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Kalman-Like Filter under Binary Sensors

Zhongyao Hu, Bo Chen, Yuchen Zhang, Li Yu

Abstract—This paper is concerned with the linear/nonlinear
Kalman-like filtering problem under binary sensors. Since inno-
vation represents new information in the sensor measurement and
serves to correct the prediction for the Kalman-like filter (KLF),
a novel uncertain measurement model is proposed such that the
innovation generated from binary sensor can be captured. When
considering linear dynamic systems, a conservative estimation
error covariance with adjustable parameters is constructed by
matrix inequality, and then an optimal filter gain is derived by
minimizing its trace. Meanwhile, the optimal selection criterion
of an adjustable parameter is developed by minimizing the upper
bound of the conservative estimation error covariance. When
considering nonlinear dynamic systems, a conservative estimation
error covariance with adjustable parameters is also constructed
via unscented transform and matrix inequalities. Then, following
the idea of designing KLF in linear dynamic systems, the
nonlinear filter gain and the optimal adjustable parameter are
designed. Finally, O content estimation and nonlinear numerical
system are employed to show the effectiveness and advantages of
the proposed methods.

Index Terms—State Estimation, Binary Sensor, Kalman-Like
Filter.

I. INTRODUCTION

Kalman filter [1] is a minimum mean square error estimator
for linear Gaussian systems, which have the advantages of high
accuracy, low computational effort and ease of implementation.
In fact, a large number of practical systems are nonlinear,
which limits the application of the Kalman filter. In this case, a
series of Kalman-like filters (KLLFs) such as extended Kalman
filter [2], unscented Kalman filter [3] and cubature Kalman
filter [4] have been proposed, and these nonlinear filters
have the similar structure of Kalman filter. Notice that the
above methods are developed based on traditional continuous-
value sensors which transmit sensor data completely. However,
sensor energy and bandwidth constraints in the communi-
cation environment are frequent problems, and thus under
these situations sensor data cannot be transmitted completely.
To overcome the above-mentioned problems, different KLFs
have been proposed based on quantization method [5-8] and
dimensionality reduction method [9-11], and these methods
can reduce the size of the sensor data being transmitted. At
the same time, binary sensors are a special type of sensors
that output one bit of data by comparing their sensed variables
and thresholds. Obviously, binary sensors can minimize the
size of the data being transmitted, and thus the problems
of energy and bandwidth limitations are naturally avoided.
Particularly, binary sensors are cost-effective, which makes
them very flexible in the application, i.e., different performance
requirements can be met by arranging different numbers of
binary sensors.
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Recently, binary sensors have received more and more
attention. Medicine [12], internet of things [13], source location
[14-15] and many other fields have begun to use binary sensors
instead of traditional continuous-value sensors. Due to only 1
bit of information available, state estimation using binary sen-
sors is a very tricky business. To deal with the high nonlinearity
of the binary output (similar to the step signal), most of the
existing filtering methods under binary sensors were designed
based on particle filter (PF) [16], such as the target tracking
algorithms in [17]-[18]. However, the PF is computationally
intensive and suffers from the curse of dimensionality, which
shall be avoided in the proposed methods in this paper. On the
other hand, a class of threshold-based methods for processing
binary outputs has also received a great deal of attention.
This method can extract useful information from binary sen-
sors by analysing their intrinsic measurement form, and then
avoid dealing with the high nonlinearity of the binary outputs
directly. In [19] and [20], the thresholds of binary sensors
were modelled as convex combinations of two sensed variables
with uncertainties, and then, moving horizon estimation (MHE)
and distributed fusion KLF (DFKLF) for binary sensors were
proposed in [19] and [20] based on the threshold model.
Subsequently, [21] extended DFKLF to the case where the
statistical properties of the system noise were unknown, but
it is computationally intensive as the optimization algorithm
is needed to solve the linear matrix inequality. It should be
pointed that the above threshold-based methods all have two
common shortcomings: 1) The uncertainties in the model must
be ignored when designing filters, which may reduce their
estimation performance. 2) These methods are only applicable
to the linear dynamic systems, but many practical systems are
nonlinear.

Motivated by the above analysis, we shall study the Kalman-
like filtering problem for linear/nonlinear dynamic systems
under binary sensors. The main contributions of this paper are
summarized as follows:

(i) A novel innovation-based uncertainty model for binary
sensor is developed, which can extract more useful infor-
mation for KLFs than the switch-based uncertainty model
in [19-21]. Meanwhile, when the novel model is employed
to construct KLFs, the uncertainties induced by binary
sensors can be offset rather than ignored directly as in
[19-21].

