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Abstract

In this paper, sensor selection problems for target trapkifarge sensor networks with linear equality
or inequality constraints are considered. First, we daaivequivalent Kalman filter for sensor selection,
i.e., generalized information filter. Then, under a regtyarondition, we prove that the multistage look-
ahead policy that minimizes either the final or the averagimasion error covariances of next multiple
time steps is equivalent to a myopic sensor selection pthiay maximizes the trace of the generalized
information gain at each time step. Moreover, when the nreasent noises are uncorrelated between
sensors, the optimal solution can be obtained analytiéatlgensor selection when constraints are tem-
porally separable. When constraints are temporally imsdgpe, sensor selections can be obtained by
approximately solving a linear programming problem so thatsensor selection problem for a large
sensor network can be dealt with quickly. Although theredggnarantee that the gap between the per-
formance of the chosen subset and the performance boungldagsasmall, numerical examples suggest
that the algorithm is near-optimal in many cases. Finallyewthe measurement noises are correlated
between sensors, the sensor selection problem with tefhpimseparable constraints can be relaxed to
a Boolean quadratic programming problem which can be efffiisisolved by a Gaussian randomization
procedure along with solving a semi-definite programmirabpgm. Numerical examples show that the
proposed method is much better than the method that ignependence of noises.
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1 Introduction

Over the past twenty years, advances in sensor technolbgiesled to the emergence of large numbers of
low-cost sensing devices with a fair amount of computing eoshmunication capabilities. Large sensor
networks have attracted much attention both from thea@leéind practical standpoints and have become a
fast-growing research area. To efficiently manage large@eametworks, one typically designs a policy for
determining the optimal sensor network performance amaures utilization at each time, within logical or
budget constraints. The most comprehensive recent survegrsor management is provided in the book
[1]. Discussion on more advances in this area is availabliénrecent survey paper![2] and references
therein. In this paper, we concentrate on sensor selectairgms in which a subset of sensors are selected
at each time instant while tracking a target that providdsyad performance-resource usage tradeoffs.

The sensor selection problem arises in various applicstiooluding target tracking, e.d.,/[3, 4], robotics
[5], and wireless networks$ [6]. Sensor selection for thgeatracking problem will be considered here. In
the literature, the sensor selection problem has been fateaufor different dynamic systems. In [3], the
state model was assumed to be deterministic without noisenex optimization procedure was developed
based on a heuristic to solve the problem of selectirgensors from a set ofi sensors. Although no
optimality guarantees could be provided for the solutiasmarical experiments showed that it performed
well. Another important contribution comes from the workeeted in [4] where the state model was assumed
random with noise and a general objective function of thes@eselection problem was transformed to a
guadratic form by introducing the gain matrix as an adddlomiecision variable. However, the resulting
optimization problem cannot efficiently take advantagehef structure of the covariance of measurement
noise such as it being a diagonal matrix in the uncorrela#seé.cin this paper, the sensor selection problem
formulated by the use of the Moore-Penrose generalizedsavenly relies on Boolean decision variables
without introducing additional decision variables. Theulting optimization problem can efficiently take
advantage of the structure of the measurement noise anih dbtaoptimal solution analytically. Many
other excellent results on sensor selection for state agtmin different situations can be found in, e.g.,
[7,/8,9,[10[ 11, 1Z, 13, 14, 15,116,/17] 18] and referencegithner

Sensor management problems are often considered withatifferiteria and objectives. Representa-
tive approaches for sensor management include optimizatiestimation error covariance! [3], 4], Fisher
information [9,.10], and entropy or mutual information [3),82,[13/ 14|, 15, 18, 19]. Various functions of
the estimation error covariance and Fisher informationrimaincluding their determinant and trace, have
been used as reward functions for optimal sensor managei@eweral popular measures, includingnii
entropy, Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence, and Helling@attacharya distance, have been used for the cal-
culation of information gain between two densities. In thégper, based on the Moore-Penrose generalized
inverse, we will derive a closed-form expression of infotima gain for sensor selection called generalized
information gain whose trace function is taken as the revitandtion for optimal sensor selection. When the
measurement noises are assumed independent, the notitiorofid@tion measure based on the information



gain has been discussed in the literature, [see [19].

In this paper, we consider the problem of state estimatiom inear dynamic system being monitored
by multiple sensors. For sensor selection, we first derivecuivalent Kalman filter for sensor selection,
i.e., generalized information filter. Then, under a regtyarondition, we prove that the multistage look-
ahead policy that minimizes either the final or the averagimaton error covariance of neX{ time steps is
equivalent to a myopic sensor selection policy that max@sithe trace of the generalized information gain at
each time step. Thus, trace of the generalized informatiimig defined as a measure of information that the
selected sensors provide at each time step. Moreover, Whandasurement noises are uncorrelated between
sensors, the optimal solution can be obtained analyticalgn the constraints are temporally separable.
When the constraints are temporally inseparable, theisolaf the sensor selection problem can be obtained
by approximately solving a linear program (LP) so that sesstections for a large sensor network can be
performed quickly. Although there is no guarantee that thp between the performance of the chosen
subset and the performance bound is always small, numesteahples suggest that the algorithm is near-
optimal in many cases. Finally, when the measurement naeisesorrelated between sensors, the sensor
selection problem when the constraints are temporallyp@isdble can be relaxed to a Boolean quadratic
programming (BQP) which can be efficiently solved by a Garssandomization procedure along with
solving a semi-definite programming (SDP) problem which barsolved by interior-point methods |20].
Numerical examples show that the proposed method yielddico$ that are much better than the method
that ignores dependence.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Preliminaieggiven in Sectionl 2, where the generalized
information filter for sensor selection and multistage sesglection problems that minimize either the final
or the average estimation error covariances over the Netine steps are formulated. In Sectidn 3, under
a regularity condition, we prove that multistage look-ahgmlicies are equivalent to the myopic sensor
selection policy that maximizes the trace of the generdlinformation gain at each time step. In Section
[, the case of uncorrelated measurement noises is corgidehe optimal solution is derived analytically
for sensor selection when the constraints are temporaparable. When the constraints are temporally
inseparable, the sensor selection scheme is obtained bgxapately solving an LP. In Sectidd 4, the case
of correlated measurement noises is considered. The ss#lection problem is relaxed to a BQP which can
be efficiently solved by a Gaussian randomization procedlmag with solving an SDP problem. In Section
[B, numerical examples are given and discussed. In Sedtimon6luding remarks are provided.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Problem formulation

We consider a surveillance region of interest (ROI) thatam$p monitored by a sensor field for potential
targets crossing the ROI. The fusion center tracks thetthsgeptimally selecting a fixed number of sensors



from a large sensor network under some logical or budgettints. Specifically, we consideriasensor
linear dynamic system

Xp+1 = Frxp + wy, 1)
v, = Hjx,+vj, i=12,... L, (2)
d = AHx vk =121 ©

wherex; € R", F, € R™" is an invertible matr@; yi € R, H, € R%*", {w,} and{vi} are both
temporally uncorrelated with zero means and invertibleadancesQ, andR, respectively. The covariance

of the noisevy, £ ((v}),...,(vE)) is denoted byR;, 2 Cov(v) which is assumed invertiblR;] 2
Cov(vi, vi) sothatRy = R}. If thei-th sensor is selected, we gt = 1, otherwisey’. = 0 (see, e.g.[[4]);
Y = (7, -, vE)". We shall focus on Equations] (1) and (3) for sensor seleclibe stacked measurement

equation is written as

zi, = Hpxp + Vg, (4)
where
ze = (@), (@), (5)
Vi 2 ((nvi)s v (6)
H, £ ((nHY,-.. (W HE)) (7)

The covariance of the noisg, is denoted by
Ry, £ Cov(¥y), R}/ £ Cov(1ivi,vivl) = 7 iRy ®)
Moreover, we denote by, £ (2}, ..., 2})", Xpi = E[xp|z14], Py = E[(xg — xi) (X — x)'].

