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Abstract—The Gaussian Mixture Probability Hypothesis Den-
sity (GM-PHD) filter is an almost exact closed-form approxima-
tion to the Bayes-optimal multi-target tracking algorithm. Due
to its optimality guarantees and ease of implementation, it has
been studied extensively in the literature. However, the challenges
involved in implementing the GM-PHD filter efficiently in a
distributed (multi-sensor) setting have received little attention.
The existing solutions for distributed PHD filtering either have
a high computational and communication cost, making them
infeasible for resource-constrained applications, or are unable
to guarantee the asymptotic convergence of the distributed PHD
algorithm to an optimal solution. In this paper, we develop a
distributed GM-PHD filtering recursion that uses a probabilistic
communication rule to limit the communication bandwidth of the
algorithm, while ensuring asymptotic optimality of the algorithm.
We derive the convergence properties of this recursion, which
uses weighted average consensus of Gaussian mixtures (GMs)
to lower (and asymptotically minimize) the Cauchy-Schwarz
divergence between the sensors’ local estimates. In addition, the
proposed method is able to avoid the issue of false positives,
which has previously been noted to impact the filtering perfor-
mance of distributed multi-target tracking. Through numerical
simulations, it is demonstrated that our proposed method is
an effective solution for distributed multi-target tracking in
resource-constrained sensor networks.

Index Terms—multi-target tracking, sensor networks, dis-
tributed state estimation, Gaussian mixture

I. INTRODUCTION

ULTI-TARGET tracking refers to the problem of esti-

mating the states of an unknown, time-varying number
of dynamical systems (which are called targets) using noisy
measurements. Multi-target tracking algorithms have received
considerable attention in the last two decades, with new
domains of application being formed, such as tracking of
multiple autonomous vehicles or monitoring pedestrian traffic
using cameras [6], [18]]. In particular, the Gaussian Mixture
Probability Hypothesis Density (GM-PHD) filter is popular
for its ease of analysis and implementation [22]. It models
the uncertain multi-target state as a Poisson random finite set
(RFS), whose intensity is represented using a Gaussian mixture
(GM), and is able to track the targets without requiring explicit
measurement-to-track or track-to-track data associations. As
the GM-PHD filter was developed on a solid theoretical foun-
dation, its optimality and convergence guarantees are better
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understood than heuristic algorithms or data-driven approaches
to multi-target tracking.

In the multi-sensor multi-target tracking problem, a network
of spatially separated sensors are required to carry out multi-
target tracking cooperatively. By sharing information across
the communication channels of the sensor network, the un-
certainty in the multi-target estimate of each sensor can be
reduced [8]]. This is especially true when the sensors have
different sensing capabilities or areas of coverage, such as
cameras mounted on drones which are overlooking different
parts of the surveillance region [26]]. A naive extension of
the GM-PHD filter to the multi-sensor setting requires an
excessive amount of communication to be carried out between
the sensors. A much more efficient solution involves running
local GM-PHD filters in parallel, followed by a fusion step
for combining the sensors’ estimates [12], [14], [24]]. This
approach is analogous to that of multi-sensor Kalman filtering
with consensus or diffusion steps for single-target tracking
[21]], but has the additional capability of being able to track a
dynamically varying number of targets without requiring ex-
plicit measurement-to-track or track-to-track data association
[12].

Recently, several authors have observed that the multi-
sensor multi-target tracking problem can be solved by com-
bining local GM-PHD filtering with a weighted arithmetic
average (WAA) fusion step, in which each sensor updates
its estimate to a weighted average of the estimates of the
sensor network. WAA fusion can be realized in a distributed
manner by using one or more weighted average consensus
iterations, such that each consensus iteration only requires
the sensors that are connected to communicate with each
other. In [[14], the authors used an average consensus step
to fuse the estimated number of targets in the surveillance
region (i.e., the estimated cardinality of the RFS), which was
shown to improve the overall local PHD filtering performance.
In [13)], [15], and [24], WAA fusion was used to fuse the
posterior intensities of the local GM-PHD filters, rather than
just the cardinality estimates. The theoretical justification for
WAA fusion of intensities was noted by the authors of [26],
who observed that it minimizes a cost function based on the
Cauchy-Schwarz divergence between RFSs. The authors of [/7]]
and [8] have further connected WAA fusion to other types
of cost functions, while contrasting it with the alternative
fusion strategy: weighted geometric average (WGA) fusion.
Notably, WAA fusion is easier to implement and leads to
less false negatives (i.e., missed detections) than WGA fusion,
resulting in more consistent cardinality estimates [9]], [11].
In [[1], it was noted that WAA fusion also has a desirable
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consistency/conservativeness property which makes it robust
in the presence of unknown cross-correlations between the
sensors in a multi-sensor network. However, to the best of
our knowledge, none of the existing works has discussed
the convergence properties of the weighted average consensus
approach, in which consensus is sought over real-valued func-
tions; this is different from consensus of vectors in Euclidean
spaces, which has been well-studied in the literature [3], [|17]].

The weighted average consensus approach requires each
sensor to broadcast all of its GM components to its neighbors,
which typically outnumber the targets in the surveillance
region, leading to the algorithm incurring a high communi-
cation cost at the sensors. Moreover, WAA fusion is known
to suffer from a high number of false positives (i.e., the
misidentification of background clutter as targets), which can
be especially problematic in distributed sensor networks, as the
false positives can get amplified due to the double-counting
of information between the sensors of the network [16].
To address both of these issues simultaneously, the authors
of [12]], [13]], [15], and [24]] proposed the use of partial
consensus, in which the sensors do not communicate weak
GM components that likely correspond to the false positives.
This is achieved either by choosing a threshold at each sensor,
such that GM components weaker than this threshold are not
used in the inter-sensor communication, or by using only
the highest-weighted GM components in the consensus step.
An apparent drawback of this approach is that the partial
consensus step never converges to the weighted arithmetic
average, as the GM components smaller than the threshold
are never communicated between sensors.

