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Abstract

Motivated by the two common limitations on current distributed extended object tracking systems, i.e., an
object is observable by each node, and its extent is modeled as an ellipse, this paper considers a multiplicative
error model (MEM) to design the distributed information filter (IF) over a realistic network. The MEM
reduces the extent of perpendicular axis-symmetric objects into a 3-D vector, which causes MEM being
a nonlinear and state-coupled model with multiplicative noise. To meet the requirement in IF that the
state-space model is a linear model with additive noise, we derive two separate pseudo-linearized models by
using the first-order Taylor series expansion. The separation is merely in form, and the cross-correlation
between states is preserved as parameters in each other’s model. Thus, the joint estimation is transferred
into an iterative operation of two linear filters. The two models is then applied to propose a centralized IF,
where the measurements are converted into a summation of innovation parts. Later, under a sensor network
with the communication nodes and sensor nodes, we present two distributed IFs based on the consensus on
information and consensus on measurement schemes, respectively. Simulations indicate the performance of
the proposed filters w.r.t accuracy, convergence, and consistency.

Keywords: Distributed consensus estimate, wireless sensor networks, sequential processing, extended
object tracking

1. Introduction

Due to advances in sensor technology, the original belief that a sensor device’s resolution is lower than
the spatial extent of an object has become obsolete [1, 2]. In such a scenario, a single sensor may resolve
multiple measurements from different scattering source on the object during a detection process. This causes
a so-called extended object tracking (EOT) problem that estimate kinematic state and extent parameters
simultaneously [3].

The past two decades have witnessed several approaches on how to model the extent, such as rectangle
[4], ellipse [5, 6], axis-symmetric shapes modeled via multiplicative error model (MEM) [7, 8], or arbitrary
shapes, modeled via random hyper-surface model (RHM) [9], Gaussian process (GP) [10–12], splines [13],
or level-set RHM [14].

The range of the surveillance area and tracking performance will be increased over a sensor network
containing multiple nodes, particularly if the nodes have narrow field-of-view and limited sensing distance
[15–17]. Recently, G. Vivone et al. proposed a centralized EOT filter, where the fusion center gathered all
data from entire network to yield current and future state estimate [18, 19]. The centralized tracking system
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provides an optimal estimate, but it faces the issue of data congestion, especially when the size of network
is large. More importantly, the fusion service will be suspended or even denied if the fusion center is failed
or suffers from network attacks.

In contrast to the centralized system, the distributed filter discards the fusion center, so it is more flexible
and robust to the node and/or communication link failures. Due to the merits, the distributed tracking
system has been widely used in many scenarios, such as surveillance, environment monitoring, and cyberspace
situation awareness. To exchange sensor-based estimates among neighboring nodes, a distributed EOT filter
was given by minimizing the weighted Kullback-Leibler divergence in [20]. To accomplish asynchronous
data fusion between nodes, a distributed EOT particle filter was developed in [21], where the Geometric
mean density (GMD) fusion rule was adopted to fuse the compressed Gaussian mixture approximations of
local posterior probability density functions. In [22], a distributed variational Bayesian filter was derived
for jointly estimating the EO states and measurement noise covariance. Therein, the alternating direction
method of multipliers (ADMM) technique was used to achieve the constrained consensus estimate. The
consensus strategy is referred to as Consensus on Estimate (CE) [23, 24].

The aforementioned distributed filters over sensor networks have two main limitations. First, these filters
rely on the RM model that describes the extent of EO as an ellipse. The model is a simple, effective, and
universal framework, while it is not suitable for different types of objects. For example, the extent of a bus
should be modeled as a rectangle rather than an ellipse. Moreover, the model involves a special structure
(i.e., the process noise covariance is related to the object’s extent) to ensure a recursive operation, so that
other interested kinematic states, such as the yaw rate, cannot be easily merged into the state vector.
Second, these filters assume that an EO is visible to all nodes regardless of the scan time. However, in a
practical sensor network, each node only views an EO at some specific time, even though the full set of
nodes view the object at any time. To the best of our knowledge, no literature explores others models (e.g.,
GP model, MEM model) to present a distributed EOT filter over a realistic sensor network.

In this paper, we endeavor to design a distributed extended object tracking filter over a sensor network
consisting of communication nodes and sensor nodes. The network architecture is regarded as a general
case of a realistic network, and the communication nodes are supposed to be the nodes that cannot detect
an object. The object extent is described by the state-coupled MEM model proposed in [8] that partitions
the extent into a 3-D vector including semi-axes and orientation. Based on the MEM model, we derive two
distributed information filters to simultaneously yield a consensus estimate on the extent and kinematic
state. The main contributions are as follows.

1. We establish two separate pseudo-linearized measurement models with only additive noise by using the
first-order Taylor series expansion. The two models are consistent with the first and second moment
information of the original MEM model.

2. This paper presents a compact centralized information filter based on the two models, where the
massive measurements are converted into a summation form of innovation parts. The centralized filter
serves as a benchmark to determine the performance of the corresponding distributed filter.

3. The two models are combined into Consensus on Information (CI) and Consensus on Measurement
(CM) schemes, respectively. Following this, we give two types of distributed information filters by
using a so-called arithmetic average fusion rule to yield the consensus estimates on both the extent
and kinematic state.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 gives a brief problem formulation. Section 3
presents two separate measurement models. Section 4 gives a centralized filter and Section 5 presents two
corresponding distributed filters. The proposed filters are demonstrated by numerical examples in Section
6. Section 7 concludes this paper.