Based on the proposed new model, KLFs are designed for
both linear and nonlinear dynamic systems under binary
sensors, and the filter gains are obtained by minimizing
the traces of estimation error covariances. Meanwhile,
by minimizing the upper bound of the estimation error
covariances, an optimal selection criterion for some ad-
justable parameters in the KLFs is developed to reduce
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the unreliability caused by experience. Furthermore, since
only a small part of the binary measurements need to
be augmented, the computational burden of the proposed
KLFs are much lower than that of the traditional central-
ized algorithms.

Notations: R™ and R"** denote the r-dimensional and 7 X s di-
mensional Euclidean spaces, respectively. E{-} denotes math-
ematical expectation, while diag{-} stands for block diagonal
matrix. O is zero matrix and I stands for identity matrix. Tr(-)
represents the trace of matrix. For a matrix A € R"™ ", its
eigenvalues are denoted by A\;(A), i = 1,2,--- ,r, where the
largest eigenvalue is denoted as A\, (A). d;i(A) stands for the
i-th diagonal element of A and d,,4.(A) represents the largest
diagonal element. For a matrix B, B; denotes i-th column
of B.For X e RP*", Y ¢ R"™*", X >Y and X > Y
respectively mean that X — Y is a positive definite matrix and
a semi-positive definite matrix.

II. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Consider the following nonlinear dynamic system with bi-
nary measurements:

LTk = f('rkfl_a uk*l) + Ckflwkfl
Yyl = { l, 2,2

0, Z’IZC < T
where the sensed variable zj of binary sensor i is given by

1)

i=1,2,---m

2 = hi(zy) + Epvl.

Here, z; € R" is the system state, y; € R! is the ith
binary measurement. 7 is the threshold of the binary sensor 1,
which is a constant. ug_1 is the control input. f(-) € R™ and
h(-) € R! are arbitrary nonlinear functions, C,_1 and Ej are
matrices with appropriate dimensions. wy, v; and v, i # ]
are uncorrected Gaussian white noises, and their covariances
are Qi, Rl and Rj respectively. Moreover, when the system
state x and the sensed variable z}c are both linear, the system
reduces to

xp = Ap—1Tr—1 + Br—1up—1 + Cr_1wi—1

i L s>
T 0, 2 <
where

(@)

i=1,2,---m

zp, = Dz + Ep vy

Here, A;_1, Bi_1 and D}; are matrices with appropriate
dimensions.

As can be seen from the definition of y}C in (1) and (2),
binary sensors hardly provide valid information from outputs
of 1 bit. Therefore, a novel uncertain measurement model will
be developed to extract useful information from binary sensors.
To this end, let us define

—1 A 15
yk:{ 0

where Z,il x_1 18 the one-step prediction of sensed variable 2k,
By comparing the definitions of y} and ¥, we know that, when

5;@27'1'
5]2<7'1'

i=1,2,---m. 3)

yi # yi, threshold 7 will inevitably fall between z; and 2},
which can be modeled as

7 =(0.5—6;)z + (0.5+ ;)2 i € Tk, 4)

where i € (—0.5,0.5) is an uncertain parameter whose exact
value is unknown. 7y, represents the index of the binary sensors
whose output y; # ¥, which can be denoted as

T = {ily;, # vi.}- )

Notice that the model (4) represents the threshold as a convex
combination of 7z, and z}, and thus it can effectively extract
the intrinsic measurement information of binary sensors.

Consequently, the purpose of this paper is to design KLFs
for systems (1) and (2) based on the model (4) such that the
mean-square errors of KLFs are minimal at each time.

Remark 1: It is well known that the KLFs correct the one-
step prediction after receiving the measurements from sensors,
and thus obtain state estimate. In fact, the correction is needed
because measurements contain new information that differs
from the one-step prediction. This new information is the part
of the measurement that really plays a role in the filter and is
often referred to as innovation. According to (1) and (2), we
know that the information contained in the binary measurement
yi = 1is z} > 7°. Then, if the one-step prediction z} > 7 (i.e.
yi = 1), the information contained in the binary measurement
will overlap with that of the one-step prediction. In this case,
only little innovation is contained in y}c Moreover, the same
conclusion can be obtained at yi = yi = 0. Therefore, when
the binary measurements do not belong to Zj, they have little
effect on the filter. On the contrary, those binary measurements
belonging to Z;,, which contain more innovations, play a major
role in the filter. Based on this idea, it is proposed to extract the
useful information from the binary measurements that belong
to 7y, and then the innovation-based model (4) is developed
in this paper.