In this paper, we develop a distributed GM-PHD algorithm
for multi-sensor multi-target tracking which addresses each of
the above limitations of the existing algorithms. To limit the
communication bandwidth requirement of the proposed dis-
tributed GM-PHD algorithm, we develop a random sampling
method for selecting the GM components that are transmitted
by each sensor during the average consensus step. The sam-
pling probabilities are designed based on two considerations
— similar to the existing distributed GM-PHD algorithms, the
sensors avoid communicating small GM components which
are likely to correspond to the false positives, thereby re-
ducing the likelihood of false positives. However, unlike the
existing algorithms, the proposed algorithm ensures that the
sensors’ estimates asymptotically converge (in expectation)
to the WAA, which is the optimal multi-sensor multi-target
estimate in terms of the Cauchy-Schwarz divergence. The con-
vergence properties of the proposed algorithm are established
mathematically rigorously by conducting an error analysis of
consensus of functions in LP spaces, which has not been
studied previously in the literature. By numerically compar-
ing the proposed distributed GM-PHD algorithm to existing
algorithms, it is demonstrated that the proposed algorithm
strikes a desirable trade-off between the optimality and the
communication bandwidth requirement of multi-sensor multi-
target tracking, making it especially well-suited for use in
resource-constrained sensor networks.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section
the multi-sensor multi-target tracking problem is formulated,

and the local GM-PHD filtering recursion is described. Section
develops the proposed inter-sensor fusion approach for
distributed GM-PHD filtering, wherein we conduct an error
analysis of the weighted average consensus step. The proposed
random sampling rule is developed in Section In Section
[Vl we compare the proposed algorithm to some of the existing
multi-sensor GM-PHD filtering algorithms in the literature.
Finally, Section |V]| presents the conclusion.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION
A. Target Model

In the multi-sensor multi-target tracking problem, an un-
known time-varying number of dynamical systems, called the
targets, are observed using a sensor network. The state of
the I*" target at timestep k is given by a random vector
xg) € X, where X = R% is the state space of each
target and d, is its dimension. The collection of the target

states at timestep k is modeled as a random finite set (RFS)]
X = {xg), ...,x,(JX’“D , where |- | denotes the cardinality of
a set. Thus, the number of targets, | X%, is an integer-valued
random variable.

The state of each target is assumed to evolve independently
of the other targets, according to a linear Gauss-Markov
process on the state space X" with the transition kernel fx_1.
Thus, given that a target exists at timesteps k£ — 1 and k, the
probability density function (pdf) of its state at timestep k is

Feppe—1(z|zr—1) = N(2; Fr—12x—1, Qr—1) (D

where Fj_q and (Q;_1 are known matrices and zj_1 € X is
the state of the target at timestep k—1. N'(-; m, P) denotes the
pdf of a multivariate Gaussian random vector with mean m €
R? and covariance P € R% %9 The probability of a target
continues to exist across both timesteps is called its survival
probability, denoted by py : X — [0,1], and is assumed to
depend only on the current state of each target.

New targets of interests can arise due to spontaneous births
or spawns. Births are independent of X and assumed to be
sampled from an underlying Poisson RFS having the intensity
Yr : X — R>q, where R>( denotes the set of non-negative
real numbers. Spawns correspond to targets that emerge from
the vicinity of existing targets, so they are dependent on Xj.
Given that a target exists at x;_1 € X at timestep k — 1, the
new targets spawned from it are assumed to be sampled from
a Poisson RFS having the intensity opp—1( - |2p-1) : & —
R>o. Finally, note that the transition kernel f; ;1 and spawn
intensity oy x—; are independent of the labels or identities
of the targets; if they are dependent on the target labels, a
labelled RFS can be used to represent the multi-target state
instead [23]].

B. Sensor Network Model

The targets are being observed by a sensor network con-
sisting of a number of spatially distributed sensors, which
can be represented as a directed graph G = (V, &), where V

A brief introduction to RFSs and their properties can be found in [22].
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denotes its vertices (representing the sensors) and £ C V x V
is the set of edges (representing the directional communication
links between sensors). The graph G is assumed to be strongly
connected. For each sensor i € V, N, ={j € V: (j,1) € £}
denotes its set of in-neighbors, i.e., the set of sensors from
which sensor ¢ can receive data. Similarly, N;r is the set of
out-neighbors.

At timestep k, each sensor ¢ obtains a set of measurements
Zik = {zi(ylk), 7Zl(\kal) , where zl(l,l € Z. Here, Z C R% is
the measurement space and d,, is its dimension. It is assumed
that the measurements are generated as per the following
mechanism: the i*" sensor obtains a measurement from a target
at x € X with the probability pfk(m), where pfk : X —[0,1]
is called the detection probability of sensor 7 at timestep k.
The event of the [*" target being detected at the i*" sensor
is independent of the detections at other target-sensor pairs.
Given that a target at € X is detected by sensor ¢, the pdf
of the obtained measurement is denoted as g; ( - |x) and is
given by the linear Gaussian model

gik(zlx) = N(z; H; v, Ri 1) 2)

where H;; and R;; are known matrices. In addition, the
obtained measurement can correspond to clutter, which are
not generated by any of the targets, but arise due to sensor
noise or other random effects. The clutter measurements are
assumed to be realizations of a Poisson RFS with the intensity
ki Z — Rxg. Thus, {Z; ;} are realizations of an RFS, and
the distribution of the cardinality of this RFS (i.e., the number
of measurements) is determined by the detection probability
pfk and clutter intensity ;.