At time t, the fusion center has,,i = 1,...,L, Xp|r and Py, (or measurements; ;). The fusion
center is to design the sensor selection scheme for the\hérte steps. Attimey.,,, mg.,, sensors will be
selected froml sensors, fon = 1,..., N. They will send their measurements, compressed measutemen
or local estimates to the fusion center. The fusion centdesithe final estimates for the state at times,,

n = 1,...,N. The problem is how to seleet.,, sensors from sensors (i.e. determine the Boolean
decision variables/,iﬂ,z' =1,...,L),n=1,...,N that minimize the objective function which is

e either the final estimation error covariance

J1 £ Prinpesn, 9)

1The invertibility of the transition matrix can be guarantée tracking problems, seg [P1].




e or the average estimation error covariance

N
1
fa 2 N > Prsnfksn: (10)
n=1
The constraint thatns,, sensors are selected fromsensors,, = 1,..., N induces a constraint that

is temporally separable. Moreover, we shall also considestraints that are temporally inseparable, for
example, energy constraints.

Note that the objective functionk] (9)=(10) are matrices.trMaptimization considered here is in the
sense that i* is an optimal solution, then for an arbitrary feasible soltz, P(z) = P(z*), i.e.,P(z) —
P(z*) is a positive semi-definite matrix (see, e.n../[20]).

2.2 Equivalent Kalman filter for sensor selection

It is well known that the Kalman filter provides the globallptinal solution if the noises are assumed
Gaussian, otherwise it provides the best linear unbiaseohas. It is recursive no matter whether the
covariances of noises are invertible or not and is given k@A (see, e.qg.| [22]),

Xppiorl = Xpaifk + Kir1(Zrr1r — HepiXpgae), (11)

Piijprr = (- KpoiHep)Prop, (12)

wherel is an identity matrix with compatible dimensions,

X1k = FrXgps (13)
Kiir = PrppeH o (Hep PrppHy o + Ry, (14)
P = FiPpiFl + Qu. (15)

The superscript*” means Moore-Penrose generalized inverse (see, e.g)E[ZB]PkH‘k, Py 1jk+1 and
R, are invertible (for example, the case that Allsensors are selected), then we have the following
equivalent Kalman filter

1 o f-l
Xpr1pet1 = Proaprt (P Xene + He Ry zka), (16)

Piiigrr = (P;;i1|k+ﬁ§c+1f{ﬁ1ﬂk+1)_l> (17)

which is usually called the information filter add,, , R;},Hy.1 is called the information gain (see e.g.,
[24]). Once the sensors are selected, the covariance obike wector of the selected sensors is invertible.

2Here, the Moore-Penrose generalized inverse is used ﬁecﬂmlPkH‘kfI;H + Ry1) may not be invertible. The reason
is thatH 1 andRy1 defined by[(¥) and{8) for the sensor selection problem irelind decision variablegy 1, . . - ,w,fﬂ}
which haveL — my4; number of zeros.



Note that we assumed th@,, k = 1,2, ..., are invertible, and it is easy to check tht, x andPy 1541
which are updated by the Kalman Filter based on the seleetesbss are also invertible. Here, however,
Ry 1 are notinvertible, since there ake-m;, ; number of zeros in the decision variableg , |, ..., v/}
Thus, we first prove that, for the dynamic systéin (1) and (fipdd under sensor selection wh&g_  are
not invertible, there still exists an equivalent Kalmarefilsimilar to (16)-£(117).

Theorem 2.1. For the dynamic system defined by (1) dnd (4) under sensatisglewe have the following
equivalent Kalman filter (generalized information filter)

_ 1 T Bt
Xpr1pet1 = Propaprt (P Xeae + He Ry 2k), (18)

Piiigrr = (P§i1|k+ﬁ2+1f{§+1ﬁk+l)_l- (19)

Proof. See appendix.

The key difference in Theorem 2.1 is trﬁﬁl \ivhere~f{k+1 is invertible in [16)-(1l7) has been replaced
by R;H in (18)—(19). Due to this diﬁerencH}CHRLlHkH will be calledgeneralized information gain

Notice thatP 1 ;41 isafunction oby} 1, ..., v}, sinceH,, ; andRy, ; are functions oft 1, Y

iti 1 L imi 1 L 1 L
Thus, it is denoted by’k+1|k+1(7k+1, o Vider ) Similarly, Pk+n|k+n(7k+1> o Vs Vim0 Vicrn)
is a function ofy} 1, ..., Y1 - Vi - 0 Ve fOrm=1,... N,

It is the generalized information filter based on Moore-Beargeneralized inverse that helps us decou-
ple the multistage look-ahead policies to an equivalent pitysensor selection policy that maximizes the
generalized information gain with a lower computationamgtexity in Sectiorf B. Another advantage is
that the sensor selection problem formulated by the useeoMbore-Penrose generalized inverse only re-
lies on Boolean decision variables without introducingitiddal decision variables and can efficiently take
advantage of the structure of the measurement noise tadh&ioptimal solution and efficient algorithms.

2.3 Optimization problems for sensor selection

Thus, by using Theorem 2.1, the two sensor selection prabtem be stated as

};I:ii Pl Nt N Vg1 Voo s Voo -+ Vo)
= (Pl:—il-N|k+N—1 +Hj vRYE v Hin) ™! (20)
subject to ZL:%iH_n = Mkan, n=1,..., N, (22)
=1
;,1+ne{o,1},z':1,2,...,L,n:l,...,N, (22)



and

N
: 1 L 1 L
1min Z Pk+n\k+n(7k+1a ooy Veg1s oo s VE+Ns - - - >7k+N)
Vk+n n=1
N
_ -1 1/ D+ r -1
- Z(Pk+n\k+n—l + Hk+an+nHk+n) (23)
n=1
L

subjectto > 4., =Mppn, n=1,...,N,
=1
YViin €40,1},i=1,2,...,L, n=1,...,N.

3 Generalized Information Measure for Sensor Selection

In this section, we consider some properties of the optitiizgproblems presented in Section]2.3 that will
simplify their solution. We will show that if the primal sesrsselection probleni (20) has an optimal solution,
then both the probleni (20) and the problém| (23) can be tremsft to equivalent optimization problems that
maximize an information measure at each time step.

Lemma 3.1. Consider two optimization problems:

(A1) max  Mx), (24)
(42) max  tr(M(x)), (25)

whereM(x) is a matrix for an arbitraryx € S; S specifies the constraint on the decision variakldf the
problem (4,) has an optimal solution, then the probler, is equivalent to 45).

Proof. See appendix.

Lemma 3.2. Consider two optimization problems:

(By) min M, (x1,...,%Xp), forn=1,... N, (26)
X;€S8;,i=1,....,n
N
(B2) e min Z M, (x1,...,%Xp) (27)
n=1
whereM,, (x4, . ..,X,) is a function of decision variables, ..., x,, forn =1,..., N. If the optimal solu-
tion that minimizeM,, (x1, ..., x,), (x},...,x},), is the same as the one that minimidds ; (x1, ..., Xn+1),

forn =1,...,N — 1, then the optimal solution that minimizd4y (x1,...,xy) ((B1) withn = N) is the
same as that forgs).



