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Abstract: This report describes problems of Multi-Target-Tracking and gives
an introduction to the state-of-the-art methods of dynamic state estimation
and data association in cluttered environments. A detailed derivation of the
Probabilistic Data Association Filter and Joint Probabilistic Data Association
Filter is given.

1 Introduction

Object detection and tracking is an important task in modern environment per-
ception and surveillance systems. Its aim is continuous localization of people or
objects in an environment by processing data of environment perception sensors
such as sonars, radars, lidars, or video cameras. In general, the problem of object
tracking can be divided into three subtasks: data association (re-identification),
dynamic state estimation (filtering), and track management. The first subtask is
responsible for the correct interpretation of the collected observations, i.e., assign-
ment of sensor measurements to the tracked objects (tracks). The second subtask
deals with estimation of the dynamic state of the objects (e.g., kinematics) from
a sequence of noisy measurements. Finally, the third subtask is responsible for a
consistent internal representation of the tracked objects, which includes initiation
of new and deletion of obsolete tracks. The following sections give an introduc-
tion to the basic state-of-the-art methods for dynamic state estimation and data
association in cluttered environments.
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2 Dynamic State Estimation

Each measurement process contains sources of noise. Thus, obtained measure-
ments may differ from the expected values. The aim of a dynamic state estimator
is the determination of the real value of a not known system state from the obtained
(noisy) measurements. This is done by the so-called filtering algorithms that aim
at minimization of the noise effects. There exists a variety of such methods. Most
of the modern tracking systems use statistical filters that are based on the Bayesian
approach. They model system state and noise as random variables and estimate
their statistics using certain assumptions about their nature.

Applications with real-time requirements often cannot consider the entire mea-
surement history for achieving the best estimation result. Thus, they proceed re-
cursively using only the last estimated system state and the current measurements.
The underlying assumption is that all previous measurements are incorporated in
the estimated state and are not required to be processed again in each time step
(Markov property). The system evolution is thus modeled by means of a Markov
process.

A system state xj, at discrete time point k is modeled as a realization of a random
variable X in the state space X'. The system state between two discrete points in
time k£ and k£ + 1 is assumed to behave according to a known system evolution
function f (system model):

Xk+1 = f(Xk>uk:7Wk)a

where uj, represents the (known) system control parameters and W, represents
the stochastic component which cannot be modeled analytically (system noise).

The observations z;, are modeled as a realization of a random variable Z in the
measurement space Z. The measurement process is modeled by means of a mea-
surement model h(Xy, Vi):

Zy = h(Xg, Vi),

where Vi, represents the stochastic component of the measurement process (mea-
surement noise). Since the system state can not be observed directly, one speaks
of the Hidden Markov Model (HMM). The relation between system states and
observations of a Hidden Markov Model for the case of discrete states is shown in
Figure[2.1
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Figure 2.1: Relation between system states and observations in a Hidden Markov
Model. Possible state transitions are represented by blue arrows, emission prob-
abilities are indicated as purple arrows. Here, the subscripts of the states and
observations are used not for indicating the time index & but serve for enumeration
of the both sets.

The state estimation is done using the so-called Predictor-Corrector cycle, which
consist of two steps:

Prediction of the probability density functions of the new system state and ex-
pected measurements based on the latest state estimate by using the system
model and the measurement model.

Correction of the estimated system state and adaptation of the both models based
on the actually obtained measurements. It is also called Innovation, Update
or Filtering.

The basic principle of a recursive statistical filter is shown in Figure[2.2] The filter
works recursively in a predictor-corrector cycle starting with an initial system state
estimate Xo. Given a state estimation at time step k£ — 1 the filter propagates it in
the time using the system model. In this way, an a-priori estimate of the current
system state X, is obtained. Then, the measurement model is used for estimating
the expected measurement z;. After having obtained the actual measurement zy,
a correction step is performed, in which both the current state and the uncertainties
of the both models are updated based on the difference (residuals) between the
predicted and actually obtained measurements.
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Figure 2.2: Illustration of the dependencies between the observed system and the
filtering process of a statistical filter.