C. Local GM-PHD Filtering

Distributed multi-target tracking over a sensor network is
usually accomplished using a succession of a local filtering
step (e.g., using a PHD filter) at each of the sensors followed
by a fusion step, wherein the sensors share information across
the communication channels. The predicted multi-target state
of sensor ¢ is an RFS whose intensity is denoted as v; jjx—1-
It characterizes the information known about the multi-target
state X, at sensor ¢ at timestep k, before observing the mea-
surements Z; .. After the incorporation of the measurements
Zi i, the updated (posterior) intensity is denoted as v; j-

In the proposed distributed GM-PHD filter, each sensor
performs the local prediction and measurement update steps
according to the GM-PHD filtering algorithm [22]. The GM-
PHD filter uses Gaussian mixtures (GMs) to represent the
intensity functions, admitting a closed-form solution to the
PHD recursion. Consequently, the GM-PHD filter is optimal in
a Bayesian sense, under reasonable assumptions on the target
and sensor models; a more complete discussion of the relevant
assumptions may be found in [22]. In practice, the GM-PHD
filter is approximated by pruning small GM components to
keep the space complexity of the algorithm from growing over
time.

Given z_1 € &, let the prior intensity v; yx—1 be repre-
sented using a GM with J; 3,1 components, as follows:

i k|k—1

J
! l !
Vi kjk—1(T) = Z wg,l)f\k—l'/\/-(x;mz(’,l)clk—l’Pi(,k)lk—l) 3)
=1

Sensor ¢’s prior estimate of the number of targets is

{;’f‘k_l El;‘kfl, as this sum corresponds to the integral of
the intensity 1111-7,{“@,1 (x).

The birth and spawn intensities (y; and ogjp—1( - |Tr_1),
respectively) are also represented by GMs whose parameters
are assumed to be known. The prior intensity v; y,—1 includes
the surviving targets from timestep k£ — 1 as well as new
targets that were born or spawned at timestep k. Since these
correspond to independent Poisson RFSs, we can add the
corresponding intensity functions as follows:

v kk-1(2) = ”is,k\kq(x) + 07 g1 (@) (), @)

where vfkl x_1 corresponds to the targets that survived from
timesteps k—1 to k and vz klk—1 corresponds to newly spawned
targets. Similarly, the posterior intensity is computed as a sum
of two intensities:

Vi gk (z) = (1 = pp k(@) v ppr—1(2) + Z vl (52) (5)
zZ€Z},
where the first term corresponds to the targets which were
not detected and v2, (z;z) is the new information obtained
through the measurement z € Zj. Further details about the
computation of prior and posterior intensities (v; yjx—1 and
v; k|k» Tespectively) can be found in [22].

We refer to the computation of v; gx—1 and v; g using
the local measurements Z; j at sensor ¢ as local GM-PHD
filtering. In the remainder of this paper, we focus on de-
veloping a distributed GM dissemination and fusion protocol
for improving the multi-target tracking performance of each
sensor. Our proposed distributed GM-PHD filtering algorithm
constitutes the local GM-PHD filtering step followed by one
or more inter-sensor fusion steps.

III. FusioN oF LocAL GM-PHD FILTERS

In addition to local GM-PHD filtering, the communication
channels, i.e., the edges in &, can serve as additional sources
of information for each sensor. In theory, the optimal solution
to the given multi-sensor multi-target problem can be realized
by aggregating all the measurements of the sensor network
as Uiev Z; 1 at each sensor, at each timestep. Since the
communication and computational cost of such an approach
does not scale well with the number of sensors in the network
(which is equal to |V|), it is infeasible when one or more of
the following challenges are taken into consideration:

1) the total number of sensors in the network is large,

2) the inter-sensor communication channels have limited

bandwidths, or

3) the communication is not instantaneous, i.e., there are

significant delays between the transmission and recep-
tion of inter-sensor communications.
A distributed solution to the multi-sensor multi-target track-
ing problem can solve each of the preceding challenges.
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Distributed PHD filtering is achieved by fusing the inten-
sity functions v; |, of the individual sensors, as these are
typically much smaller in dimension than the measurement
sets Z, ;. For instance, the measurements in Z;; may be
high-dimensional camera images, whereas v; j| has a concise
representation in terms of its GM components.

A. Weighted Arithmetic Average (WAA) Fusion

The weighted arithmetic average (WAA) of the local pos-
terior intensity functions of the sensors is defined as

U (@) = Zwivi,mk(ﬂ?) (6)
=%

where w; > 0 and ZiEV w; = 1. In [4]], it was shown that
the WAA (6) minimizes the weighted Kullback-Leibler (KL)
divergence between itself and the local posterior intensities,
v;,x|k» When the fused intensity is taken as the second argument
of the divergence. Similarly, it was shown in [§]] that the WAA
also minimizes the weighted Cauchy-Schwarz (CS) divergence
(which is symmetric in its arguments). Thus, we have

v @) = argmin (Z wilicr (vipe(@) | g<x>)> ™

%

=argmin | >_wiDos (vip(@) | 9(2) | )
’ i€V

where Dy and Deog denote the KL and CS divergences,
respectively. Either choice of divergence can be considered as
a cost function for the local PHD fusion process, analogous to
how the weighted Euclidean distance is used as the cost func-
tion in single-target tracking. By minimizing the divergence,
the information gain between the local posterior intensities
and the fused intensities is minimized; so the WAA (€) is
optimal in terms of the principle of minimum discrimination
of information (PMDI) [7]], [8].