Remark 2: When y! changes (i.e., yi # yi ,), one can
deduce that the threshold 7¢ must fall into the interval between
zi | and zi. To describe this phenomenon, a model was
proposed in [19-21] as follows:

7' =(05—¢€)zi |+ (0.5+€)zk, i€ Sy, (6)

where € € (—0.5,0.5) was an uncertain parameter and S =
{ilyi_, # yi}. Though the model (6) is reasonable, it only
captures the switching information in the binary measurements
instead of the innovation. In fact, it has been pointed out that
the innovation of the measurement plays a major role in the
KLFs. Under this case, model (4) is considered to capture more
information that is useful for the KLF than model (6).



III. MAIN RESULTS

Before giving the main results of this paper, the number of
sensors belonging to 7 is first defined as my, and

2Tk = [Z;?” Z;kmk]T Tk = [g;ckl 5;}k7”k:|

TrE S [ Tikm"]T vk £ {U;Z’“ v,ifmk}

Dz 2 [(pp)r -+ (o]

Bz 2 disg(Bp - ™) ikt ik, € T

hz () & [R52() -+ hikmk(.)}T

Rz & diag(Rp,- - ,R,ikmk)

Az 2 diag(ops, - ,6,5™") o

A. Linear Kalman-Like Filter under Binary Sensors

In this section, the Kalman-like filtering problem for system
(2) will be solved. To this end, Z;, needs to be determined first.
For system (2), the one-step prediction Zzi of sensed variable
zi can be calculated as

where the one-step state prediction Z is given by
Ty = Ap—1Zk—1 + Br—1up—1. ©)

Then, Zj can be easily determined by (3), (5) and (8). Aug-
menting these binary measurements that belong to Z;, one has

zzk = Dz pxr + B 507 ks (10)
Zr ) = D1 1%, (11
T,k = (O5I — AI,k)EI,k + (O5I + AI,k)ZI,k- (12)

where ZT k> EI.,k, VT k> EI.,k, DI,ky AI,k and TT k are defined
in (7). As can be seen from (12) that the threshold 77 ; is
represented as a linear transformation of z7z j, and hence the
one-step prediction of (12) can be given by

Tk = (0.5[ — AI,]C)EZ,IC + (0.5[ + AI,]C)EZ,IC = Z7 k- (13)

Treating (11) as the measurement equation, the state estimate
2y, for system (2) can be constructed as the following KLF
structure:

A — L —

T = Tk + GI,k(TI-,k — ZI,k)
Ty = Ap—1Tk—1 + Br—1ug—1
Zzz.k = Dz 1%k

(14)

where G 7 1s the filter gain to be designed.
Substltutlng (12) into (14), the estimation error I = Ty — Ik
of KLF (14) can be expressed as

Ty =% — T — G%ﬂk(0.5l + AI,k)(ZZ,k — 2171@). (15)

Obviously, due to the uncertainty Az j; contained in Zj, the
exact value of the estimation error covariance P, = E[(zr —
#x)(z — #1)] cannot be obtained. Therefore, a conservative
estimation error covariance ®;, (i.e., an upper bound of B

that incorporates all possible values of the uncertainty will
be derived, and then the filter gain G%)k can be given by

minimizing Tr(®) in Theorem 1.
Theorem 1: When 7y, # &, the upper bound $y of Py that

satisfies fIJk > Pk for all Ay is calculated by

(I)k :0-25GZ,I€[DIJ€T1€DI,I§ + Bil + Ek](GI)k)T (16)

—05Y,D7 (GF )" — 0.5G% D1 Ti + Ty,

where oy and [ are the given adjustable parameters satisfying

apl > Wi, Bl > D1 p®pD7 ., (17)
and

Ty £ & + &4 D7 (8] — Dz x®D7 ;)" ' D11 Ps

Ep 2 U + Vg (o] — ) 10y + a1 (18)

@k 2 AkilékflA%—;l + Oklekflcl,—crfl
Uy £ ErwRrcE7

Meanwhile, by minimizing Tr(®y,), the filter gain G%_’ L 1S
obtained by

GL . =2Y{D] . [DzxYeD7 ) + Bl +EZi] . (19)

Furthermore, by minimizing the upper bound of the o given
by (16) and (19), the optimal a, can be chosen as