Notation: For clarity, we use italics to denote scalar quantities and boldface for vectors and matrices.
We use “ := ” to define a quantity and (·)T denotes the transpose of a matrix /vector. The n-th dimensional
identity matrix is denoted by In. Operation col(Ai)i∈N , where N is a finite set, denotes stacking Ai on top
of each other to form a column matrix.
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2. Problem Formulation

Here, we consider the MEM model proposed in [8] to achieve the centralized and distributed information
filters over a sensor network [25]. The network consisting of two types of nodes is deployed over a geographic
region. Therein, the Communication nodes process local measurements as well as communicate with neigh-
boring nodes, while Sensor nodes also have sensing capabilities. The network is served as a general case of
a realistic network architecture, where the communication nodes represent those nodes that cannot obtain
measurements due to their narrow field-of-view or limited sensing distance. The network is denoted by triplet
(S, C,A), where S is the set of sensor nodes, C is the set of communication nodes, N = S ∪ C, A ⊆ N ×N
is the set of edges such that (s, j) ∈ A if node s can communicate with j. For each node s ∈ N , N s denotes
the set of its neighboring nodes (including s itself), i.e., N s := {j : (j, s) ∈ A}, and let N s \{s} be the set of
its neighboring nodes (excluding s itself). The accumulated sensor data of node s ∈ S at time k is denoted
as Yk,s = {yik,s}

nk,s

i=1 , and the accumulated data from all sensor nodes is denoted as Yk = {Yk,s}s∈S .
Next, we first review the MEM model.

1. State Parameterization

The kinematic state xk of an EO at time k

xk = [mT
k , ṁ

T
k , · · · ]T (1)

includes the position mk, velocity ṁk, and interested quantities such as acceleration. The extent at time k

pk = [αk, lk,1, lk,2]T ∈ R3 (2)

includes the orientation αk, which denotes the counterclockwise rotation angle along the x-axis, and the
semi-axes lengths lk,1 and lk,2.

2. Measurement Model

At time k, the i-th measurement yi on sensor node s ∈ S is modeled as

yik,s=Hxk +

[
cosαk − sinαk
sinαk cosαk

] [
l1,k 0
0 l2,k

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=Sk

[
hik,1
hik,2

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=hi

k,s

+vik,s (3)

where H = [I2 0] is the measurement matrix, Sk compacts the orientation and size for the considered EO,
multiplicative noise hik,s guarantees that any scattering source zk lies on the boundary or interior of an

object (see Fig. 1), and vik,s,v
i
k,j , · · · are uncorrelated zero-mean Gaussian noises with covariances Cv

sδsj if
s = j, δsj = 1, and δsj = 0, otherwise.

Figure 1: Illustration of the measurement model. The time index k, measurement index [i], and sensor node index s are
omitted in the figure. The centroid position of the object is m = [m1,m2]T, and its extent is denoted as p = [α, l1, l2]T.
By counterclockwise rotating an angle α (i.e., the orientation) along the x-axis, we get the reference coordinates xr-yr. The
scattering source z is determined by parameters p, m, and multiplicative noise h = [h1, h2]T. The measurement y is generated
via the source z plus a Gaussian measurement noise v. The illustration gives an intuitive insight that the measurement model
is feasible to describe the perpendicular axis-symmetric shapes, such as an ellipse or a rectangular.
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3. Dynamic Models

The dynamic models for the kinematic state and extent are shown as follows, respectively

xk+1 = Fxkxk + wx
k (4)

pk+1 = Fpkpk + wp
k (5)

where Fxk and Fpk are state transition matrices, and wx
k and wp

k are zero-mean Gaussian process noises with
covariances Cx

w and Cp
w, respectively. One can select the corresponding transition matrices according to the

actual motion model and body structure, e.g., for a rigid object with nearly constant velocity,

Fsk =


1 0 T 0
0 1 0 T
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1

 , Fpk = I3

where T is the scan time.
This paper selects the MEM model rather than the RM model used in [22] mainly because it has the

following merits: (1) it reduces the estimation of symmetric positive-definite matrix (i.e., the extent) to
estimate 3-D vector pk, (2) in contrast to the RM model, the dynamic models (4) and (5) are treated
independently, allowing for other kinematic states to be incorporated into the state vector, and (3) the
uncertainty of the extent is determined by the semi-axes and orientation, not a degree of freedom scalar.

In spite of the state-space model is given, it is still challenging to directly use the model to provide a
centralized or distributed filter. For the centralized filter, a main difficulty is how to handle the massive
measurements from multiple nodes, which will be more intractable in the EOT scenario. In the considered
network, the distributed filter encounters the difficulty: how to give a proper scheme to balance the estimates
or measurements between the sensor nodes and communication nodes and simultaneously yield consensus
estimates on both kinematic state and extent.

3. Separation of measurement model with coupled kinematics and extent

The paper introduces the information-matrix fusion (IMF) to address the aforementioned difficulties.
The IMF originates from the information filter that recursively updates the information matrix (inverse of
the error covariance) and information vector (information matrix multiply by the estimate) [26]. The IMF
provides two main advantages: (1) in the centralized filter, the measurements from multiple nodes can be
converted into a summation form, (2) in the distributed filter, the information vector (includes the error
covariance) on each node is easily set to be different weight in the ultimate consensus estimate. However, the
information filter requires a linear measurement model with only additive noise for each estimated state. It
is shown that the measurement model (3) with multiplicative noise does not meet the requirement. Hence,
the top priority is to construct two separate linear measurement models with only additive noise w.r.t xk
and pk. Then, an interaction design within the related filters is necessary for a convergent output.

Assume that the measurements {yik,s}
nk,s

i=1 at each sensor node s ∈ S are sequentially processed. Let

x̂
[i−1]
k , p̂

[i−1]
k , C

x[i−1]
k and C

p[i−1]
k denote the estimates for the kinematics xk and extent pk plus corre-

sponding covariances at the [i− 1]-th sequential operation. The node s processes yik,s to obtain the updated

estimates x̂
[i]
k , p̂

[i]
k , C

x[i]
k and C

p[i]
k . Next, we focus on constructing two pseudo-linearized measurement

models w.r.t xk and pk, respectively.