The weights w; can be chosen as w; = 1/v| if the
sensor network is homogeneous, i.e., all the sensors have the
same sensing capability, measurement noise covariance and
detection probability. When this is not the case, a larger weight
can be assigned to sensors having better sensing capability.
The connectivity of the sensor network G can also inform the
choice of w;.

Additionally, note that by taking an integral on both sides
of (6), we have

/XUZ\k(ﬁC) dx = Zwi (/X Vi k() df) )

=%
From the properties of Poisson RFS intensities, it follows
that the integral of an intensity is the expected value of the
cardinality of the corresponding RFS. Thus, WAA fusion of
the intensities v; 1|, entails WAA fusion of the cardinality
estimates of the sensors. The converse is not true, as two
different functions may integrate to the same value. Thus,
the proposed approach is different from the one used in [14],
which directly computes the WAA of the cardinality estimates.

B. Distributed WAA Fusion using Consensus

To realize WAA fusion at each sensor in a distributed
manner, an average (weighted) consensus algorithm can be
used. In each iteration of the average consensus algorithm, the
sensors communicate the GM components of their posterior
intensity to their out-neighbors. Thereafter, each sensor fuses
its posterior intensities with those of its in-neighbors using a
weighted combination, where the weights €2;; € R correspond
to the entries of a matrix Q = [(;;], with ©;; # 0 if and only
if (j,7) € €. The average consensus algorithm is described in
Algorithm [I] which uses a total of o > 1 inter-sensor fusion
iterations.

Algorithm 1 Average Consensus of Posterior Intensities

Require: The consensus weights €2;;, posterior intensities
V; k|k» and number of inter-sensor fusion steps o > 1.

—_

0 .
. Set v;k)lk — v Vi €V

2: for [ =1,2,...,a do
3:  Each sensor communicates its fused posterior intensity
vj(l,:li) (z) to its out-neighbors, N;.

4:  Update the posterior intensities as

l -1
v@ = > 9l @ ao)
JENT U{i}

Vi e V.
5: end for .

6: return The fused posterior intensity, ”7:612\ o().

1) Error Analysis of Algorithm ' At the [*" iteration of the
average consensus algorithm (Algorithm [T, the error between
the i*" sensor’s posterior intensity and the WAA is vfl,: | k—v,’:l o
To establish the convergence properties of the algorithm, we
need to show that the average consensus step (I0) drives
this error to 0 (i.e., Ufll)qk — v,’:‘k approaches the function
which is 0 everywhere in its domain) at each of the sensors.
To facilitate this analysis, let us assume that the intensities
v; |k are elements in the LP(X') function space, i.e., for some
1 <p<oo,

1
p
[0 kel e = (/ vi,mk(w)Ipdw) < o0
x

Vi € V. Recall that the integral of v; ;| is sensor i’s posterior
estimate of the cardinality of the RFS Xj. If p = 1, then
Vi k| € L'(X) if and only if sensor i’s cardinality estimate
is bounded. Hence, the assumption that v; ) € LP(X) is
reasonable.

We define the vector space V = (LP(X))M, so that we
can collectively represent the set of intensities {v; i }icy as
a vector in V:

Y

_ T
Vg = [VLklk V2,klk vykk] €V

For vectors in V, the addition and scalar multiplication op-
erations are defined as the pointwise addition and pointwise
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scalar multiplication of their components. We endow V' with

a norm || - ||y, defined as
1
V] »
orielly = { D loiwsl (12)
i=1
Thus, (V|| - |lv) is a normed vector space. For a matrix A,

let ||Al|op refer to its operator nomﬂ given by

A
1 Allor = su {mww'v#&vEV}

With the above definitions in place, we can state the conditions
for the convergence of the average consensus step (10).

13)

Theorem 1. Suppose the following conditions are satisfied.:
) QL1 =1, where 1=[1 1 17,
2) WTQ =wT, where @ = [w1,wa, ... ,wy|]T, and
3) | —=T1@Tlop < 1,

then the fused posterior intensities {v K| k}zey computed using
Algorithm [1| asymptotically converge to the WAA in the LP
norm:

hm ||v —vggllee =0, VieV (14)

i,k|k
As a consequence, there is a subsequence {ly,ls,...} such
that lim_, oo vflk‘)k = “Z|k almost everywhere [2| p. 75].

Proof._To show (14), we can rewrite the average consensus
step 1| as v,(c‘k =O0v l(cl‘k . Observe that, given [ > 1

w7 v(l) QTQTJ,(J?) =wTy ,il‘kl)

By induction, we have that wTv,(c‘)k = wTv,(c(IJ,)C = vk| &> in other
words, the weighted average is invariant under the average
consensus step (I0). Thus, the error dynamics corresponding
to the average consensus step is

15)

ot = 15y, = Qo) — 1875, (16)
= (Q-1a7) o), (17)

= (Q—1&7) (53, — 1o5,)  (18)

where, in the last step, we used the facts that 21 = 1 and
@wT1 = 1. Consequently, we have

_(1 e — _(0 _x
155, — 1oallv < 1192 = 167 [pll55) — 105,y (19)
which implies (T4). O

Lastly, we remark that a finite number of average consensus
steps can be used in practice (i.e., & < 00), with || — 1oT||op
dictating the rate of convergence. Using (8], it can be seen that
each weighted average consensus iteration lowers the Cauchy-
Schwarz divergence between the sensors’ posterior intensities
(which is a measure of their information difference [8]]).