O = 2dmam (\I/k) (20)
Proof: Substituting (2), (10) and (14) into (15), one has
T =Ap_1Zk—1 + Cr_1wp_1 — G%_’k(()ﬁl + AIJQ)
X (Dz,x(Ar—1Zk—1 + Cr—1wi—1) + Ez 01 1)
=[I — 0.5G% . Dz x — 0.5G% ;207 1 D1 1] Ap—1E 51
+ [I — O5G%kDIk — O.5G%7k2Al'7kD17k]Ckflwkfl

— 0.5G% (I + 227 ) E1 107 1. 1)
Then, the estimation error covariance is calculated by
B, =(I - 0.5G% Dzx — 0.5G% ,2A7 k1 Dz.1,)

X (Ap—1Pi1 ALy + Cro1Qr—1CYy) 22)

x (I = 0.5G% ; Dzx — 0.5G% 207,k Dz )"
+0.25G% (I + 2A7,1) Vi (I + 207,%)" (GT1)"

where Wy, is defined in (18). R

Notice that 2A7 ;,2A7 ) < I and ®5_; is an upper bound
for P;_1. In this case, it follows from Lemma 1 in [20] that
the following inequalities hold:

(I —0.5G% Dz, — 0.5G% 1 2A7 kD1 i)

X (Ag_ 1P 1 AY | + Ch Qi1 CF )

x (I —0.5G% Dz x — 0.5G% 207 kD1 )" (23)
<N.®. DT (Br] — Dz x®xD7 1) ' D@ N}

+ Np®i NI +0.258,G% (G )7,

0.25G% (I + 2A7,1)Wi(I + 2A7,) " (GE )T o4

<0.25G% 1 [Vk + Wp(ond — Vi) "0k + i) (GZ )T

where N =1 — O-5GékDI,k, &, is defined in (18), o, and
B are the given parameters that satisfy the conditions in (17).



Substituting (23) and (22) into (22), one can deduce that
@k > Pk holds for all Ay. In this case, the optimization
objective is chosen as Tr((iD k), and taking the partial derivative
of Tr(®y) with respect to G% , yields that
%f’“) = —Y{ D7 )+ 05GE ([Dzp Y1 DT + Bl + Ey]

T,k
where Y, and Zj are defined in (18). Let 8Tr(<i>k)/6G§_k
equal to O, the filter gain G%)  can be obtained from (19). ’

Next, an optimal way of selecting «y will be given by
minimizing the upper bound of oy Substituting (19) into (16),
Dy, is rearranged into

O), =Yy — Y DT, (Dzk Y DT i + Bl + =) ' Dz Y.

Notice that Zj is a diagonal matrix, and thus one has

®), < — YD (D2 YuDF ) + Bl + dinaw(Zw)I) Dz
X YT+ Y.

Obviously, only the matrix Zj contains the parameter oy.

Then, to minimize the upper bound of dy,, the objective
function should be

{ min dpqz (i)
ay,

(25)
s.t. apl > Uy

To solve (25), the maximum diagonal element of =j needs
to be determined. Then, it follows from the definition of =
in (18) that

d; (Vr)
g — di (V)
Taking the partial derivative of d; (=) with respect to d;(¥y,),
one has
6d1(5;€) di(\I/k)(Qak — di(\I/k))
ad; (W) (o — di(Pg))?

Then, notice that the constraint in (25) is equivalent to ay >
dmaz(Py) in which case the above equation is greater than 0.
Thus, we can know that d;(Zj) increases as d; (V) increases
when «y, is invariable. In this case, one can deduce that

A2 (i)

ap — dmam (\Ijk)

Finally, by taking the derivative of d,q.(Zx) with respect
to oy and making it equal to 0, the analytical solution of (25)
can be obtained from (20). The proof is completed. [

When Z;, = &, no innovations are included in the binary
measurements, and thus the state estimate is equal to the one-
step prediction:

dz(Ek):dZ(qjk)—i_ + ok, 121527 , M.

dmam(Ek) = dmam(\llk) + + ag.

Tp =T = Ap—1Zk—1 + Br—1up—1, I = 2. (26)
In this case, one has
Py = E[(wy — ) (zx, — 71)"]

< Ap 1P 1 AT+ o1 Qi CL (27)

:‘i)k, 1, =9.