Proposition 1. The measurement model related to xk is

yik,s ≈ Hxk + v
x[i]
k,s (6)
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where v
x[i]
k,s is the equivalent noise about xk with E(v

x[i]
k,s ) = 0 and Cov(v

x[i]
k,s ) = R

x[i]
k,s := CI + CII + Cv

s . The

terms CI and CII are

CI = Ŝ
[i−1]
k Ch

(
Ŝ
[i−1]
k

)T
(7)

[εmn]︸ ︷︷ ︸
CII

= tr

{
C
p[i−1]
k

(
Ĵ
[i−1]
n,k

)T
ChĴ

[i−1]
m,k

}
(8)

for m,n ∈ {1, 2}. The quantities Ĵ
[i−1]
1,k and Ĵ

[i−1]
2,k are the Jacobian matrices of the first row S1,k and second

row S2,k of Sk around the [i− 1]-th extent estimate p̂
[i−1]
k , respectively.

Proof of Proposition 1. Considering that the true extent pk is unknown in the shape matrix Sk. Per-
forming the first-order Taylor series expansion of term Skh

i
k,s in (3) around the [i− 1]-th extent estimate

p̂
[i−1]
k and keeping hik,s as a random variable yields

Skh
i
k,s ≈ Ŝ

[i−1]
k hik,s︸ ︷︷ ︸

I

+


(
hik,s

)T
Ĵ
[i−1]
1,k(

hik,s

)T
Ĵ
[i−1]
2,k

(pk − p̂
[i−1]
k

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

II

. (9)

Substituting (9) into (3), the residual covariance about y
[i]
k,s in (3) is calculated as

C
y[i]
k,s = HC

x[i−1]
k HT + CI + CII + Cv

s , (10)

and (3) is rewritten as (6). The proof is complete. �

Note that the quantities CI and CII in (10) are treated as constant terms at the [i]-th sequential operation

since they are calculated based on the former estimate p̂
[i−1]
k .

As pointed out in [8, 27], a pseudo-measurement using 2-fold Kronecker product is required to update
the extent. The i-th pseudo-measurement Yi

k is given as

Yi
k,s = F

(
(yik,s −Hx̂

[i−1]
k )⊗ (yik,s −Hx̂

[i−1]
k )

)
(11)

with

F =

1 0 0 0
0 0 0 1
0 1 0 0

 . (12)

Based on (11), the following proposition 2 gives the measurement model w.r.t the extent pk.

Proposition 2. The measurement model related to pk is

Yi
k,s ≈ M̂

[i−1]
k pk + v

p[i]
k,s (13)

where v
p[i]
k,s is the equivalent noise about pk with

E(v
p[i]
k,s ) = v̄

p[i]
k,s = Fvect

(
C
y[i]
k,s

)
− M̂

[i−1]
k p̂

[i−1]
k ,

Cov(v
p[i]
k,s ) = R

p[i]
k,s :=F

(
C
y[i]
k,s ⊗C

y[i]
k,s

)
(F + F̃)T

− M̂
[i−1]
k C

p[i−1]
k

(
M̂

[i−1]
k

)T
,
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with

F̃ =

1 0 0 0
0 0 0 1
0 0 1 0

 , (14)

and

M̂
[i−1]
k =

 2Ŝ
[i−1]
1,k ChĴ

[i−1]
1,k

2Ŝ
[i−1]
2,k ChĴ

[i−1]
2,k

Ŝ
[i−1]
1,k ChĴ

[i−1]
2,k + Ŝ

[i−1]
2,k ChĴ

[i−1]
1,k

 . (15)

Proof of Proposition 2. see Appendix A. �

Note that M̂
[i−1]
k is the corresponding measurement matrix w.r.t pk, and it is treated as constant terms at

the [i]-th sequential operation.

Remark 1. • The models (6) and (13) are separate in form, but the cross-correlation about xk and
pk is remained in each other’s model. In this way, the joint estimation is merged into an iterative
implementation of two linear filters.

• The models (6) and (13) only utilize the first-order Taylor series expansion in (9), omitting the higher-
order terms. On the one hand, they avoid some complex calculations, such as the Hessian matrix. On
the other hand, (13) only relies on the first-order expansion as a prerequisite, otherwise (13) cannot
be derived.

4. Centralized Extended Object Tracking Filter

Intuitively, a sensor network increases the perception capability for an EO from different perspectives
because a single node with limited local observability may cause the measurement missing in a specific field-
of-view [22, 25]. Here, we derive a centralized EOT (CEOT) information filter by using the two models (6)

and (13). Information filter updates, instead of the estimate x̂
[i]
k (p̂

[i]
k ) and its error covariance C

x[i]
k (C

p[i]
k ),

the information matrix Ω
x[i]
k :=

(
C
x[i]
k

)−1
and information vector q̂

x[i]
k :=

(
C
x[i]
k

)−1
x̂
[i]
k [26].

In CEOT filter, the fusion center sequentially processes all measurements Yk = {Yk,s}s∈S from all sensor
nodes to obtain an estimate. Assume that there are nk measurements, for clarity, on each sensor node

s ∈ S at time k. Given the [i− 1]-th estimates q̂
x[i−1]
k , q̂

p[i−1]
k , Ω

x[i−1]
k and Ω

p[i−1]
k , the center processes the

measurement set {yik,s}s∈S to give the [i]-th estimates. Notice that the notation (·)[0]k is the corresponding
predicted estimates at time k.