Proof. See appendix.

Based on Lemmla 3.2, the solution to both the problem (20) la@gitoblem[(ZB) can be simplified and
obtained by solvingV optimization problems separately.

Lemma 3.3. If the primal sensor selection problem {20) has an optimaltsan, then both the probleri (R0)
and the problen{{23) can be transformed to the equivalerilpro that solvesvV optimization problems that

maximizet) , R, Hjyi, n=1,..., N respectively, i.e.,
{Yniax I:I;c-mﬁii;nﬂkﬁ—n forn=1,...,N, (28)
k+n

L

subjectto > i, = Miin,
=1

Yiin €{0,1},i=1,2,...,L,

whereH,,,,, and R, are defined in Equation§](7) and (8) respectively; the supigss“ *” indicates
Moore-Penrose generalized inverse [23]. That is, the peols [20),[(23) and_ (28) have the same optimal
solution.

Proof. See appendix.

Remark3.4. Lemma3.B shows that multistage look-ahead policies,the.problem[(20) and the problem
(23), are equivalent to a myopic sensor selection policyrtraximizes the generalized information gain with
a lower computational complexity. Why do the problém] (20 #me problem[(23) with different objectives
have the same optimal solution? The main reason is that fleetales and constraints are temporally sepa-
rable. For example, considei;,, = 1, i.e., select one sensor at each time step, if there is arsemsch

has the smallest noise and provides the most informatioacht #me step, then the selection of the sensor at
each time step is the optimal sensor selection scheme nemadtether the objective is the final estimation
error covariance or the average estimation error covagianc

Moreover, based on Lemmias3.1 3.3, we have the followiegrém.

Theorem 3.5. If the primal sensor selection problem {20) has an optim&litgan, both the problen{{20)
and the problem(23) can be transformed to the equivalertilpro requiring the solution oV optimization

problems that maximize (Hj,_ R/, Hii,), n = 1,..., N respectively, i.e.,
max tr(H §c+nf{§+nﬁk+n) forn=1,...,N, (29)
'Y/i+n
L

subjectto > 4., = Mitn,
i=1

Viin €{0,1},i=1,2,..., L,



whereH,...,, and Ry, are defined in Equation§](7) andl (8) respectively. That is,gtoblems[{20)[123)
and [Z29) have the same optimal solution.

Remark3.6. Theorem 3.6 shows that both the minimization of the finalnestion error covariance and
minimization of the average estimation error covarianeeeguivalent to maximization of the trace of the
generalized information gain of each time step. Thus, theatilbe function

tI‘( : ;v—l—nR—];_nI:Ik—l-n) (30)

of the problem[(Z2B), i.e., trace of the generalized infoioragain, is defined as a measure of information
that the selected sensors providé/at-n)-th time step. Determinant of the generalized informatiamgan

be similarly defined as a measure of informatiobif, , R;", Hj., is a positive definite matrix. When the
measurement noises are assumed independent, more infwrmegasures based on information gain can be
formulated, see e.g[, [19].

Furthermore, the information measurel(30) has an advathagjé does not depend on pdfs of the states
and measurements, but only relies on covariances of noisksha measurement matrices. Maximizing
this measure can be employed as an alternative criteriogeimsor selection, which will be used in sensor
selection problems when the constraints are temporalgpiasble in the following sections. When pdfs
are known, it is better to try to use the information critdo@sed on pdfs such as optimization of Fisher
information, entropy or mutual information for sensor séten (see, e.g.. [2]).

4 Sensor Selection Schemes for Uncorrelated Sensor Measorent Noises

4.1 Optimal Sensor Selection Scheme for Temporally SeparébConstraints

When sensor measurement noises are uncorrelated and gteagas are temporally separable, we have the
following result that defines the optimal sensor selectdreme.

Theorem 4.1. Let the information measure corresponding to th sensor at(k + n)-th time be de-
4 i _ , 4

noted asaj_,, = tr((H},,) (R},,) 'Hj ),i=1,...,L Let{a) ., ..., af, } denote{a; ...,

a£+n} rearranged in descending order. If the problem](20) has atinogl solution, then the optimal

sensor selection scheme for both the problen (20) and thiglgero(23) iS’Y/?Jrn =1,... rv;iﬁ’;*” =1,

7;”;’;*”“ =0,... v%iﬁrn =0, forn =1,...,N. The optimality of sensor selection scheme is in the sense
of either the minimization of the covariance of the finalrastion error [9) or the average estimation error
(13d) or maximization of the information measure](30). Ifpineblem [20) does not have an optimal solution,

the optimality of the sensor selection scheme is only inghses of maximization of the information measure

30).

Proof. If the measurement noises are uncorrelated between seﬂmfikw is a block diagonal matrix



with R}, = 0,i # j. Thus,
R]—L-n - (dlag(fYé+anlf+n7 R 77£+nR£+n))+ = diag(f}/li-i-n(Rllf—i-n)_la e 77]£/+n(Rl€+n)_1) (31)

which follows from the definition of Moore-Penrose generadi inverse. Moreover, by Theorém13.5, the
problem [20) is equivalent to

T RT B _
max tr(Hy, R Hiyn) forn=1... N,
'Y/i+n

L
Z k+ntr Hk+n) (R2+n)_lH2+n)

subject to Z Vin = Mitn,

Viin €{0,1},i=1,2,..., L.

If we defineaj, ,,, £ tr((Hj,) (i) 'Hi,,),i = 1,..., Land{a},,,..., )%} denotes{af , ., ..,
ak, .} rearranged in descending order, then the optimal solusioff,i, = 1,..., v, 5" = 1, 7, 5 =
0,. s Vip = 0.

n

4.2 Extension to Temporally Inseparable Constraints

Many constraints on sensor selection can be representédeas équalities or inequalities such as logical
constraints and budget constraints (see, €.d.] [3, 4])useenote linear equalities or inequalities as follows

a;WEbp,pzl,...,P, (32)
where

v é (’7;6—{-17 e 77]2+N)/7 Vk+n é (’Yl}c—i-n? e 7715+n)/7 fOl’ n= 17 e 7N; (33)

”

a, is a vector with a compatible dimension abglis a scalar; £" can represent either>”" * <" or “=
for eachn. In general, these constraints are temporally inseparaiblich makes the optimization problems
with objectives [(2D) and(23) not separable and highly memal in variablesy; +n- The corresponding
optimization problems are very hard to solve.

However, from Remark 316, the trace of generalized infoiomattr (Hj,_, R}, Hy,), can be defined
as the measure of information that selected sensors provitlas, we can try to maximize the available
information gain from time: + 1 to k + N by optimizing the selection of sensors so that better esitima

10



performance can be expected. We shall consider the folpaljective (i.e, sum of the weighted information
measure)

N
/3 £ Z Wn tr(H;f-i-nR—ki_-;-nHk—i-n)a (34)

n=1
wherew,,,n = 1,..., N are weights which place different importance on differémetsteps. For example,
if the state estimation at the final time is more importantargér weightw, can be used. If the state
estimation of each time step is equally important, an equagt structurevs; = --- = wy can be used.
Therefore, we consider the following optimization probl&ansensor selection:

N
max Z wp tr(H R Hyyn) (35)
’yk+n n=1

subjectto  a,y > by, p=1,..., P,
Vign €{0,1},i=1,2,...,Lin=1,...,N.