2If we set p = 2 in the foregoing definitions, then V' can be made into a
Hilbert space, in which case ||A|op is equal to the largest singular value of
A [10, Thm. 4, p. 40].

2) Comparison with Existing Results: Our analysis in this
section extends the existing results on consensus (which has
largely only considered consensus of vectors in Euclidean
spaces) to the case where consensus is sought on functions
in LP. For consensus in Euclidean spaces, a set of sufficient
conditions for convergence is the following:

e Q;; > 0 whenever (j,i) € &,

e Q; >0Vie), and

o the graph G is strongly connected
in which case, the fact that |2 — 1o T||op < 1 follows from the
Perron-Frobenius theorem [3, Lemma 1]. Thus, the foregoing
sufficient conditions for convergence are stronger than the
ones we obtained in Section Using the protocol in [3],
the weights €2;; may be chosen in a distributed manner, i.e.,
each sensor is able to choose the weights in real-time without
needing global knowledge of the topology of G.

C. Limitations of the Average Consensus Approach

Although the average consensus algorithm (I0) guarantees
asymptotic convergence to the WAA, it has several limitations.
Firstly, it requires each sensor to transmit J; .z, GM compo-
nents to its out-neighbors. This limits the number of targets
that can be tracked simultaneously by the sensor network when
the communication channels between the sensors have limited
bandwidth, as is usually the case in wireless sensor networks.
Secondly, the large number of GM components accumulated
at each sensor increase the computational complexity of the
subsequent local PHD filtering steps. Lastly, as noted in [12]],
the consensus step can exacerbate the problem of false posi-
tives in WAA fusion; small GM components corresponding to
the false positive detections (i.e., clutter measurements which
are misidentified as targets) can propagate through the cycles
(closed loops) of the graph G, leading to an overall feedback
effect. In this way, false positives can get amplified during the
fusion step, reducing the estimation performance of the sensor
network. We address each of these concerns in the next section,
by proposing a distributed protocol for dissemination and
fusion of GM components that ensures asymptotic consensus
and suppression of false positives, while having the same
(or lower) communication bandwidth requirement than the
existing distributed PHD filtering algorithms.

IV. MULTI-SENSOR FUSION UNDER COMMUNICATION
CONSTRAINTS

In order to carry out the fusion step of , the sensors must
transmit a certain number of GM components to their out-
neighbors. Since the dimension of the state-space X is fixed
as d,, each GM component is specified by dx—&—%dx(dx—kl)—i—l
floating point numbers, where the individual terms correspond
to the mean vector, the covariance (which is a symmetric ma-
trix), and the scalar weight of the GM component, respectively.
In this section, we consider the case where the communication
bandwidth is limited, such that the maximum number of GM
components that may be transmitted across the inter-sensor
communication channels at a given timestep is denoted as B,
with B > 1. In order to limit the communication complexity
of the distributed GM-PHD algorithm, the authors of [12]] and
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[15]] proposed the following heuristics for selecting the J; x|
GM components that are to be transmitted at each sensor:

e Rank Rule: Rank the GM components based on their
weights (highest to lowest) and select the top B com-
ponents

o Threshold Rule: Fix a threshold, and transmit any GM
components that have weights greater than this threshold

In either case, the GM components with small weights are not
transmitted. This has the advantage of suppressing false pos-
itives, which typically correspond to the components having
small weights. However, convergence to the WAA (6) cannot
be guaranteed if the rank or threshold rule is used, as the
GM components with small weights are never communicated
between sensors. Consequently, this approach is referred to as
partial consensus by its authors.

In order to guarantee asymptotic convergence of the average
consensus algorithm to the WAA, we propose a new rule for
selecting the GM components, which we call the sampling
rule. For simplicity, we assume that the communication is
based on wireless broadcast, i.e., each sensor transmits the
same message to all of its out-neighbors. Let 3; be a sequence
of indices (numbers between 1 and J; 1) corresponding to the
GM components transmitted by sensor ¢ to its out-neighbors
at timestep k, where we omit the timestep k& for brevity. The
total number of distinct indices in B; is at most B, as per
the communication constraint. The indices in I5; are chosen
through random sampling, where the sampling is carried out
either with or without replacement.

A. Sampling with Replacement

In order to construct B;, sensor ¢ generates a sequence of
random samples of indices with replacement. In each sample,
the index [ is chosen with probability p, with

1 k|k

Z p(l)

Thus, the elements of Bi are 4.7.d. samples of a categorical
random variable and can be thought of as the outcomes of
rolling a J; |;-sided biased die [B;| times. Due to the limited
communication bandwidth, the sampling process is terminated
when the number of distinct indices in B; equals B. Let Ci(l)
denote the number of times that the index [ appears in ;.
Observe that (¢\", ¢, ..., Q(lJl ’““‘D) follow the multinomial
distribution, with E[(; ¢ )] (l)|l3 |

Once B; is generated, the sensor transmits the corresponding
GM components to its out-neighbors. If there are any repeated
components, the sensor transmits each of these components (in
addition to the number of times they were sampled) only once,
in order to avoid redundancy in the communication. Thus, each
sensor transmits a random function (i.e., a random GM) to its
out-neighbors at each timestep, given by

