Programs 1 and 3, especially for steady-state regimes. This means
that, for our example, application of the SFF can produce good results in real-time processing requirements. In the case
of the unobservability of the pair {F, H}, Measurement Program 2 must be adjusted.

In Examples 3—5 we observe a relative loss of accuracy of the SFF as compared to the optimal KF.
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14 T T T T T T T

e Sut'mplimall
— Optimal
12 + 1

Mean Square Ermror

0.2 1
Position - Close optimal, suboptimal estimates

0 1 | | [ i 1 1 1 N

Time

Fig. 2. Program 1: MSE analysis for position and velocity.

2 T T T T T T T

... Suboptimal
18 — Optimal 1

16 | .

14 | 1

1.2 .

08

Mean Square Error

06

04

02 r

Velocity -

Optimal, suboptimal estimates very close Posilion

Time

Fig. 3. Program 3: MSE analysis for position and velocity.

5. Conclusion

In this paper the optimal mean-square linear combination of local vector estimates (the fusion formula) is derived.
This result is a theoretical basis for the linear estimation fusion. A new suboptimal fusion filter for linear continuous-
time dynamic systems with multi-sensor environment based on the FF is proposed. Differential equations for local
cross-covariances of filtering errors are derived. These cross-covariances are the key quantities for the best linear
fusion. Numerical examples show that the suboptimal filter yields a reasonably good estimation accuracy, especially
for the steady-state regime. The obtained fusion filter is slightly suboptimal as compared with the optimal KF.
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Appendix A: Proofs of Theorem 1 and corollaries

(i) Using (4) and (5), the mean-square criterion (6) can be rewritten as

J=E[(x — )T (x — $FF) = ¢r !E[(x — ) (x — aeFF)T]}

N
=wdE| Y aPaP(x —20)(x —2O)T
ij=1

N
= Z aPaPD Py > min (A.1)
— a...a

=

where PU) = E[(x — £7)(x — £/)T]. So formula (10) of Corollary 1 for the overall fusion error covariance is derived.
Next substitute the expression

N—-1
a®=1-3"a®
j=1

into (A.1) and obtain that

N-1 N-1 N-1
J= 3 aDaD @)+ [ 1= 3 a® | 3 a® (P 4 pEN)y
i,j=1 j=1 i=l
N-1 2
1— aP | oWy - min . A2
+ Z ( ) a® .. .aN=D ( )
j=1 e
Differentiating criterion (A.2) with respect to a'", ..., a™ =1 and then equating the result to zero, i.e.,
o _ =1 N -1
m =V, J=L..., — 1,
we obtain Eq. (8) for the unknown weights V), ..., a¥ =1,

(i1) The derivation of expressions (9) is based on the well-known result in quadratic optimization with restrictions
given by (Seber and Lee, 2003)

E[(Y —HRY(Y —HP]= mé“

(A.3)
Df=d
from which it follows that
N N —1 A
B=Do+EHH) T DT DIECHTH) ' DT} (d = Dfy),
Bo=1EHTH)'EH Y). (A4)

Putting in (A.3) and (A.4)
Y=x, H=[xD.. 2™, p=@"...a™), D=[1...1], d=1,

we obtain the explicit expression (9) for scalar weights.
This completes the proof of Theorem 1. [
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(iii) If the local estimates £ ®) are unbiased, i.e., E[x] = E[x], i =1, ..., N, then we get
N N
EFT]=) aVERD]= (ZW) Elx] = E[x].
i=1 i=1
Corollary 2 is proved.

Appendix B: Derivation of Eq. (21) for cross-covariances

The KF equations (18) yield the following differential equation for the local filtering error e(l) =x — X ;i):
(1) _ xt X.t(l) — F[.Xt + Gl‘vl _ "(l) K(l)( i) Ht(l))’efl))

=Fe + G — KO HD +w” — HO:D) = (F, — KO HD)e? + Gy — KD wD.

Substitute this relation into the Lyapunov equation for the cross-covariance P,(i] )= E (e(’) 28 ), i # j (see Lewis,

(1)

1986). By virtue of the assumptions that Gaussian white system and sensor noises v;, w, ~ and w(] ) , I # j,aremutually

uncorrelated, we obtain the linear differential equation for P(” )
This completes the derivation of (21).
Appendix C: Proof of Theorem 2
Consider two filtering errors A%, =%, — x; and A%, =X,%"* — x,. Since both estimates %,*" and %, are
unbiased, we can write P, Pt _ cov(A?c\toPt) and P, sub cov(Axt“‘b).
Next
0< cov(AFc\tsub - A?l()pt)
= P, — cov(AR, P, AT, ") — cov (AT, 0, AX, M) + P, (C.1)
To prove Theorem 2, it is sufficient to show that P, opt _ cov(A?c}oPt, Af,s“b) or that
cov(AT, P — AT, AR, = 0. (C.2)
Equality (C.2) is equivalent to
E[(AZ* — AZ,P)(A%, )T = 0. (C.3)
The optimal and suboptimal estimates 3c\t°p " and ftsub linearly depend on N sensor measurements
y e R™, 0<s<t, i=1,...,N. (C.4)

Stack all measurements (C.4) over each other to form one vector YT R'™ m=m; +---+mp, and again enlarge
itto Y, = [ ,11 € R, v, =tm + 1. The linear span L,=L {Yt} consists of all linear combinations of Yl Since , opt
is optimal among all linear filters, its error A%, " Uis orthogonal to L, i.e.,

E[(AT, ™) (M, Y)] =0

where M, € R"*" is an arbitrary matrix, and »n is the dimension of a state vector x; € R”".
Letey,p=1,...,n,and dy,q =1, ..., v;, denote the canonical basis in R" and R", respectively. Plugging in
M; = epqu, p=1,....,n,q=1,...,v,, we can see that (C.5) is equivalent to

E[AT, Y]] = cov(AR, ™, ¥)) =0
Then for some particular matrix ]\7It e R"™V we have

o~ ~ opt ~ 5
AT — AT, = MY, € L,
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and hence equalities (C.3) and (C.2) hold, i.e.,
cov(A')?,Opt, A’ftsub - A')?,Opt) = COV(A'x\tOpt, M,Y,) = COV(A')?,OP[, )7;)1\7IIT =0.

This completes the proof of Theorem 2. [J
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