Through the analysis in this section, the computation pro-
cedures for linear binary Kalman-like filter (LBKLF) can be
summarized by Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Linear Binary Kalman-Like Filter

1: Initialize: k = 0, &g, ®o, 78, i =1,2,--- ,m;

2 k<« k+1;

3: Input: 1, Ppq and y, i =1,2,--- ,m;

4: Calculate T, and ®;, by (9) and (18);

5. Calculate z} and §!, i =1,2,--- ,m by (8) and (3);

6: Determine Z; by (5);

7. if 7), # @ then

8:  Calculate oy, by (20);

9:  Determine [ by experience. A range for reference is

)\maz(DI,k(i)kD%,k) < Bk < 2/\mam(DI,k(i)kD£k)§

10:  Calculate filter gain G% by (19);

11:  Calculate the state estimate 2 and conservative estima-
tion error covariance i)k by (14) and (16), respectively;

12: else

13: T = Tk, ‘i)k = ‘i)k;

14: end if

15: Return to step 2.

B. Nonlinear Kalman-Like Filter under Binary Sensors

In this section we discuss the design method of KLF for
the nonlinear dynamic system (1). Since both the state xj, and
sensed variable z} of system (1) are nonlinear, the one-step
predictions cannot be obtained directly by linear transforma-
tions as in the previous section. A common way to deal with
the above nonlinearity is linearizing f(-) and h’(-) by using
Taylor first-order expansion which is however only applicable
to differentiable and low nonlinear systems. In contrast, the
unscented transform (UT) [3] calculates the statistical proper-
ties of the random variables through a specific set of sampling
points, which is applicable to arbitrary nonlinear systems and
performs well with moderate nonlinearity. Based on this fact,
the UT is adopted in this paper.

For system (1), the one-step state prediction Xy, error co-
variance P, = E[(zy — 1) (zx —71)T] and one-step prediction
zi of sensed variable z} can be calculated by using UT:

2n
Ty = Zw;‘nf(f(kfl,jvukfl)

J=0

(28)

2n
P Zzwﬁ(f(ik—l,j,uk—1) — &) (f (=15, uk—1) — Tk) "
=0

+ Cro1QrCry, (29)
=Y wh (Xy) i =12, m. (30)
j=0

where w}” and w‘; are the weights in the UT, xx_1,; and Y ;
are the sigma points in the UT and their specific expressions
are presented in Appendix. Then, according to (3), (5) and
(30), Zy, can be determined.

When 7, = O, the state estimate ZIj and conservative
estimation error covariance & are equal to the one-step

predictions:

Gy =Tp, ©p =Py, Iy = 9.



When 7, # @, similar to the previous section, augmenting
the binary measurements that belong to Zj, one has

zz.k = hz k(zk) + B K0Tk,

2n
Zre =Y wihr(X;),

Jj=0

Tz = (0.5 — Az )2z 5+ (0.5 + Az k)21 ks (3D

where hz () is defined in (7). Then, the one-step prediction
of (31) can also be given by

Tk = (0.5] — Azﬂk)Zka + (O.5I + AI_’]@)EIJC = Z7 k- (32)
Thus, the nonlinear KLF can be constructed for system (1):

Tk =Tk + G]IV)k(TI,k — zl',k)
Tr =Yoo W f (k1.5 Uk—1)
_ 2 _

2Tk = Dm0 WIhr i (Xn,j)

(33)

where GJZ\{ . i the filter gain that will be designed in the
Theorem 2.

Theorem 2: When Z; # &, the conservative estimation
error covariance ®; of the KLF (33) that incorporates all
possible values of the uncertainty Az j is calculated by

by, =P, — 0.5P7*(GY )T — 0.5GY (BT
+0.25GY ([PF* + PP (e — PF*) 1 P*

+(en + E)T(GY )T + gikp,gﬂz(P,gM)T.

(34)

where €, and £, are given adjustable parameters satisfying

Ekf > pkzz, fk > O, (35)

and

B 2n

Pz =Y " wb(xe; — ) (hrw(Xeg) — 2z.6)7 (36)
)

B 2n

P = Z wS(hzk(Xkj) — Z2.6) (hzk(Xnj) — Zz.8)"
par (37)
+ ExRyEF.