(20)

Ji klk

D ~( l l
Z Q‘( ) wz(,l)c|kN(m§,l)c|k’Pz(k)|k) 2D
=1

where N (m, P) denotes a GM component having the mean
vector m € R% and covariance P € R%*d= Note that

the weights of the transmitted GM components w(l,)clk are

different from the weights used in the local GM-PHD filtering,
wz(lll‘ .+ To ensure that the fixed point of the average consensus
algorithm is preserved (in expectation) by the sampling rule,
we require that the expected value of the random GM is equal
to the posterior intensity of sensor 1, i.e.,

Ji kel
O pW _
E Z G w; k|kN( i k|k7 i k\k) = Vik|k (22)
1=1
Equivalently, we have
0y =) w®
]E[Cz ] zk\k zk\k (23)
@)
_ (1) Wi k|k
Wi klk = (24)
By

Equation @ imposes a constraint on the sampling proba-
bilities pgl and the weights uigl,)cl > but does not uniquely
specify them. We propose the following choice of sampling

probabilities:
O]
0 _ i,k|k
b = Jiklk (l)
w; k|k

w
(25)

=1
for which the corresponding weights are given by (24), as
Jike (1)

=1 i,klk A

|Bi

The proposed choice of sampling probabilities, given by (25)
and ti has the clear advantage that the weights ﬁ)g’lkl , 1O
longer need to be transmitted for each component, a single
number w; |, may be transmitted instead, further reducing
the communication requirement of the algorithm. Additionally,
observe that if the sampling probabilities pgl) are chosen
as per (23), then GM components with higher weights are
transmitted more often than those with smaller weights, so
that the components with small weights only survive the
fusion step if the targets corresponding to them are persistently
detected. In this way, false positive detections that do not
survive successive local PHD filtering steps are suppressed
by the inter-sensor fusion step. The ability of the algorithm to
suppress false alarms as well as the reduced communication
cost motivate the choice of pl(-l) as .

Thus, random sampling (as described in Algorithm [2)) can
be used to replace step 3 of Algorithm [T} thereby limiting the
communication cost of the distributed GM-PHD filter. From
step 4 of Algorithm 2] we see that at each sensor, the sampling
rule requires the communication of B GM components, 1
floating point number (which is w;yz), and less than B

=(1)

Wi ke = (26)

Wy, k|k

integers (i.e., the numbers Q(l)) at each iteration of the average
consensus step.

Observe that, even though each sensor communicates a
random GM to its neighbors, the integral of the GM is a
deterministic quantity:

1 k|k zk\k

Wy ko |k Z C( = w; k|k|8 | = Z wzklk

27)
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Algorithm 2 Random Sampling Rule (with Replacement)

Require: The maximum allowable number of GM compo-
nents, B > 1

1: while B; has at most B distinct indices do
2:  Randomly sample an index from the sequence
(1,2,...,Ji7k|k) with the corresponding sampling
probabilities as given by (23).
3: end while
4: Each sensor broadcasts the following GM to its out-
neighbors:

Jik|k

O] pO
Wi k|k ZC N(m zk|k’ zk\k)

=1

where Cfl) is the number of times [ occurs in B;.

where in the second equality, we used @]) Thus, while the
posterior intensities of the sensors asymptotically converge to
the WAA in expectation, the integrals of the intensities (i.e.,
the cardinality estimates of the sensors) converge determinis-
tically.

B. Sampling without Replacement

An alternative strategy for constructing B; is to sample the
indices without replacement. As each index occurs in B; at
most once, B; can be interpreted as a set. The random variable
Ci(l) defined in the previous section becomes the indicator
variable 1yep,), where

1 if label [ is in B;,
1 N = 28
{ieB:} { 0 otherwise. %)
so that the condition now becomes
- 1 !
E[1gcs,] wgﬁgﬁlk =P(leB) w(;lk = w! ;‘k (29)

where P( -) denotes the probability of an event. Thus, once
the probabilities P(l € B;) are computed, the weights wl(l,)c‘ 5
must be chosen accordingly, as

O]
L\k
An efficient method for sampling without replacement can
be found in [5]], which is able to assign a higher probability
to components with higher weights, thereby incorporating the
ability to suppress false positives into the fusion step.

Note that it is no longer straightforward to specify the
inclusion probabilities of the indices P(I € B;) a priori, like
we did in . To see this, consider the case where B = J; .
which fixes the probabilities as P(I € B;) = 1 for all the
indices. Thus, if we were to specify the probabilities P(l € B;)
a priori, it can make the sampling problem infeasible; the same
is true even when B < J; i, [5, Example 2]. Moreover, when
using the sampling without replacement rule, in addition to
transmitting the mean vectors m(lzl  and covariances P(k)‘ &
of the selected components, the sensors must transmit the
modified weights w; |, as well. In contrast, the proposed

o __“

iklk = (30)

w,

sampling with replacement rule (given in Algorithm [2) allows
one to specify the sampling probabilities a priori, and also has
a lower communication bandwidth requirement.

In summary, the proposed distributed GM-PHD algorithm
uses a local GM-PHD filter at each sensor to update its
multi-target estimate, followed by a given number of average
consensus steps (as per Algorithm [I)) to fuse the multi-target
estimates of the sensors. Additionally, the proposed random
sampling rule (given in Algorithm [2) is used to limit the
communication bandwidth of the approach, while ensuring its
asymptotic optimality.