Since sensor measurement noises are assumed uncorrelttiscsection, by Equation (B1), the problem
(39) is equivalent to

N L
) ) ;. L
max E Wn§ 7]29+ntr((H§c+n)( }ﬁ—i-n) 1H§c+n) (36)
Tk+n n=1  i=1

subjectto  a;y > by, p=1,..., P,
Yiin €{0,1},i=1,2,...,L,n=1,...,N,
which is a Boolean linear programming (BLP) problem and thnaal objective function value is denoted

by f5.p- It can be relaxed by replacing the nonconvex constra,im§ € {0, 1} with the convex constraints
0<i,<1,i=1,2,...,L,n=1,...,N. Thus, we have the following LP problem:

max tr(I'D’) (37)

72+n
subjectto  a,y > by, p=1,..., P,

0<yn<li=12,...,Lin=1,...,N,

where~ is defined by[(3B)I" is aL x N matrix withi-th row andn-th column element being,im, i.e,

’Y/i+1 ’Yli+2 T 711+N
2 2 2
7 7 e Y
r 2 k.+1 k-—|-2 | k-.i-N (38)
71§+1 7kL+2 T 71§+N
andD is aL x N matrix
o
D £ (din)LxN7 din £ Wn tr((Hz—i-n) (R;f+n) 1H2+n)' (39)

11



It is well known that LP problems can be solved efficiently.e®olution of the probleni_ (37) is denoted
by (ylim)*LP,z' =1,...,L,n=1,...,N. The corresponding objective function is denotedfpy. Note
that the feasible solution set of the problem](37) contalires of the problem[(36) so that;, , < fip.
Based or(fy,iJrn)*LP, we can generate a suboptimal feasible solution of the pnol§B6) denoted by/,iﬂ,
i=1,...,L,n=1,...,N. The corresponding objective function is denotedfBy » and fgrpr < f5.p-
The differencey = f7p — frLp is called the gap if [3]. The gap is useful in evaluating théquenance of
the suboptimal solutioﬁ,"C +n- We can sayy,i +n IS NO More thay-suboptimal.

Note that the procedure of generating a feasible soluticheoproblem[(36) fronh,iJrn)*LP is problem
dependent, i.e., relying on the equalities or inequalif® and the Boolean constraint. As an illustration,
let us consider a representative example. Besides the taftypseparable constraints (21) andl(22), we
consider an energy constraint which is temporally insdparas follows

N
Z/yli+n§m27i:1>"->L> (40)

n=1

which means that theth sensor can only be selected, times from timek + 1 to timek + N (m} < N),
fori =1,..., L. Thus, the specific form of the optimization probldm](37)whe constraints (21) and (40)
can be represented to

max tr(C'D’) (41)
’ﬁc«kn

subjectto  ayy > by, p=1,...,P,
0<Yup <Li=12....,Lin=1,.. N,

wherel" and~ are defined by (38) and (B3) respectively;= N + L,

1, p=n
A / / / A 9 ’ o
ap - (CLpa-..,CN,p)aCn,p—{o’ p;&n’ n—l...,N,
by = Mpyp, “B>7"means =", (42)
forp=1,..., N, (corresponds to the constraints](21)
a, = (1,...,1),
b, £ mj, “>"means$ <", (43)

forp=N+14, i=1,...,L,(corresponds to the constrainis|(%0)

wherel and0 denoteL-dimensional vectors with 1 entries and 0 entries respalgtiand1; means anl-
dimensional vector whoseth entry is 1 others are 0s.

The sensor selection scheme with the energy constraintrfoortelated sensors is described by the
following algorithm.

12



Algorithm 4.2 (Sensor selection scheme with the energy constraint fayroelated sensors)

e Step 1: Given an optimal solution M4®,i+n)*LP, obtain the optimal objective functioff 5.

e Step 2: Generate a feasible solution of the problen (36) thighconstraints[{21)[{22) and (40) from
(7i)%p as follows.

We generate the feasible solution based on the importaneiglty of the information of each time step.
Without loss of generality, assume that < ws < ... < wy. Thus, we generate the selection scheme
from the N-th time step to the first time step. Set the index set of catelgknsors = {1,...,L}.

— Iteratively generatey; , ,_, for the (N — n)-th time stepp = 0,..., (N — 1) as follows:
for n=0:(N—-1)

. 1, if 7 ¢ 11
20 A ) ’ .
-n = . ,fori=1,...,L, 44
Ykt N-n { 0. if i€ in, f (44)
wherei, is the index set of the firsty, . y_,, maximum entries of ;. v _.)5 ps-- - (Vin_n)ip)

in the index set of candidate sensarand denoteay = 1 — 1. SetmﬁC = m}c — 1, fori € 1.
Update the index set of candidate sensofs {i : m} > 0,i =1,...,L}.
end

e Step 3: Outpuy-suboptimal solutior’fy,im,z' =1,...,L,n=1,..., N and the corresponding objec-
tive fp1p, Whereg = fi, — fprp is the gap.

Here, to construct the feasible solution satisfying thestaints [(21L), [(22) and_(40), we employ the
equation [(44). The main computation complexity is in StepHem an LP problem needs to be solved.
lllustrative examples will be presented in Secfion 6.

5 Sensor Selection Schemes for Correlated Sensor Measurem&loises

In this section, for correlated sensor measurement naigeagain determine the sensor selection scheme by
maximizing the weighted information measure:

N
max Z w, tr(B 2+n1§{7§+nﬁk+n) (45)
n=1

Pﬁc«kn
subjectto  a,y > by, p=1,...,P,

Yiin €1{0,1},i=1,2,...,L.

where the linear constraints are definedlid (32) that maydw®both the temporally separable and inseparable
constraints. Since sensor measurement noises are cedrelatobtain the optimal solution, an exhaustive
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search is necessary sinﬁhn has no special structure such as it being a diagonal matoixtheé simplest

L . .
case of the temporally separable constraint (21)%sind 1, there are a total feasible solutions.
Mk+n
For largeL andmy.,,, such an exhaustive search may not be feasible in real times, To make the solution

computationally more efficient, the problem{45) is appnaaiely solved by repIacinB,‘;n by R,;in. This
approximation is lossless for the case of uncorrelatedoserses and temporally separable constraint (i.e.,
does not change the optimal solution in Theotem 4.1). Maseudision on approximation loss for different
dependences will be given in Sectidn 6. Thus, we consideappeoximate problem

max an tr( k+n k+nHk+n) (46)

Pﬁc«kn
subject to p'y > b,, p=1,..., P,

Yiin €1{0,1},i=1,2,...,L.
Moreover, from the definition oﬁk+n (@), we have
tr(Hy Ryl Hin)
L
= tr(z Z ’Yli+n71i+n(H2+n)/T?+n htn)
>

i=1 s=1
= —VernBrinVhtn (47)

Mh

’Yk—i—n’Yk—i-ntr Hk+n),Tk+n z+n)

whereT}jM is thei-th row block ands-th column block of the matrixC;.,,, Tpi, = RkJr ; the i-th
row ands-th column ofBj.,, is — tr((H},,)'T}%, ,H;_ ). Thus, the problem is equivalent to solving the

following Boolean quadratic programming (BQP) problem

N
min Z Wn71/9+an+n7k+n (48)

Vetn n=1

subjectto  a,y > by, p=1,..., P,
Viin €{0,1},i=1,2,...,L,n=1,...,N.
For this problem, however, it is still hard to obtain an oglreolution, since the nonconvex Boolean con-
straints andB_,, may not be a positive semi-definite matrix. It is known to bpgldo the class of NP-hard

problems. Fortunately, this class of problems can be sdiyedrecently developed computationally efficient
approximation technique (see, e.Q../[25]). We apply it ]oghoblem[(4B) as follows.
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By semidefinite relaxation (SDR) technique (see, €.a!,280), the problem[{48) can be relaxed to

min tr(CX) (49)
XeS(IVL+1) X >0

subject to tr(E,X) > (4b, — 1'diag(a,)1), p=1,..., P,
tr(FsX)=1,s=1,...,(NL+1),

whereF is a matrix withs-row ands-columnF,(s, s) = 1, others are equal 0, fer=1,...,(NL + 1),
E, & diag(/ap) 1 7
1 0
c 2 B B1
1B 0 )’
B £ diag(wiBgi1,...,wnBiin),

where By, is defined by[(47) fom = 1,...,N; I and1 are an identity matrix and a “1” vector with
compatible dimensions respectively. The probléni (49) iSB® problem. The derivation of the problem
(49) is given in Appendix.