Meanwhile, by minimizing Tr(®;), the nonlinear filter gain
Gg ;. can be obtained by

GT = 2P7 [P + P (exd — P) TP + (e + €))7
(38)

Furthermore, when minimizing the upper bound of the o

given by (34) and (38), the optimal ¢}, is chosen as
ek = 2Amaz (P77). (39)

Proof: Substituting (31) into (33), the estimate error Ty =
T — I is given by

T = X — Tp — GJZVJC(O5 + AI,k)(ZI,k - zl',k)-

Then, the estimation error covariance is calculated by
Py =E[i,i])
=Py — 05577 (1 +2A7,)(GY )"
— 0.5GY (I 4+ 247 1) (PF*)T
+0.25G7 (I + 202 1) B (I + 2821)(GF )"

(40)

where the expressions for PF* = E[(x), — Tx)(2x — 2)T] and
P?* = E[(2 — zx)(2x — 2x)T] can be given by using UT as
shown in (36) and (37).

Using Lemma 1 in [20], one has

GY (I 4+ 202 1) PP (I + 207,5) (G )T

<GYLPE* + B (el — P B el @d)”.
Moreover, it follows from Lemma 2.2 in [22] that

— PPA(GY )T = (GY )T A (PFH)T
<0.256,GY (G )T + gik P (P, (42)

where €, and £, are given adjustable parameters that satisfy the
conditions in (35). Then, substituting (41) and (42) into (40),
we know that i)k > I:’k holds for all A, where the expression
of fiJk is shown in (34). In this case, the i)k can be seen as a
conservative estimation error covariance of the KLF (33), and
the effect of the approximation error caused by UT can also
be included in ®y.

Then, calculating dTr(®},)/ 8G]IV)  and make it equal to O,
the nonlinear filter gain G]IV_ i 18 given by (38).

Substituting (38) into (34), i)k is rearranged into
®), =P, — PP [P + M(ey) + &.1) 1 (PF)T

B, “
k

where M (ey,) = P7*(exd — PE#) "1 P7* + ¢4 1 represents the
terms associated with €. Obviously, for (43), the following
inequality holds:

D, <Py — PEF[PF + Amaa (M (e))I + &I (PF)T
1 - _
+ _PIZPIZ'
& F Ok

Thus, to minimize the upper bound of dy, the objective
function should be

{ Ha}in Amaz (M (g1))

_ (44)
s.t. el > Pp*

Using the basic properties of matrix eigenvalues, it is not
difficult to prove that the eigenvalues of M (gy) are

A (PE%)
er — Xi(BF7)

Finally, using the similar approach as for solving (24) in
Theorem 1, the analytic solution of (43) can be obtained from
(38). The proof is completed. [

According to the analysis in this section, the computation
procedures for nonlinear binary Kalman-like filter (NBKLF)
are summarized by Algorithm 2.

Remark 3: Notice that, Lemma 1 in [20] and Lemma 2.2
in [22] are two matrix inequalities that commonly used to

)\Z(M(Ek)) = +€/€7 i= 1727" C, M.



Algorithm 2 Nonlinear Binary Kalman-Like Filter

. Initialize: k = 0, &9, ®o, 7%, i =1,2,---,L;

k<« k+1;

. Input: &1, Px—1 and ¢y}, i =1,2,--- , L;

: Calculate 7, and P, by (28) and (29), respectively;

: Calculate z} and §! ¢ = 1,2,---, L by (30) and (3);

: Determine Zj, by (5);

. if 7, # @ then

Calculate ¢ by (39);

Determine &, which often takes values in the range 0 <

& < 2Tx(PE(PE9)T);

10:  Calculate nonlinear filter Gain G]IV) x by (38);

11:  Calculate the state estimate Zj; and conservative estima-
tion error covariance by (33) and (34), respectively;

12: else

13: T = Tk, (i)k = ‘i)k;

14: end if

15: Return to step 2;

© 0N AW

deal with the uncertainty, but the adoption of these two ma-
trix inequalities necessarily introduces adjustable parameters
which are often chosen empirically in most literatures. In fact,
experience is sometimes unreliable. Therefore, to reduce the
influence of experience on the filter as much as possible, an
optimal selection of the adjustable parameters oy and €, are
given by minimizing the upper bound of dy in this paper.
However, the DFKLF in [20] does not take this into account,
although similar adjustable parameters also exist in it.