Define the central measurement, measurement matrix, and noise covariance related to the measurement
set {yik,s}s∈S as 

yik,c := col(yik,1,y
i
k,2, · · · ,yik,|S|)

H[i]
c := [H; H; · · · ; H]

R
x[i]
k,c := diag(R

x[i]
k,1 ,R

x[i]
k,2 , · · · ,R

x[i]
k,|S|)

(16)

where the subscript “c” denotes “central”, and |S| is the cardinality of S.
Define the central measurement, measurement matrix, and noise covariance related to the pseudo-

measurement set {Ỹi
k,s}s∈S as

Ỹ
[i]
k,s := Yi

k,s − Fvect
(
C
y[i]
k,s

)
+ M̂

[i−1]
k p̂

[i−1]
k

Ỹ
[i]
k,c := col(Ỹ

[i]
k,1, Ỹ

[i]
k,2, · · · , Ỹ

[i]
k,|S|)

M
[i]
k,c := [M̂

[i−1]
k ; M̂

[i−1]
k ; · · · ; M̂

[i−1]
k ]

R
p[i]
k,c = diag(R

p[i]
k,1 ,R

p[i]
k,2 , · · · ,R

p[i]
k,|S|)

. (17)
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Introducing the noise information matrices Wx
w := (Cx

w)−1, Wp
w := (Cp

w)−1, V
x[i]
k,s := (R

x[i]
k,s )−1 and

V
p[i]
k,s := (R

p[i]
k,s )−1, CEOT filter based on (16) and (17) consists of two steps:

(1) Measurement Update Step (Correction)

q̂
x[i]
k = q̂

x[i−1]
k +

∑
s∈S

HTV
x[i]
k,s y

i
k,s (18a)

Ω
x[i]
k = Ω

x[i−1]
k +

∑
s∈S

HTV
x[i]
k,sH, (18b)

q̂
p[i]
k = q̂

p[i−1]
k +

∑
s∈S

(
M̂

[i−1]
k

)T
V
p[i]
k,s Ỹ

[i]
k,s (19a)

Ω
p[i]
k = Ω

p[i−1]
k +

∑
s∈S

(
M̂

[i−1]
k

)T
V
p[i]
k,sM̂

[i−1]
k . (19b)

From (18) and (19), using the models (6) and (13) to construct an IMF form further reduces the computa-
tional cost, since they convert the measurements from the sensor nodes into a summation term of innovation

parts (we refer HTV
x[i]
k,sH and HTV

x[i]
k,s y

[i]
k,s as innovation part related to xk).

(2) Time Update Step (Prediction)
After the nk batch of measurements is processed sequentially, performing (20) and (21) to accomplish the
prediction step.

q̂
x[0]
k+1 = Ω

x[0]
k+1 Fxk Ω

x[nk]
k

−1
q̂
x[nk]
k (20a)

Ω
x[0]
k+1 = Wx

w −Wx
wFxk

(
Ω
x[nk]
k + FxTk Wx

wFxk

)−1
FxTk Wx

w (20b)

q̂
p[0]
k+1 = Ω

p[0]
k+1 Fpk

(
Ω
p[nk]
k

)−1
q̂
p[nk]
k (21a)

Ω
p[0]
k+1 = Wp

w −Wp
wFpk

(
Ω
p[nk]
k + FpTk Wp

wFpk

)−1
FpTk Wp

w. (21b)

The detailed CEOT filter is collected in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1: Centralized EOT (CEOT) Filter

1 Initialization: x̂
[0]
1 , p̂

[0]
1 , Ω

x[0]
1 , and Ω

p[0]
1 ;

2 for k ← 1, 2, · · · // scan time do
3 Data: {yik,s}

nk
i=1(s ∈ N ) ;

4 Initialization: x̂
[0]
k , p̂

[0]
k , Ω

x[0]
k , and Ω

p[0]
k ;

5 for i = 1, 2, · · · , nk // sequential do

6 compute x̂
[i]
k ,Ω

x[i]
k , p̂

[i]
k ,Ω

p[i]
k via (18) and (19)

7 end for

8 Output1: x̂k ←
(
Ω
x[nk]
k

)−1
q̂
x[nk]
k ,Cx

k ←
(
Ω
x[nk]
k

)−1
;

9 Output2: p̂k ←
(
Ω
p[nk]
k

)−1
q̂
p[nk]
k ,Cp

k ←
(
Ω
p[nk]
k

)−1
;

10 Prediction: compute q̂
x[0]
k+1,Ω

x[0]
k+1, q̂

p[0]
k+1,Ω

p[0]
k+1 via (20) and (21)

11 end for

Notice that using (6) and (13) to achieve the corresponding filters poses that the cross-correlation between
xk and pk exists in the [i]-th and [i−1]-th sequential operation. Here, we just take CEOT filter as an example
to show the cross-correlation (see Fig. 2).
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Figure 2: An illustration of the cross-correlation between xk and pk.

5. Distributed Extended Object Tracking Filters

Indeed, the centralized tracking system gathers the accumulated measurements Yk = {Yk,s}s∈S to pro-
vide an optimal estimate. However, the distributed fusion system has some appealing advantages over
the centralized system for overcoming the communication bandwidth constraints, single-node failure, and
congestion of massive data. This section aims to extends the models (6) and (13) to make them feasible
in a realistic distributed scenario. To this end, we apply two schemes, namely consensus on information
and consensus on measurement, to achieve consensus estimates among all nodes, respectively. Considering
the existence of multiple measurements on sensor nodes, before yielding the final results, the sequential
processing technique is used at each time step.

5.1. Distributed Consensus on Information Filter

Since communication nodes C do not have observations about EO, their local estimates are often erro-
neous. Error covariance is an indicator to point out the error range of estimates. Hence, a reasonable solution
is that the estimate in a local node is appropriately weighted by its information matrix. Then a node with
less information about the estimated state will have less weight in the consensus process [28, 29]. Inspired
by the idea, we propose a distributed CI information filter, where each local node sends the information
vector and information matrix to its neighboring nodes (i.e., track-to-track fusion).

Next, we first define a convex combination (CC) fusion rule. Then, we will show how to incorporate the
rule into CI filter.