V. SIMULATIONS

In this section, the performance of the proposed distributed
GM-PHD filtering method is evaluated against three different
algorithms from the literature:

o« GM-PHD filter without consensus [22],

« GM-PHD filter with full consensus (in which all the GM
components are communicated between neighbors) [26]],
and

« GM-PHD filter with partial consensus (which uses the
rank rule to limit the number of GM components that are
communicated) [12]

No inter-sensor communication is carried out in the GM-
PHD filter without consensus. In the other three algorithms,
each sensor implements a total of @ > 1 average consensus
steps between successive local PHD filtering steps (Algorithm
[[). The partial consensus algorithm uses the rank rule (de-
scribed in Section to limit the number of GM components
which are broadcast by each sensor to be B, where we set
B = 5. Similarly, the proposed algorithm uses the sampling
with replacement rule (Algorithm [2) to limit the number
of distinct GM components that are transmitted by a given
sensor to B. Consequently, the communication bandwidth
requirement of the proposed algorithm is at most that of the
GM-PHD filter with partial consensus. The communication
costs of the different algorithms can be ordered as follows:

Proposed Method < Partial Consensus < Full Consensus

While the full consensus algorithm may be unsuitable for
practical applications due to its high communication cost, it
serves as a benchmark for evaluating the multi-target tracking
capability of the proposed distributed GM-PHD algorithm.

A. Simulation Scenario

We use a multi-target tracking simulation scenario to eval-
uvate the distributed GM-PHD algorithms. The simulation sce-
nario described herein is similar to the one considered in [22],
with the key difference being that we consider a greater (time-
varying) number of targets. Moreover, Ref. [22] considers
the case of single-sensor multi-target tracking, whereas we
consider the multi-sensor multi-target tracking case.

Consider a multi-target set having a 4-dimensional state
space, such that the state of each target is composed of its
2 dimensional position and velocity vectors. Thus, the [*"
target’s state is

2! = [pos]  vell]”
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where pos, € R? and vel, € R? denote the target’s position
and velocity vectors at timestep k, respectively. The targets
follow the linear Gauss-Markov dynamical model (I, with

4 3
_ I hi — hT % 2.—4
F}C = [0 I:| and Qk =9 [h;[ hQI m-s -, (31)

where h = 1s is the sampling time. The target birth intensity
~% is chosen as

10
%:O.QZN(mg),diag([l()O 100 25 25]T)) (32)
=1

where given a vector v, diag(v) denotes the diagonal matrix
whose diaﬁonal elements are the components of v. The mean
vectors m %)k represent the initial guesses of the position and
velocity vectors of the targets. The mean vectors of the initial
positions are as depicted in Figure [I] by the ‘A’ symbols,
whereas the mean vectors of the initial velocities are set to
[0ms~! 0ms~!]T. Given that a target has the state ¢ at a given
timestep, the intensity corresponding to its spawned targets is

given by

o1 (1¢) = 0.1 N (¢, diag( [100 100 400 400]" )2
(33)
The survival probability pf (z) of each target is chosen accord-
ing to the model described in [20], such that py () is close to
1 when the target is inside the surveillance region, and close
to 0 otherwise.

The trajectories of the targets are shown in Fig[I]} and the
start and end times of their trajectories are given in Table
Figure [2| shows the number of targets at each timestep of the
simulation, which varies between 6 to 9.

450

T T T T T
Start Point O  End Point

T T
Trajectory

400 -
350
300 -
250 |

E 200

>
150

100 -

50

50 I I
-50 0 50

1(;0 15‘0 2(;0 25‘0 3(;0 35;0 4[‘)0 450

X (m)
Fig. 1: The true trajectories of the 10 targets (which are labeled
as 11,15, ..., T1o) are shown by the solid lines. The start and
end points of each trajectory are denoted by the symbols ‘A’
and ‘[, respectively. The dashed line represents the boundary
of the surveillance region.

The targets are observed using a sensor network having 6
sensors, over a 400m x 400m surveillance region. The sensor
network topology is assumed to be bidirectional, as shown in
Figure [3| The consensus weights, €2;;, are chosen as per the
Metropolis rule described in [25] (which is commonly used in

No. of Targets
~
o

1 1 I I
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
Time (s)

6 L L L

Fig. 2: Total number of targets (i.e., | Xj|) over time.

TABLE I: Starting and ending timesteps of the target trajec-
tories

Target | Start (s) | End (s) Target | Start (s) | End (s)
T 1 34 Ts I 19
T> 1 40 T 10 40
T3 1 40 Ty 20 40
Ty 1 37 To 16 40
Ts 1 40 Tio 23 40

the literature on distributed PHD filtering [[14], [15])), giving

us
08 02 0 0O 0 O

02 04 02 02 0 0
0 02 06 0 0 02

Q=10 02 0 04 02 02 (34)
0 0 0 02 06 02
0 0 02 02 02 04

Similar to the target survival probability, the detection
probability pfk (z) is set to 0.98 within the surveillance region
and 0 outside it. The measurement is given by (Z), where

1 0 0 0 25 0]
Hk|:0 1 0 O] and Rk|:0 25:|m. (35)

The clutter is modeled as a Poisson RFS having the intensity

kr(2) = AeAu(2) (36)

where u(-) is the uniform distribution over the surveillance
region (whose integral is equal to 1), A = 1.6 x 10°m?
is the area of the surveillance region, and A, is the aver-
age number of clutter measurements per unit volume, with
Ae = 3.125 x 107°m 2. As the integral of k(z) over the
surveillance region is 5, an average of 5 clutter measurements
are generated at each sensor at each timestep.