Remark 4: When constructing KLF based on (6), one-step
prediction of (6) needs to be calculated:

7= (0.5—€) |+ (0.5+€)zL, i€ S, (45)

where Z;,_1 is the estimation of z;_1, and it is obtained from
Zr—1 and the measurement equations. Unfortunately, due to
uncertainty €, the exact value of 7 is unknown. Thus, €} has
to be ignored, and then the following KLF can be constructed
for single binary sensor [20-21] :

By =T + GL(T" — 0550, —0.5%1). (46)

The formula (46) is the structure of KLFs in [20-21]. Obvi-
ously, their estimation performance are reduced because €, is
ignored. In addition, the uncertainties caused by binary sensors
were also ignored in [19] when constructing the moving
horizon estimator, and the specific analysis of this can be found
in Remark 1 of [21]. In contrast, benefiting from the form
of innovation-based model (4), the uncertainty Az j, is offset
rather than ignored when calculating 77 5 in (13) and (32).
In this case, the LBKLF and NBKLF have better estimation
performance than the methods in [20-21].

Remark 5: The algorithms proposed in this paper take
centralized approach, i.e. augmenting the measurements. How-
ever, it follows from (7) that only those binary measure-
ments containing innovations are augmented. In this case,
the computational complexity of LBKLF and NBKLF are
O(n® +n*my, +nm3 +m}), where my, represents the number
of binary measurements contained in the set Zj. Obviously,
the computational complexity of the proposed algorithms is

not directly related to the total number of binary sensors
m, but it is related to m; which is less than m. Therefore,
the proposed algorithms overcome the disadvantage that the
computational complexity of traditional centralized approach
increases sharply when the number of sensors increasing.

IV. SIMULATION RESULTS
A. Oy Content Estimation in Arteries

Consider arterial Oy content estimation using the noninva-
sive binary pulmonary sensors where the physiological model
for the arterial Oy content is [20]:

Try1 = far + Uk + wp

Ur = (1— f)(1.34Hb + 0.003(aus + crex)) — f1
a = Pary — PHQO

ce =[1 —ur(l = RQ)]/RQ

where xj, is the arterial O, content, uj is the percentage
of Os in the inhaled air and is set by surgeons, and thus
it can be considered as the control input. f represents the
fraction of shunted blood. ey, is the partial pressure of exhaled
COy and can be measured directly. Hb is the amount of
hemoglobin, P4r)s and Pg,o are the atmospheric and water
vapor pressures, p reflects the patient-specific metabolic rate,
RQ is the respiratory quotient. Specifically, the constant pa-
rameters above are chosen as [24]: f = 0.75, Hb =12 g/dL,
Parpy = 760 mmHg, Py,0 = 47 mmHg, u = 5 mL/dL,
RQ = 0.8. uy, is set to 60%. Meanwhile, the sensed variable z}c
is constructed by three other inputs: tidal volume, respiratory
rate and peak inspiratory, and it is proportional to the Oo
content [24]:

2z, = Dyxp +wvp, 1 =1,2,--- L.

where Di = 0.5, i = 1,2,---, L. wy and v} are Gaussian
white noise with covariance 1 and 0.02, respectively. Here, the
O4 content change process is monitored by 10 binary sensors
whose thresholds are set to 7% = 61 4 0.5, i = 1,2,--- , 10.

By implementing Algorithm 1, the trajectories of true arterial
O4 content and the estimated arterial O, content by using the
LBKLF are plotted in Fig. 1, which shows that the proposed
LBKLF can estimate the arterial Oy content well. Due to the
random noises, the estimation performance is assessed by the
root mean square error (RMSE), and 100 Monte Carlo runs
are implemented to approximate the ideal RMSE. Then, the
RMSEs of the LBKLF, DFKLF in [20] and MHE in [19] are
plotted in Fig. 2, where the sliding window size for the MHE
is chosen to be 100 and the fusion criterion for the DFKLF is
chosen to be fast covariance intersection fusion [23]. It can be
seen from Fig. 2 that the estimation accuracy of the LBKLF is
higher than that of DFKLF and MHE, which is mainly caused
by three factors: i). The uncertainties caused by the binary
sensors are offset in LBKLF, rather than ignored directly as
in DFKLF and MHE. ii). Compared with the model (6) in
[19-21], the proposed innovation-based model (4) can capture
more innovations which play a major role in the filer; iii).
Compared with the DFKLF, the proposed LBKLF gives an
optimal selection criterion for the adjustable parameter o, and
thus reducing the unreliability caused by experience.