Note that the procedure for generating a feasible solutfdheproblem[(46) from the solution of the

problem [49) is also problem dependent, i.e., relying onetipgalities or inequalities (82) and the Boolean
constraint. As an illustration, let us again consider theesentative constraints (210), {22) ahdl (40). Thus,

the specific expressions af, andb,, in the optimization probleni(49) are given by [42) aind (43).

Based on the SDIP_(#9), a typical Gaussian randomizatioregdtwe is used to construct an approximate
solution to the probleni_(45) here (seel[25]). Thus, we hagddhowing algorithm.

Algorithm 5.1 (Sensor selection scheme with the energy constraint foeleded sensors)

e Step 1: Given an optimal solution of the SDP](49) € SWL+1) | and a number of randomizations S.
e Step 2: Generaté feasible solutions by Gaussian randomization procedusetdanX *:
for s=1:S
1. Generate a vectaf, ~ N(0, X*). Setn, = (1 : NL) which means the first NL entries &f
2. Without loss of generality, assume that < wy, < ... < wy. We generate the selection
scheme from théV-th time step to the first time step. Set the index set of catelisensors
i2{1,...,L}.
+ Iteratively generatey; , \_,,  for the(N — n)-th time stepp = 0,..., (N — 1)
for n=0:(N—-1)
1, if i €1y,

‘ = ,fori=1,...,L, 50
Yk+N-n,s {07 if i € i, f ( )
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wherei; is the index set of the firsty, y_, maximum entries ofs(J(L —n —1) + 1 :
J(L —n)) in the index set of candidate sensarandi; = i — ;. Setm! := m} — 1, for
i € iy. Update the index set of candidate sensofs {i : m{, > 0,i=1,...,L}.

end

A1 L A
3. DenoteyiiN—n,s = (Ve Nonsr 2 Vb Non,s) @NAVs = (Vet1,5 -+ Vo4 N,s)-

end

e Step 3: Determing* = argmax_, ¢ f(vs) wheref(-) may be the objective funcriong, f2 or f3
defined in[(P),[(10) and_ (34) respectively.

e Step 4: Outputy = ~,+ as the sensor selections of the problém (45).

Note that specific design of the randomization procedurbnigoe is problem dependent. Here, to
construct the feasible solution satisfying the constsal@ll), (22) and(40), we employ Equatién](50). The
choice ofS will be discussed in Sectidd 6. Based on simulations, théaanized solution can often achieve
a good performance with a smdl which is similar to that in[[25]. The main computational quexity
of the algorithm is in Step 1 where an SDP problem needs to lbeccoThe SDP problem can be solved
efficiently by using interior-point methods (see, e.g.]]J20

6 Numerical Examples

In this section, we present a number of illustrative exampoth uncorrelated and correlated sensor mea-
surement noise cases are considered.

6.1 Uncorrelated sensor measurement noises

We first compare the performance of the approach given in fEneld.1 with the one in Joshi an Boyd [3]
and the one in Mo et all_[4].

Example 6.1. Let us consider a dynamic system with= 40 sensors which are uniformly distributed over
a square of size 10M:.. The parameter matrices and noise covariances for the dimaystem[{[1)£{4) are

1 0 5 0
F. — : _ ’ 51
k (O 1) Qx <0 10) (51)
‘ 10 , 10
Hz: 71{2: "1 . i=1,...,L, (52)
0 1 0 75

wherer! andr} are randomly sampled from the uniform distribution in [5,af{d [10 12] respectively. We
consider a constraint, i.e., selepi;.,, = [1,5,10,15,20] sensors from 40 sensors at the next time step
respectively.
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In Figure[l, the traces of the estimation error covarianegbotted for the sensor selection method given
in Theoren{ 4.11, the one in Joshi an Boyd [3] and the one in Md. €fdh respectively. The CPU time is
plotted in Figuré R for the three algorithms respectivelguFe[1 shows that the three methods obtained very
close and similar estimation performance for the numeggample, while Figurel2 shows that the CPU time
of the method in Theorem 4.1 is much smaller than that of tleeimdoshi an Boyd |3] and the one in Mo et
al. [4]. The reason is that the method in Theotem 4.1 is aryicall solution. In addition, the computation
time of the three methods is not an increasing function ofriln@ber of selected sensors. The reason is
that when the number of selected sensors increases, theenaintine decision variables does not increase
and the structure of the optimization does not change; amtyesparameters of the equality constraints are
changed.

Moreover, we consider a representative target trackingualyn system with energy constraints. We
assume that each target will be tracked in a Cartesian frailmefour state variables include position and ve-
locity (z, &, y, y) respectively (see e.g., [24]). The parameter matrices aise rovariances for the dynamic

system[(1)+£(¥4) are

1 T 00 T3/3 T?/2 0 0
01 00 T?2/2 T 0 0
Fi = ,Qp = : 53
=l 01 | 0 0 T3/3 T?)2 3)
0 0 0 1 0 0 7T2)2 T
, 1000 :
H = , Rii=1,... L, 54
(o0t h) m )

whereT" = 1 s is the sampling intervaE,, Qx, H:, are the same in the following examples. The difference
is the noise covariance of measuremem%, in the following examples. Since the algorithm in Joshi an
Boyd [3] that requires the measurement matrix is full-caturank when the measurement matrices of each
sensor are the same and the one in Mo et al. [4] does not ptesertb threshold the approximate solution
to generate a feasible solution satisfying the energy caings, we evaluate the performance of Algorithm
[4.2 by comparing with the exhaustive method for a monitospstem which has a small number of sensors
and using the gap given in the Step 3 of Algorithml 4.2 for a nowimg system which has a large number of
sensors in the following examples respectively.

Example 6.2. First, to compare with the exhaustive method, let us considelatively small monitoring
system withl, = 9 sensors which are uniformly distributed over a square of 4i20m. The parameter
matrices of the dynamic system are giveriid (33)-(54) where

, ri 0
) 1
- ), 55
k ( 0 ) (55)
ri and ri are randomly sampled from the uniform distribution in [5,].10Ne consider the optimization

problem [(37) with temporally inseparable constraint](40)dathe constraints[(21)[(22) whes¥ = 3,
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Mpgan=2,n=1...,N andmﬁC = 2, i.e., select 2 sensors from 9 sensors at each time step &t sach
sensor less than twice in 3 time steps.

In Figure[3, the traces of tHaal estimation error covariancg based on the three methods are plotted
respectively, where? andr% are randomly sampled 50 times. The three methods are 1) treustive
method that minimizes the final estimation error covariafi¢®) Algorithm[4.2 that maximizes the weighted
information measurgs with weights[1/3, 1/3, 1/3] and 3) Algorithm[4.P that maximizes the weighted
information measurgs with weights[0, 0, 1] respectively. Similarly, the traces of theerageestimation
error covariancef, are plotted in Figurél4. In Figufé 5, the sum of informationaswees ofV time steps
Zi:f:l tr(f{;€ +nf{,j+nf{k+n) is plotted for the two sensor selection schemes respegtiVaky are obtained
from 2) and 3) respectively.