Definition 1 (Convex Combination fusion). Assume the sensor network N is strongly connected and
undirected, given the consensus weights {πs,j} (e.g., the Metropolis weights [30]) satisfying πs,j ≥ 0 and∑
j∈N s πs,j = 1, ∀s, j ∈ N to ensure that the consensus matrix Π is primitive and doubly stochastic 1,

one has liml→∞ πs,jl = 1
|N | [31]. Here, πs,j is the (s, j)-th entry of the matrix Π, πs,jl denotes the (s, j)-

th entry of Πl, and |N | is the cardinality of N . Then, for a state set {xs}s∈N , the state xs at node
s is updated at iteration l as xs(l) =

∑
j∈N s πs,jxs(l − 1) with initialization xs(0) = xs, resulting in

liml→∞ xs(l) = 1
|N |
∑
s∈N xs, ∀s ∈ N .

Assume that, at time k, each node s ∈ N provides an information set {q̂x[i]k,s , q̂
p[i]
k,s ,Ω

x[i]
k,s ,Ω

p[i]
k,s}. Then, at

each iteration, each node s calculates a linear combination of quantities in N s with suitable weights πs,j , j ∈
N s (i.e., using CC fusion). By alternatively doing this between nodes, the iteration operation yields the av-

erages
∑
s∈N {q̂

x[i]
k,s , q̂

p[i]
k,s ,Ω

x[i]
k,s ,Ω

p[i]
k,s}/|N | when the number of iterations L approaches to∞. Thus, the ulti-

mate outputs are x̂k,s =
∑
s∈N (Ω

x[nk]
k,s x̂

x[nk]
k,s )/

∑
s∈N Ω

x[nk]
k,s and p̂k,s =

∑
s∈N (Ω

p[nk]
k,s p̂

x[nk]
k,s )/

∑
s∈N Ω

p[nk]
k,s .

1A non-negative consensus matrix Π is doubly stochastic if all its rows and columns sum up to 1. Further, it is primitive if
there exists an integer l such that all the elements of Πl are strictly positive [31].
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However, to save the computation cost, the maximum iteration L should be a trade-off between cost and
performance. CI filter consists of the following three steps:
(1) Measurement Update Step (Correction)
If node s ∈ S, compute

q̂
x[i]
k,s = q̂

x[i−1]
k,s + HTV

x[i]
k,s y

i
k,s (22a)

Ω
x[i]
k,s = Ω

x[i−1]
k,s + HTV

x[i]
k,sH (22b)

q̂
p[i]
k,s = q̂

p[i−1]
k,s +

(
M̂

[i]
k,s

)T
V
p[i]
k,s Ỹ

[i]
k,s (23a)

Ω
p[i]
k,s = Ω

p[i−1]
k,s +

(
M̂

[i]
k,s

)T
V
p[i]
k,sM̂

[i]
k,s. (23b)

If node s ∈ C, let

q̂
x[i]
k,s = q̂

x[i−1]
k,s , Ω

x[i]
k,s = Ω

x[i−1]
k,s (24a)

q̂
p[i]
k,s = q̂

p[i−1]
k,s , Ω

p[i]
k,s = Ω

p[i−1]
k,s . (24b)

(2) Consensus Step (Consensus)

Perform CC fusion on q̂
x[i]
k,s , q̂

p[i]
k,s ,Ω

x[i]
k,s ,Ω

p[i]
k,s independently for L iterations (L is designed a priori).

(3) Time Update Step (Prediction)
After nk batch of measurements are processed sequentially, skip (20) and (21) to calculate the predicted
information matrices and information vectors on each node s ∈ N .

The detailed CI filter is shown in Algorithm 2. It is worth noting that CI filter gives a convergent solution
even in a single consensus iteration (L = 1) [28]. Moreover, the performance of CI filter is less sensitive to
more measurements since it directly broadcasts the information quantities to achieve consensus.

5.2. Distributed Consensus on Measurement Filter

Since the temporal evolution models of both the kinematic state and extent are same on each node, the
local prediction step will have an identical form as in CEOT filter. Thus, the remaining objective is to
compute the summation terms of innovation parts

4q̂
x[i]
k :=

∑
s∈S

HTV
x[i]
k,s y

i
k,s, 4Ω

x[i]
k :=

∑
s∈S

HTV
x[i]
k,sH

4q̂
p[i]
k :=

∑
s∈S

(
M̂

[i−1]
k,s

)T
V
p[i]
k,s Ỹ

[i]
k,s

4Ω
p[i]
k :=

∑
s∈S

(
M̂

[i−1]
k,s

)T
V
p[i]
k,sM̂

[i−1]
k,s

in CEOT filter as shown in (18) and (19) via a distributed way [25]. Once the objective is complete, consensus
is reached with the assistance of measurement-to-measurement fusion. The effective fusion strategy falls into
the CM scope. To this end, each node s ∈ N computes a linear combination of innovation parts from its
neighboring nodes j ∈ N s to update its values by using CC fusion. The operation yields approximately
averaged values on node s (assume the maximum iteration L is a suitable value) when consensus is complete,

while CEOT filter needs
{
4Ω

p[i]
k ,4q̂

p[i]
k ,4Ω

x[i]
k ,4q̂

x[i]
k

}
. This inconsistency is partially compensated by

multiplying a suitable wight ω
[i]
k,s after consensus iteration. The CM information filter consists of the following

four steps:
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Algorithm 2: Consensus on Information (CI) Filter

1 Initialization: x̂
[0]
1,s, p̂

[0]
1,s, Ω

x[0]
1,s , and Ω

p[0]
1,s ;

2 for k ← 1, 2, · · · // scan time do
3 Data: {yik,s}

nk
i=1(s ∈ N ) ;

4 Initialization: x̂
[0]
k,s, p̂

[0]
k,s, Ω

x[0]
k,s , and Ω

p[0]
k,s ;