In addition to the simulation parameters given above, the
local GM-PHD filter has additional parameters related to the
pruning of GMs at each timestep, whose description can
be found in [22, Table II]. The pruning threshold is set to
1075, the merging threshold is set to 15, and the maximum
number of GM components is set to 50. At each sensor, the
GM components whose weights are greater than or equal
to 0.5 are identified as the targets. In the literature, rarget
extraction refers to the process by which, at each sensor,
the GM components whose weights are higher than a given
threshold are identified as the targets. The threshold for the
extraction of targets is set to 0.5.
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Fig. 3: Directed graph of the sensor network with 6 sensors.

B. Results

The Optimal Sub-Pattern Assignment (OSPA) distance [19]
is used to quantitatively evaluate the multi-target tracking
performance of the proposed algorithm at each sensor, with
the order parameter of OSPA chosen as 1 and the cut-off
parameter chosen as 100. Generally, a high OSPA value is
indicative of one or more of the following: (i) a large amount
of discrepancy between the extracted target states and the true
states of the targets, (ii) under-estimation of the number of
targets (e.g., due to missed detections), or (iii) over-estimation
of the targets (e.g., due to false positives). We define the
network OSPA distance as the average of the OSPA distances
attained at all the sensors in the network at each timestep.
Furthermore, the time-averaged network OSPA distance is the
average of the network OSPA distances across all the timesteps
of the simulation. In the following simulation results, each of
the metrics is averaged over 100 Monte Carlo simulations;
the number of targets, their initial positions, and their start-
ing/ending timesteps (as given in Table[l) are kept fixed across
the simulations, whereas the process and measurement noise
as well as the clutter measurements are randomly sampled in
each simulation.

Figure [ shows the time-averaged network OSPA distance
for each algorithm, as a function of the number of inter-
sensor fusion steps, «, which is varied between 0 and 6. It can
be observed that each method tends to achieve better multi-
target tracking performance as « is increased. In particular, the
proposed method achieves a multi-target tracking performance
that is close to that of the full consensus method, while
having a communication cost that is at most that of the partial
consensus method borrowed from the literature.

The individual OSPA distances of sensor 6 are plotted in
Figure 5] and the network OSPA distances are plotted in Figure
[l Figures [3 and [6] show that the OSPA distances of sensor
6 are close to the corresponding network average values. In
each algorithm, the OSPA distances are higher in the timesteps
following a change in the number of targets present in the
surveillance region; this can be observed by comparing Figure
E] with Figure |Zl At the other timesteps, the OSPA distances
of the proposed algorithm are considerably lower than those
of the partial consensus method, irrespective of the number
of inter-sensor fusion steps used. As discussed in Section [[V]
the improved performance of the proposed distributed GM-
PHD algorithm can be attributed to the fact that, when using
the random sampling rule, each GM component of a given
sensor has a non-zero probability of being transmitted to its
neighbors. In contrast, a sensor using the partial consensus
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Fig. 4: Time-averaged network OSPA distances plotted as a
function of «, which represents the number of inter-sensor
fusion steps used.

method only transmits the top B GM components (in terms of
their weights) to its neighbors, where B = 5 in this simulation
scenario.
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Fig. 5: The OSPA distances attained at sensor 6 at each
timestep of the simulation, where « represents the number
of inter-sensor fusion steps used.
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Fig. 6: The network OSPA distances attained at each timestep
of the simulation, where « represents the number of inter-
sensor fusion steps used.

The computation time required for each filtering step of the
algorithms considered in this section is shown in Figure [7 It
can be seen that, while the proposed method has a communi-
cation cost that is at most that of the partial consensus method,
its computational cost is slightly higher than that of the latter.
This can be attributed to the increased complexity of the
random sampling rule as compared to the rank rule described
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in SectionlI_Vl At the same time, the computational cost of the
proposed algorithm is lower than that of the full consensus
method, due to the lower number of GM components that
need to be pruned and fused in the proposed method. Thus,
the proposed distributed GM-PHD method strikes a desirable
trade-off between computational cost, communication cost,
and multi-target tracking performance.

T T
—— No Consensus
—#4— Full Consensus

Partial Consensus
—©— Proposed Method h

o

Computing Time (s)
T
|

[
o

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
Filtering Step

Fig. 7: The computation time required for each filtering step
of the algorithms considered in Section m

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, an asymptotically optimal distributed
Gaussian-Mixture Probability Hypothesis Density (GM-PHD)
filter was developed for multi-sensor multi-target tracking
under communication constraints. Unlike the existing im-
plementations of distributed GM-PHD filtering given in the
literature, the proposed method is able to guarantee asymptotic
convergence to an optimal multi-target state estimate, which
corresponds to the weighted arithmetic average (WAA) of the
posterior densities of the sensors. A novel result related to the
consensus of functions in LP spaces was developed in order
to establish the convergence properties of the consensus-based
GM-PHD filtering method. Subsequently, a random sampling
rule was developed, which uses probabilistic sampling of
GM components to limit the amount of information that is
transmitted between sensors in the inter-sensor fusion step,
thereby limiting the communication cost of the proposed
method. Through numerical simulations, it was shown that
the proposed method (which uses the random sampling rule)
exhibits a much better multi-target tracking performance than
a comparable algorithm from the literature, while requiring the
same (or lesser) amount of communication, thereby striking a
desirable trade-off between the aforementioned metrics that is
well-suited for distributed sensor networks having communi-
cation constraints.
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