From Figure§ 335, we have following observations:

e Figure3 shows that the trace of tfieal estimation error covariances obtained from Algorithn 4ithw
two different weights that maximizes the weighted infonmatmeasurefs are very close to that of
the exhaustive method. Similarly, Figlide 4 shows that thestiofaverageestimation error covariance
obtained from Algorithni_4]2 with weightd /3, 1/3, 1/3] that maximizes the weighted informa-
tion measurefs is very close to that of the exhaustive method. These ingitat maximization of
the weighted information measuyg is a good alternative criterion for minimizirfinal or average
estimation error covariance for sensor selection.

e Moreover, in Figur€I3, when the objective is minimizatiortiud final estimation error covariancg,
both Algorithm[4.2 with weight$0, 0, 1] and Algorithm[4.2 with weight$1/3, 1/3, 1/3] are near
optimal for sensor selection. However, Figule 5 shows tiastm of information measures &ftime
steps for Algorithni 4.2 with the weigh{$/3, 1/3, 1/3] is larger than that of Algorithrn 4.2 with the
weights[0, 0, 1]. Thus, it is better to choose the weiglfis 0, 1], since a larger sum of information
measures oV time steps implies that more good sensors are used.

e Finally, Figure[4 shows that when the objective is to minienike averageestimation error covari-

ance fy, it is better to choose the weights/3, 1/3, 1/3] since Algorithm[4.2 with the weights

[1/3, 1/3, 1/3] is near optimal.
Example 6.3. Next, let us consider a large monitoring system witk= 20 x 20 = 400 sensors which are
uniformly distributed in a square of size 180 We consider the optimization problem(37) with temporally
inseparable constrain{.(40) and the constrairits] (20)] @&ere N = 5, my., = 10,n = 1,..., N and
mff = 2,1.e., select 10 sensors at each time step from 400 sensdrsedect each sensor less than twice in 5
time steps. Moreover, we consider the performance of Algofd.2 for different cases of,, from 10 to
100. Obviously, the exhaustive method is infeasible.

In Figurel®, the upper bound and lower bound of the objectivetion of the optimization problerh (B7)
are plotted based on 50 Monte Carlo runs. The correspondipg, g.e, the upper bound minus the lower
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bound are plotted in Figuifg 7. Figures 6 and 7 show that the geg very small and Algorithin 4.2 can
obtain the optimal solution in the sense of maximizing thégivied information measurg in many cases,
although the sensor network is large where the Boolean idacisriables are more than 2000. Figlie 8
presents the gaps as a functiormef, ,, from 10 to 100. It shows that the gaps are increasing as théaum
of selected sensors.

6.2 Correlated sensor measurement noises

In this subsection, we will compare AlgoritHm 5.1 with théhaxstive method for a simple problem so that
the approximation loss can be computed. For this, we asshat@nly the sensor selection scheme for the
next step is to be designed, i.&/,= 1. For N = 5, we will compare Algorithni 5J1 with Algorithrh 412 that
ignores dependence. In this case, the exhaustive methdfeasible, since we have to enumerates x 1010
cases. At the end, an example that compares the root meame s (RMSE) of state estimation based on
sensor selection is presented.

Example 6.4. Let us consided, = 25 for the sensor network shown in Figurel 14. Assume that tiseee i
jammer signalv with a covarianceRY at the position(550 m, 200 m), besides the natural noises i =
1,..., L which are independent cfg The jamming signal introduces dependence among measureme
noises. Thus, the noises at thth sensor is given as follows

i 0
Tadﬁovk = Vi + Bivg (56)

\72 = vfc +
whereg; £ £b—: d; o is the distance between the jammer andittie sensor; the signal decay exponent
4,0
n = 2, the scaling parameter = 1 and different values for the signal powgs = [1, 3, 6, 10, 12, 15, 20]x
10° are used in simulations respectively. Thus, noises of semse correlated and thé-th block and;-th
block of the noise covariand&;, can be computed bz {56) to be

R7 = Cou(¥},v)) =RY + B4R, (57)

10 0 e
<0 10), ifi=j Lo
()
00 L,
< ) i #J-

0 0

where

ij
R, =

are used in simulations. Note that the corresponding Pagsstorrelation coefficients between sensors are
approximately equal tf®.1, 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9] corresponding td% = [1, 3, 6, 10, 12, 15, 20] x

10° respectively. We consider the optimization problen (4%) temporally separable constrainfs {21),122)
whereN = 1, m;11 = 2, i.e., select 2 sensors from 25 sensors at the next time step.
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In Figure[®, comparisons of the objective functiﬁr@ﬁ;Jrlf{LlﬁkJrl) of the optimization problem
(45) (i.e., the information measure of tfle + 1)-th time step) based on the exhaustive method, Algorithm
[E.1 and Theorern 4.1 that ignores dependence are plottedffieredt jammer signal powers respectively.
We present the performance of Algoritim15.1 with small nurelef randomizationss = 20,5 = 100.
Similarly, comparisons of the traces of the estimationrecovariance of k + 1)-th time step are plotted in
Figure[10.

From Figure§ 9=10, we have the following observations:

e For all the three methods, the larger is the signal power roivar, the smaller is the information
measure of thék + 1)-th time step obtained from the selected sensors and ther lsrthe trace of the
estimation error covariance at thle+ 1)-th time step.

e Figured 9E1D also show that the exhaustive method yieldsrbesults than Algorithiii 5.1 with small
S and the latter is better than the method of Theorerm 4.1 tmatrég dependence, especially in the
case of strong dependence (i.e., strong signal power oathmgr).

e Figured OEID indicate that larger the valueSok , the closer is the performance of Algorithm]5.1 to
that of the exhaustive method, i.e., the smaller is the aqymation loss of Algorithni 5.J1.

Example 6.5. Next, let us consider a monitoring system with a lafge= 5 and L = 5 x 5 = 25 sensors
which are uniformly distributed in a square of size 100 m . \dfesaer the optimization problern (37) with
temporally inseparable constrairft (40) and the constwif#l), (22) wheren;,, = 2,n =1,...,N and
mff = 2, 1.e., select 2 sensors at each time step from 25 sensorstent sach sensor less than twice in next
5 time steps.

In Figure[T1, comparisons of the objective functi®lf,_; w, tr(Hj,, R}, Hj,) of the optimization
problem [45) (i.e., the sum of the weighted information noea®f N time steps,f; defined in[(34)) based
on approaches of Algorithin 3.1 and Algoritim14.2 that igsalependence are plotted for different jammer
signal powers respectively. We examine the performancelgbrithm[5.1 as a function of the number
of randomizationsS = 20,5 = 100, S = 2000 which are small, compared with the exhaustive number
2.43 x 109, Similarly, comparisons of the traces of the average esitimarror covariances a¥ time steps

are plotted in Figure12.

Figured T1E12 show that Algorithim 5.1 with a small valueSaé better than Algorithri 412 that ignores
dependence, especially in the case of strong dependeagstfiong signal power of the jammer). In addition,
Figured T1E1R indicate that larger the valuesag, the better is the performance of Algorithm]5.1 than that
of Algorithm[4.2 that ignores dependence.