5 for i = 1, 2, · · · , nk // sequential do
6 Correction ;
7 if s ∈ S then

8 compute q̂
x[i]
k,s ,Ω

x[i]
k,s , q̂

p[i]
k,s ,Ω

p[i]
k,s via (22) and (23)

9 else

10 compute q̂
x[i]
k,s ,Ω

x[i]
k,s , q̂

p[i]
k,s ,Ω

p[i]
k,s via (24a) and (24b)

11 end if
12 Consensus operation ;

13 set q̂
x[i]
k,s (0)← q̂

x[i]
k,s , Ω

x[i]
k,s (0)← Ω

x[i]
k,s , q̂

p[i]
k,s (0)← q̂

p[i]
k,s , Ω

p[i]
k,s (0)← Ω

p[i]
k,s ;

14 for l = 0, · · · , L− 1 do

15 perform CC on q̂
x[i]
k,s , q̂

p[i]
k,s ,Ω

x[i]
k,s ,Ω

p[i]
k,s

16 end for

17 let q̂
x[i]
k,s ← q̂

x[i]
k,s (L), Ω

x[i]
k,s ← Ω

x[i]
k,s (L) q̂

p[i]
k,s ← q̂

p[i]
k,s (L), Ω

p[i]
k,s ← Ω

p[i]
k,s (L)

18 end for

19 Output1: x̂k,s ←
(
Ω
x[nk]
k,s

)−1
q̂
x[nk]
k,s , Cx

k,s ←
(
Ω
x[nk]
k,s

)−1
;

20 Output2: p̂k,s ←
(
Ω
p[nk]
k,s

)−1
q̂
p[nk]
k,s , Cp

k,s ←
(
Ω
p[nk]
k,s

)−1
;

21 Prediction: as in Algorithm 1

22 end for

(1) Compute local innovation parts
If node s ∈ S, let

δq̂
x[i]
k,s = HTV

x[i]
k,s y

i
k,s, δΩ

x[i]
k,s = HTV

x[i]
k,sH (25a)

δq̂
p[i]
k,s =

(
M̂

[i−1]
k,s

)T
V
p[i]
k,s Ỹ

[i]
k,s, (25b)

δΩ
p[i]
k,s =

(
M̂

[i−1]
k,s

)T
V
p[i]
k,sM̂

[i−1]
k,s . (25c)

If node s ∈ C, let

δq̂
x[i]
k,s = 0, δΩ

x[i]
k,s = 0, δq̂

p[i]
k,s = 0, δΩ

p[i]
k,s = 0. (26)

(2) Consensus Step (Consensus)

Perform CC fusion on δΩ
x[i]
k,s , δq̂

x[i]
k,s , δΩ

p[i]
k,s , δq̂

p[i]
k,s independently for L iterations (L is designed a priori).

(3) Measurement Update Step (Correction)

q̂
x[i]
k,s = q̂

x[i−1]
k,s + ω

[i]
k,sδq̂

x[i]
k,s (L) (27a)

Ω
x[i]
k,s = Ω

x[i−1]
k,s + ω

[i]
k,sδΩ

x[i]
k,s (L) (27b)

q̂
p[i]
k,s = q̂

p[i−1]
k,s + ω

[i]
k,sδq̂

p[i]
k,s (L) (28a)
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Ω
p[i]
k,s = Ω

p[i−1]
k,s + ω

[i]
k,sδΩ

p[i]
k,s (L). (28b)

(4) Time Update Step (Prediction)
The prediction step is the same as shown in CI filter.

The equations (27) and (28) imply that only the innovation parts are exchanged between nodes while
the local priors are neglected in CM filter, which causes its performance being sensitive to the number of
measurements (a detailed discussion is shown in section 6.1). Therefore, its convergence more depends on
the number of iterations to ensure sufficient innovation interaction when the number of measurements is
given. The detailed CM filter is summarized in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3: Consensus on Measurement (CM) Filter

1 Initialization: x̂
[0]
1,s, p̂

[0]
1,s, Ω

x[0]
1,s , and Ω

p[0]
1,s ;

2 for k ← 1, 2, · · · // scan time do
3 Data: {yik,s}

nk
i=1(s ∈ N ) ;

4 Initialization: x̂
[0]
k,s, p̂

[0]
k,s, Ω

x[0]
k,s , and Ω

p[0]
k,s ;

5 for i = 1, 2, · · · , nk // sequential do
6 Compute local innovation parts ;
7 if s ∈ S then

8 compute δq̂
x[i]
k,s , δΩ

x[i]
k,s , δq̂

p[i]
k,s , δΩ

p[i]
k,s via (25a) and (25b)

9 else

10 compute δq̂
x[i]
k,s , δΩ

x[i]
k,s , δq̂

p[i]
k,s , δΩ

p[i]
k,s via (26)

11 end if
12 Consensus operation ;

13 set δx̂
[i]
k,s(0)← δx̂

[i]
k,s , δΩ

x[i]
k,s (0)← δΩ

x[i]
k,s , δp̂

[i]
k,s(0)← δp̂

[i]
k,s, δΩ

p[i]
k,s (0)← δΩ

p[i]
k,s ;

14 for l = 0, · · · , L− 1 do

15 perform CC on δx̂
[i]
k,s, δΩ

x[i]
k,s , δp̂

[i]
k,s, δΩ

p[i]
k,s

16 end for
17 Correction ;

18 compute q̂
x[i]
k,s ,Ω

x[i]
k,s , q̂

p[i]
k,s ,Ω

p[i]
k,s via (27) and (28)

19 end for

20 Output1: x̂k,s =
(
Ω
x[nk]
k,s

)−1
q̂
x[nk]
k,s , Cx

k,s =
(
Ω
x[nk]
k,s

)−1
;