On the other hand, Fig. 3 shows that under 100 Monte Carlo
simulations, the number of binary sensors to be augmented
(i.e., my) is much smaller than the total number of binary
sensors m = 10, and combining this fact with the Remark 4
means that the computational complexity of LBKLF is low.
Meanwhile, to show this point more intuitively, the computa-
tional overheads of different methods are listed in Tab. I, from
which we can see that the LBKLF is more computationally
efficient than DFKLF and MHE.
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Fig. 1. The true O3 content and the estimated O2 content by using LBKLF.
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Fig. 2. Comparisons of the Oz content RMSEs of the LBKLF in this paper,
the DFKLF in [20] and the MHE in [19].
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Fig. 3. The average number of binary sensors belonging to Z;, in 100 Monte
Carlo simulations.

B. Nonlinear Numerical Simulation

Consider the following nonlinear state-space equation:

Tht1,1 g(xp1) +0.1g(zs 2)
= ’ = ’ ’ U
s |:17k+1,2] |:g(117k72> +0.1g(zk 1) T Uk +wy
where
N x + 100 ~ |2cos(k/5)
gla) =092+ 22+ 1 F 7 |2sin(k/5)|

TABLE I
AVERAGE COMPUTATION OVERHEAD PER MOMENT OF THE LBKLF IN
THIS PAPER,THE DFKLF IN [20] AND THE MHE IN [19]

Algorithms LBKLF
Computational overhead (10~5s) 1.6

DFKLF
13.1

MHE
19.6

Then, 18 binary sensors are used to observe zj, and their
sensed variables z}c (t=1,2,---,18) measure the logarithmic
distance between state zx; (i = 1,2) and specific values,
which can be expressed as

Si hl(\/(fljkg—15—2><i)2)—|—v]iC i=1,2---,9,
BT In(y/(zr2 + 22 - 35 % 0)2) + ol i=10,---,18,

and their thresholds are set to
i { In(0.5) = —0.69
Tk =

In(0.875) = —0.13
wy and v% are Gaussian white noise with covariance
diag(0.09,0.25) and 0.01, respectively.

By implementing Algorithm 2, the true trajectories and
the estimated trajectories by using NBKLF are plotted in
Fig. 4, from which we can see that the NBKLF tracks the
true trajectories well. Meanwhile, 100 Monte Carlo runs are
performed to approximate the theoretical RMSE, which is
shown in Fig. 5. It is seen from this figure that the RMSE
of NBKLF is maintained at a low level when estimating the
nonlinear system. Notice that the DFKLF and MHE in [19-
20] are only applicable to linear dynamic systems and therefore
NBKLF is not compared with them. On the other hand, though
18 binary sensors were used to observe the system state, it is
shown from Fig. 6 that only 1 binary sensor contained useful
innovation at each moment on average. This allows the NBKLF
to be run with a low cost of 5x 10~%s per moment on average.
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Fig. 4. The true trajectories and the estimated trajectories by using NBKLF.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, a novel uncertainty measurement model for
binary sensors was developed such that the innovations within
the binary outputs could be captured. When considering linear
dynamic systems, a conservative estimation error covariance
with adjustable parameters was first derived by matrix in-
equality, and then the filter gain was given by minimizing
the trace of this estimation error covariance. Particularly, the
optimal selection of an adjustable parameter was developed by
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Fig. 6. The average number of binary sensors belonging to Z;, in 100 Monte
Carlo simulations.

minimizing the upper bound of the estimation error covariance.
Following the similar idea, a KLF was also designed for
nonlinear dynamic systems by using unscented transform. In
addition, the computational effort of the proposed algorithms
were kept low since only a small number of binary measure-
ments need to be augmented. Finally, two illustrative examples
are employed to show the effectiveness and advantages of the
proposed methods.

APPENDIX
For system (1), the sampling strategy of X3—1,; is

Xk-15=0k—1j+&k-1, j=0,1,---,2n
0] j=0
Ok—1,j = —( (”+77)‘i’k—1)j 1=12---'n

( (”"‘W)‘i)k—l)jfnj:n+1,n+2,...,2n

where /A denotes the Cholesky decomposition of a positive
definition matrix A. Then, the predictions Z; and P, can be
computed as in (28) and (29). The sigma point X ; can be
given by

)Zk,j :6k,j+jk7 j:Oalv ,2TL
0 j=0
6k=j: _(V(n+77) ) ]:1,2,7’L

)2 k)i

. m . .
Moreover, the weights w7" and wj are given by

j=n+1n+2,...,2n

_ _ 1 S
w;-”—wg—m,j—lﬂ,-uﬂn,
wf = wf + (1= a® +b), wf =

where the constants are chosen as 7 = a? (n+k)—n,b=2,
K =0, a = 1. The principle of the UT can be referred to [3],
which will not be repeated here.
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