Example 6.6. Finally, let us consider thd.-sensor noise covariancB,k = 1,2,... which depends on
the statex;. A frequently made assumption is that larger is the distdreteveen the sensor and the target,
larger is the noise covariance. However, when we designdghe® selection scheme of nékttime steps at
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time k, we do not know the state; ,, so that we replace it by the state predictigp,,,;, which is used to
compute thRy.,,n = 1,..., N. Specifically, the noise covariant®;_,, is

Rk—i—n = Rk—i—n + ﬁk—i—na (58)

wheref{kM is the noise covariance from the jammer signdgl defined in[(5F7) and the signal power of
jammerP, = 1.5 x 10%; Ry, is a diagonal matrix with thé-th diagonal block defined as follows

J B i=1,...,L,.n=1,...,N, (59)
0 aldi,n

wherea; = 0.05 is a scaling parametery; ,, is the distance between the target predictiop, ,,;, and
the i-th sensor. We consider the optimization probléni (37) vathporally separable constrairlt (40) and
the constraints[(21)[(22) whe® = 5, my4, = 2, n = 1,...,N andm} = 2, i.e., select 2 sensors
at each time step and select each sensor less than twice inebdieps. The initial state of the target is
(600 m, —20 m/s,200 m,0 m/s).

In Figure[13, RMSE of the state estimates based on 200 Monte @as is given. We compare Algo-
rithm[4.2 that ignores dependence with Algorithm| 5.1 wittf28-S=100 and S=2000 respectively.

As far as the RMSE is considered, Figliré 13 also shows thatritthgn [5.1 with a small value of
is better than Algorithni_4]2 that ignores dependence andldnger the value ofS is, the better is the
performance of Algorithrh 511 than that of AlgoritHm 1.2 tigrores dependence.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we have proposed a generalized informatitn fdr target tracking in wireless sensor networks
where measurements from a subset of sensors are employathdiree step. Then, under a regularity condi-
tion, we proved that the multistage look-ahead policy thmimmizes either the final or the average estimation
error covariances of next time steps is equivalent to the myopic sensor selectiomythiat maximizes the
trace of the generalized information gain at each time sfépen the measurement noises are uncorrelated,
the optimal solution has been derived analytically for sesglection with temporally separable constraints.
For temporally inseparable constraints, the sensor smtestheme can be obtained by approximately solv-
ing an LP problem. Although there is no guarantee that thebgdyween the performance of the chosen
subset and the performance bound is always small, numesteahples showed that the algorithm is near-
optimal in many cases and the selection scheme for a largmisaatwork with more than 2000 Boolean
decision variables can be dealt with quickly. Finally, whia noises of measurements are correlated, the
sensor selection problem with temporally inseparable tcaimss was relaxed to a BQP problem which can
be efficiently solved by a Gaussian randomization proceldusmlving an SDP problem which can be solved
by interior-point methods and related software tools. Niicakexamples showed that the proposed method
is much better than the method that ignores dependence.
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Future work will involve the generalization from the lined&ynamic systems to nonlinear dynamic sys-
tems. The equivalence between multistage look-ahead izatilon policy for sensor management and the
myopic sensor optimization policy and the correspondimgsgsemanagement schemes will be investigated.
In addition, it can be considered for various applicationshsas robotics, sensor placement for structures
and different types of wireless networks.

Appendix

The proof of Theorem[2.1.
Proof. Notice that there areu,;, number ofy; ., = 1 andL — mj, number ofy; , = 0 so that there

exists a permutation matriR such that

- H 1:
PH,., — ( k1 ( ; Mpy1) ) (60)
and
- R 1: 0
PRk_;’_lP/ _ ( k—i—l( o mk+1) 0 ) 7 (61)

whereHy 1 (1 : my41) andRy1(1 : mg4q) are the stacked measurement matrices and the covariance of
noises of then,, selected sensor respectivelyjs a zero matrix with compatible dimensions. From the
property of the permutation matriR x P’ = P’ x P = I and the definition of Moore-Penrose inverse, we
have

PR; P = (PR P)"

+
_ Ryt1(1:mpqq) O
0 0

( (Rpg1 (1 myepy)) ™ 0) (62)

0 0

22



Moreover, by equation$ (60)=(62) and repeatedly using éfi@ilon of Moore-Penrose generalized inverse
and the property of the permutation matiixx P’ = P’ x P = I, we have the following derivation

5 5 N +
(Rk—i-l + Hk+1Pk+1|kH;c+l)

I Riti1(1:mgqr) O p
0 0

. - +
o[ Hgr (L mpg)Prqp Hipa (10 myqq)’) 0
+P 0 0 P

-~ . +
_ <P/ < R 1 (L mpyr) + Heya (1 mpq 1) Prgype He o1 (1 mpgyr)’) 0 ) P)
0 0

+
(Ris1 (1 mpesr) + Hpsr (12 mig) Py o Hesa (1 mger)’) 0) p
0 0

(Ris1 (1 mupyr) + Hyp1 (1 mge )Py Hyn (1 mye1)) ™0 0 ) p
0 0

— P | PropHra (L myn) Risr (1 mygr)) ™! P

0 0

= P
0

( (R 1 (1 mpr1)) "I+ Hypq (1 mpyy) 0

(Rpp+1(1 mk+1)) ! 0)

( (L Hgn (12 mien)ProsapHien (1 mign) (R (1 i) ™)™ 0>P
0 I
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p’ ( (Rig1(1:mgyr))™t O )
0 0

' <I+ < Hy 1 (1 myey ) ProprpHy1 (1 mpy)’ 0 >
0 0

. < (Rp41(1:mpg1))™t 0 >>_1P
0 0

_ p ( (Rpp1(L:myqq))™t O )
0 0

‘ (P’ P ( Hy (1 mpy)PrpapHipa (1 mpga) 0 )
0 0

[ Ry (1: mi+1)) ' 0 -
0 0

_ p ( (Risa (1 mpgn)) ™ 0 )
0 0

N - ~1
(P’ 4P ( Hy 1 (12 mpg)PryrpHpga (12 mgqa)” 0 ) Pf{LlP/)
0 0

Rk 1:myg -1 0 & ] R -
— P/<( o 0 . 0) (P’ + P'PH; 1Py, Hy P'PR], P')7!

_ pr [ Rep(Limep))™ 0
0 0

) (P’ + ﬁk+1Pk+1\kI~{§c+1R;+1P,)_l

_ p ( (R (12 mig)) ™!

0 - - ~ _
o 0 ) P(I+ Hk+1Pk+1|kH;c+1Rli_+1) !

= f{;H(I + ﬁk+1Pk+1|kﬁ2+1f{§+1)_l.
From Equationd (14) an@ (63), we have

- ~ ~ +
Ki1 = PrpHy (Rk+1 + Hk+1Pk+1|kH;c+1)

~ ~ ~ ~ —1
= PrpH R, (I + Hk+1Pk+1|kH2+1Rf§+1> :

24

(63)



which yields
Kii1 <I + ﬂk+1Pk+1\kﬂ2+1R:+1> = Pk+1\kH;c+1R;+17
so that
Ki I+ Kpp Hep P Hi Ry, = PrypeHLa Ry
Moreover, we have
Ki = (I- KepHen) Py H R
= P HenRE (64)
where the derivation of (64) is based 6nl(12).
From Equationd (12) an@ (64), we have

—1 -1 ~
P = Pk+1|k+1(1 — Kyt 1Hi41),

-1 —1 ~

Pk+1|k+1 - Pk+1\k+1Kk+1Hk+17
— -1 / 5+ T
= P — Hen Ry Hier
1 ] ~ ~
Thus, we havéP, ... =Py, + H, R} Hip.
By (11), (12) and[(64),
Xpsiprr = (T— KpprHep)Xp e + KipaZra1,

_ ] / N+

= (- KpriHep) X1 + Prorjpr Hp 1 Ry 2041,
_ -1 I R+

= Prpr Py X1 T Pryrpe Hi R 20,

_ 1 I A+
= P {Pr o Xe+ e + He Ry 200 )

_ -1 1/ Rt
Thus, we havex. 1511 = Prpajes t{Pyy pXer1pe + By Ry Zega )

The proof of Lemmal[3.].
Proof. First, we prove that the optimal solution ofl{) is also the optimal solution of4,). If x; is the
optimal solution of @;), then, for arbitraryx € S, M(x) < M(x;) which yieldstr(M(x)) < tr(M(x1)).
Thus,x; is also the optimal solution of45).