21 Output2: p̂k,s =
(
Ω
p[nk]
k,s

)−1
q̂
p[nk]
k,s , Cp

k,s =
(
Ω
p[nk]
k,s

)−1
;

22 Prediction: as in Algorithm 1

23 end for

6. Simulation Examples

To the best of our knowledge, the existing distributed EOT filters have not been explored the network
(S, C,A) used in the paper. Hence, we evaluate the performance of the proposed CEOT, CI, and CM in
a simple dynamic scenario and compare them with a centralized approach based on the RM model [19].
We assess both the position and extent errors by the Gaussian Wasserstein distance as described in [7, 32].
Meanwhile, a novel metric, the Averaged consensus estimate error (ACEE), is used to testify the estimate
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Figure 3: Sensor network with maximum communication distance R =
2000m.
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Figure 4: Trajectory of an elliptical extended object.
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Figure 5: Simulation with iteration L = 6. The first row shows the
GWDs of different filters with λ = 5. The second row shows the
GWDs of different filters with λ = 10.
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Figure 6: Simulation with different consensus iterations.
The first row shows the Average GWDs of different filters
with λ = 5. The second row shows the Average GWDs
of different filters with λ = 10.

bias between different nodes.

ACEE :=
1

|N |(|N | − 1)

∑
s∈N

∑
j∈N
‖x̂sk − x̂jk‖

where x̂sk is the estimate at node s.
The network consists of 14 communication nodes and 6 sensor nodes as shown in Fig 3. The consensus

parameter πs,j is computed by the Metropolis weights rule [33]. As for the scalar weights ωk,s, one can refer
to [25, eq. (4)].

6.1. Ellipse with Nearly Constant Velocity Model Scenario

In this scenario, the extended object is an ellipse with lengths of the semi-axes 170m and 40m. The
object moves with nearly constant speed v = 50km/h following the trajectory as shown in Fig. 4. The
parameters used in the examined filters are listed in Table 1.

The comparison results focus on the GWD for comparing ellipses and the ACEE metric over M = 100
Monte Carlo runs. Moreover, comparison in the simulated scenario allows an in-depth analysis of the
proposed filters as the performance is varied under different conditions.
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Table 1: Tracker Parameter Settings

Parameters Specification
Scan Time T = 10 s

Measurement Noise Cov. Cv
s = diag(200, 8)

Multiplicative Noise Cov. Ch
s = 1

4I2
Process Noise Cov. w.r.t Kine. Cx

w = diag(50, 50, 1, 1)
Process Noise Cov. w.r.t Extent Cp

w = diag(0.05, 1, 1)

Kine. vector x̂
[0]
1,s = [100, 100, 10,−17]T

Exten. vector p̂
[0]
1,s = [−π/3, 200, 90]T

Cov. matrix w.r.t Kine. C
x[0]
1,s = diag(900, 900, 16, 16)

Cov. matrix w.r.t Extent C
p[0]
1,s = diag(0.2, 400, 400)

Kine. transition matrix Fsk =


1 0 T 0
0 1 0 T
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 1


Extent transition matrix Fpk = I3

Degrees of freedom used in [19] α0|0 = 10
Agility constant used in [19] τ = 50
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Figure 7: ACEEs of different filters with iteration L = 6 and λ = 5.
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Figure 8: ACEEs of different filters with different consen-
sus iterations under λ = 5.
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Fig. 5 shows the GWDs for the examined filters. For the two distributed filters, CI has a lower GWD
error than that of CM in this scenario. A reason is that CM directly broadcasts local innovation parts
to its neighboring nodes, while CI exchanges the information quantities (including the local priors and
innovation parts). Hence, CM will depend more on the number of measurements, especially in the EOT
realm with multiple measurements per scan time. Fig. 5 verifies the conclusion by comparing the GWDs
in two cases (i.e., the number of measurements follows a Poisson distribution with means λ = 5 and
λ = 10). The other reason is that CI provides a stable solution even by a single consensus iteration, but
CM needs infinite iterations to ensure consensus weights the πs,j → 1

|N | . Then, CM converges to CEOT

with ωk,s = |N |. However, the number of iterations should be selected as a trade-off between computation
burden and performance. Here, we set the consensus iterations L = 6 to yield a converged output, and
simultaneously cause an inconsistency between CEOT and CM.

CEOT gathering all of the measurements from sensor nodes gives a benchmark. With CEOT, the
uncertainty of the semi-axes lengths is modeled by a low process noise, and the orientation is described by
a high process noise. In contrast, the approach-based RM model [19] uses a single constant τ to denote the
extent evolution over time, resulting in a larger GWD error.

It is worth noting that the GWDs in CM have a decreased tendency with more iterations and measure-
ments (see Figs. 5-6). In contrast, CI has reached a stable value at the first iteration and is less sensitive
to more measurements. Hence, according to the theoretical analysis and simulation results, a reasonable
anticipation is that as the number of iterations and measurements increases, CM will obtain better results.

Fig. 7 shows that the differences between different nodes for the kinematics and extent estimate are
within a reasonable range. These results demonstrate the validity of the proposed filters adopting the
corresponding consensus strategies. With increasing consensus iterations, better consensus (lower ACEE)
on local estimates is achieved as shown in Fig. 8. Again, CM still has a decreased tendency with more
iterations while CI almost tends to a stable value during the previous iterations.

7. Conclusion

This paper proposes the centralized and distributed extended object tracking information filters based
on a nonlinear and state-coupled model. To this end, we first separate the model into two linear models
without losing the cross-correlation between the estimated states. To make the centralized information filter
available in computation, we convert the measurements into a summation form of innovation parts. The
two distributed information filters are derived by exchange the information quantities and measurements
between neighboring nodes, respectively. Numerical results testify the consistency and convergence of the
proposed filters in different parameters. Combined with the numerical results and theoretical analysis, one
can anticipate the proposed filters are applicable on the other types of sensor networks [34].