On the other hand, ik, is the optimal solution of 43), then, for arbitraryx € S, tr(M(x)) <
tr(M(x2)) which impliestr(M(x;)) < tr(IM(xz2)). Notice that the problemA;) has an optimal solutior;
which yieldstr(M(x2)) < tr(M(x1)). Thus,tr(M(x;)) = tr(M(x2)) so thattr(M(x;) — M(xz2)) = 0.
By tr(M(x;1) — M(x2)) = 0 andM(x;) — M(x2) = 0, we haveM (x;) = M(x3). Thereforex, is also
the optimal solution of 4,).
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The proof of Lemmal[3.2.
Proof. In one direction: ifx7, ..., x} is the optimal solution of ;) with n = N), then, forn =1,..., N,

M, (x7,...,x,) 2 M, (x1,...,%x,) forarbitraryx; € S;,i =1,...,n,

since the optimal solution that minimizd4,,(x1, . . ., x,,) is the same as that minimizd4,, 1 (x1, ... , Xnt1),
forn=1,...,N. Thus,

N N
> ML}, x5) 2 Y Ma(xa, ..., xy) for arbitraryx; € S;,i = 1,...,n,
n=1 n=1

which yieldsx7, ..., x} is also the optimal solution of{>).

On the other hand, assume thdt, ..., x}, is the optimal solution of ;). If x7,...,x}; is not the
optimal solution of (3;), then there exists an optimal solutief, . . . ,x?v which has a smaller objective
function value than that of}, ..., x},. Since the optimal solution that minimizéd,,(x,...,xy,) is the
same as that minimizedl,, 1 (x1,...,Xn11), XJ,...,X, is the optimal solution oM, (x1, ..., x,) for

n=1,...,N. Thus,

so that
N N
D ML}, Lx5) = Y Ma(x), .., x0),
n=1 n=1
which yields a contradiction. Thusj, ... ,x} is the optimal solution ofg,).

The proof of Lemmal[3.3.
Proof. If the problem[(2D) has an optimal solution, from the fact #ray positive definite matrixd = Ay

implies A1 < A, then we have that the problem120) is equivalent to solve

1 L 1 L —1
max (Pl Nkt N Vet 15 -5 Vb1 -+ > Vea N -+ Ve )
Fyk+n
_p-1 1/ D+ =
=Pvpeno1 T Hee v R v Hige
L
subject to Zyi+n:mk+n, n=1,...,N,
i=1
Vien €{0,1},i=1,2,..., L, n=1,...,N,
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which has the same optimal solution. Since the constramtseanporally separable, and by Equatibn] (15)
and the invertibility ofFy, it is equivalent to solve the following two problems

- L =
max Hyy vRy vHin
Pyk+n

L
subject to Z Vesn = Mitn, n=N,

i=1

Viin €{0,1},i=1,2,...,L, n =N,

and

: 1 L 1 L
min Pri Nkt N1 Vgt - Vi 1o - - o0 Veg Nets -+ - s Vi N—1)
’Yk+n

— (P} T/ N+ - —1
= (P v panv—2 T Hepv Ry v Hiyv—)
L

subject to 2711+n:mk+n> n=1,...,N,—1,
=1

Viin €10,1},i=1,2,...,L,n=1,...,N,~1.
Both of them have an optimal solution respectively.

After N-step recursive decomposition, the probléni (20) is egemtab solve the followingV optimiza-
tion problems

max I:I;'C—l-nf{'li_—i-nﬂk'i‘n forn=1,..., N,
A/Zc+n

L
subject to Z’Y}i+n = Mk+n,
i=1
Yesn € {0,1},i=1,2,...,L.

All of N optimization problems have an optimal solution respelgtive

Moreover, for the problem(20), we consider minimizi®y, 54, and Py, 1j51n41 respectively.

Both of them have a recursive decomposition similar to thatiaimizing Py, .y v for the problem[(20).
Thus, we have

: 1 L 1 L
H;lln Pk+n\k+n(’}/k+1a cee 7’7]@-{-17 cee 7fyk+n7 e 7’Yk+n) (65)
’Yk+s

L

subjectto > 4 =mprs, s=1,...,m,
i=1

Yiys €{0,1},i=1,2,...,L, s=1,...,n,
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and

: 1 L 1 L
min Prtnt1fktntt(Vig1s - Veatr - Vit 1o - - - Vognt1) (66)
’ykJﬁs
L
subject to Z%H:mkﬁ, s=1,...,n+1,
i—1

Yiis €{0,1},i=1,2,...,L, s=1,...,n+1,

have the same optimal solutiorﬁs,iﬁ)*,z’ =1,...,L,s = 1,...,n respectively. By Lemma 3.2, the
problem [20) is also equivalent to solving the problénd (Z3erefore, if the primal sensor selection problem
(20) has an optimal solutions, both the probléml (20) and tbblem [23) can be equivalently transformed
to solve the probleni (28).

[ |
The derivation of the problem
BY (Vi4n)? = Viin, the problem((48) is equivalent to
min 7By
’Y}chn
subject to 7' diag(a,)y > by, p=1,..., P,
Yisn €{0,1},i=1,2,...,Lin=1,...,N,
where~ is defined in[(3B)diag(a,) andB = diag(w1Bj+1,...,wnBy1y) are diagonal matrix and diag-
onal block matrix respectively. If we let., = 29/ . — 1and denote by, = (7., ..,7.,) and
T2 (Th415-- - Then) s then the problem is equivalent to
1
min —(r+1)'B(r +1) (67)
Tlé+n 4
. 1
subject to Z(T + 1) diag(ay)(t +1) &> by, p=1,..., P,
(Then)?=1,i=1,2,...,L,n=1,...,N,
wherelis a 1 vector with compatible dimensions. Moreover, it isiegient to
min (r+1)'B(r+1) (68)

i
Tk+n,t

- B B1 Thin
= (T
ktn 1B 0 t

subjectto (' 1) ( diag(ay) 1 ) ( Z ) > 4b, — 1diag(a,) L, p=1,..., P,
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Problem[(6F) is equivalent tb (68) in the sensérif, t*) is the optimal solution td (68), thert (respectively
—7*) is an optimal solution td (67) whefi = 1 (respectivelyt* = —1). Moreover, the problem is equivalent
to

rgi%l (' t)C ( . ) (69)

subjectto (7' t)Eo ( ;

where
B1
C= , ,
1'B 0
B iag(a,) 1
EO — < 1/ 0 ) 3
E; is a matrix with s-row and s-column E,(s,s) = 1, others equal O, fos = 1,...,(NL + 1). By

introducing a new variablX = (7' ¢)’(7’ t) and removing the constraintnk(X) = 1, the problem[{69)
can be relaxed to the problem {49).
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