Further developments are devoted to investigating extensions of the pseudo-linearized measurement mod-
els, e.g., secure state estimation under sensor attacks [35, 36], state estimation over heterogeneous sensor
networks [37, 38], state estimation under multiple constraints [39, 40], and distributed event-triggered system
[41, 42].
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Appendix A

Proof of Proposition 2. It is shown that (11) does not exist a direct mapping between the extent pk
and pseudo-measurement Y

[i]
k,s. To extract the term pk from (11), substituting (3) and (9) into (11) yields
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(A.1),

Y
[i]
k,s ≈F


Hxk −Hx̂

[i−1]
k + Ŝ

[i−1]
k h

[i]
k,s +


(
h
[i]
k,s

)T
Ĵ
[i−1]
1,k(

h
[i]
k,s

)T
Ĵ
[i−1]
2,k

(pk − p̂
[i−1]
k

)
+ v

[i]
k,s

⊗ (·)

 (A.1a)

:=[Y 2
1 Y

2
2 Y1Y2]T, (A.1b)

where the notation (·) denotes the term right before it. Now, our goal becomes to construct an equivalent

measurement model Y
[i]
k,s ≈ Hp

kpk + v
p[i]
k,s about pk from (A.1a), where Hp

k is the measurement matrix and

v
p[i]
k,s the measurement noise. Meanwhile, its first and second moment need to equal to the expectation and

covariance of (11) as much as possible. We first define Hxk−Hx̂
[i−1]
k := [x̃1 x̃2]T, HC

x[i−1]
k HT :=

[
cx11 c

x
12

cx21 c
x
22

]
,

C
y[i]
k,s :=

[
cy11 c

y
12

cy21 c
y
22

]
, Ŝ

[i−1]
k := [ŜT

1 ŜT
2 ]T, v

[i]
k,s := [v1 v2]T, Cov(v

[i]
k,s) := diag

[
σ2
1 0

0 σ2
2

]
and omit the superscript

[·], time index k, and sensor node index s. Then, we further expand (A.1b) as follows

Y 2
1 = x̃21 + (Ŝ1h)T(·) +

(
hTĴ1(p− p̂)

)T
(·) + v21 + 2x̃1Ŝ1h + 2x̃1h

TĴ1(p− p̂) + 2x̃1v1 + 2Ŝ1hh
TĴ1(p− p̂)

+ 2Ŝ1hv1 + 2hTĴ1(p− p̂)v1 − 2Ŝ1C
hĴ1p + 2Ŝ1C

hĴ1p

(A.2a)

Y 2
2 = x̃22 + (Ŝ2h)T(·) +

(
hTĴ2(p− p̂)

)T
(·) + v22 + 2x̃2Ŝ2h + 2x̃2h

TĴ2(p− p̂) + 2x̃2v2 + 2Ŝ2hh
TĴ2(p− p̂)

+ 2Ŝ2hv2 + 2hTĴ2(p− p̂)v2 − 2Ŝ2C
hĴ2p + 2Ŝ2C

hĴ2p

(A.2b)

Y1Y2 = x̃1x̃2 + (Ŝ1h)T(Ŝ2h) +
(
hTĴ1(p− p̂)

)T (
hTĴ2(p− p̂)

)
+ v1v2 + 2x̃1Ŝ2h + 2x̃1h

TĴ2(p− p̂) + 2x̃1v2

+ 2Ŝ1hh
TĴ2(p− p̂) + 2Ŝ1hv2 + 2hTĴ1(p− p̂)v2 + Ŝ2C

hĴ1p + Ŝ1C
hĴ2p− Ŝ2C

hĴ1p− Ŝ1C
hĴ2p.

(A.2c)

The expectation of (A.2) is given as follows:

E(Y 2
1 ) = cx11 + Ŝ1C

hŜT
1 + tr(CpĴT

1ChĴ1) + σ2
1 − 2Ŝ1C

hĴ1p + 2Ŝ1C
hĴ1p (A.3a)

E(Y 2
2 ) = cx22 + Ŝ2C

hŜT
2 + tr(CpĴT

2ChĴ2) + σ2
2 − 2Ŝ2C

hĴ2p + 2Ŝ2C
hĴ2p (A.3b)

E(Y1Y2) = cx12 + Ŝ1C
hŜT

2 + tr(CpĴT
1ChĴ2) + Ŝ2C

hĴ1p + Ŝ1C
hĴ2p− Ŝ2C

hĴ1p− Ŝ1C
hĴ2p. (A.3c)

The equation (A.2a) implies E(Y1) = E(Y2) = 0, Cov(Y1) = cy11, Cov(Y1Y2) = cy12 and Cov(Y2) = cy22. From
Wick’s theorem [43], we get{

E{(Y 2
1 )2} = 3(cy11)2, E{(Y 2

2 )2} = 3(cy22)2, E{(Y 3
1 Y2)} = 3(cy11c

y
12)

E{(Y1Y 3
2 )} = 3(cy22c

y
12), E{(Y 2

1 Y
2
2 )} = cy11c

y
22 + 2(cy12)2

. (A.4)

By rearranging (A.2b), (A.3), and (A.4) yields Y 2
1

Y 2
2

Y1Y2

 = M̂p + vp (A.5)
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with expectation Fvect (Cy) and covariance F (Cy ⊗Cy) (F + F̃)T. Then, we have the measurement model

as shown in (13), and find the measurement matrix Hp = M̂. These two moments of (A.5) equal to the
expectation and covariance of (11), respectively, which means that (A.5) achieves the moment matching. In
fact, for the last few terms of (A.2), other terms can be chosen to make the equation hold. Choosing those

terms in M̂ ensures (11) and (A.1a) giving an identical result on computing the cross-covariance between
Y and p, while choosing other terms cannot satisfy this condition. Until now, the proof is complete.
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