One of the simplest statistical dynamic state estimators is the Kalman Filter in-
troduced by R. E. Kalman in 1960 [Kal60]]. It assumes Gaussian distributions of
both the state and the noise variables and provides equations for propagation of
those distributions using linear system and measurement models. For the case of
‘W, and V|, being uncorrelated and having white Gaussian distribution with zero
mean, the Kalman Filter is an optimal estimator in the sense of the least square
errors and Bayesian filtering.

A Gaussian distribution can be represented by the two first moments (mean and
covariance matrix) and is easily propagated through a linear system resulting in
another Gaussian distribution. In case of non-linearities in at least one of the both
models, this is not the case anymore. For coping with this problem two different
approaches have been proposed. The first one aims at approximation of the non-
linear function by using the Taylor series expansion around the mean of the Gaus-
sian distribution (Extended Kalman Filter (EKF), Iterative Extended Kalman
Filter (IEKF)). The second approach aims at approximation of the distribution
by means of a set of points that can be propagated through the non-linear func-
tions and serve for determination of the new distribution parameters (Unscented
Kalman Filter (UKF), Central Difference Kalman Filter (CDKF) etc.). A gen-
eralization of this approach leads to the family of the Sequential Monte Carlo
Methods (SMCM) also known as Particle Filters (PF). An overview over differ-
ent dynamic state estimators can be found in [BSL93| [Bro98| [Sim06l]. Following
subsections recapitulate the basics of the linear Kalman Filter, Extended Kalman
Filter and Iterative Extended Kalman Filter since they build the basement for the
data association methods presented in this paper.
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2.1 Linear Kalman Filter

In the case of the linear Kalman Filter, system model and measurement model are
given as linear equations

Xit1 = FXj + Gug, + Wy, (state equation)  (2.1)
Z, = HX, + Vg (measurement equation)

with F, G and H being the system matrix, the control matrix and the measurement
matrix, respectively, and

Xy ~ N (%%, Px,x,.) (2.2)
with
Px,x, = Cov(Xy, Xy) = E[(Xk = Xp) (X — f(k)] .

The noise components W and V are assumed to be uncorrelated and to have white
Gaussian distribution with zero mean and known covariance matrices Qp and Ry:

Wi ~N(0,Qr), Vi~N(0,Ry),

Qk fort =k
0 fort # k,
R, fort =k

0 fort # k,
Pw,v, := Cov(W,, V,) =E[W,V{] =0 foralltandk,
Px,w, = Cov(Xy, W;) = E[XkaT] =0 foralltandk,
Px,v, = Cov(Xy, V) =E[X,;V[] =0 foralltandk.

Pw,w, = Cov(Wy, W,) = E[W,W/]| = {

kavt = COV(Vk,Vt) = E[VkVtT} = {

In the considered application there is no possibility to influence the observed sys-
tem. Hence, the control parameter vector u will be omitted in the following.

As mentioned above, the Kalman Filter gives estimates of the two first moments
X1, and Px, x, of the distribution of the true state xy. It is initialized at time step
k = 0 with initial state estimate X and covariance matrix Px,x,. The recursive
expression for the calculation of the a-priori estimates X, and Px;x; at time
step k from the a-posteriori estimates X3 and Px, ,x, , at the previous time
step k — 1 is derived by using the state equation (2.1 in the expectation value
computation:

x; = E[Xi|z15-1] = E[FXj—1 + Wi_1|z14-1] = FXp—1
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and

Py-x: =E[(Xx — %) (X —%;)"]
=E[(FXj—1 + Wi_1 — FX_1) (FXpo1 + Wyo1 — Fxyq)7]
=FPx,_x,_,F' +Qx. 2.3)

In equation (2.3), Qy; represents the unpredictable noise component. The uncer-
tainty PX;X; of the state grows in each time step by this expression. The coun-
teraction is achieved by integrating new information about the system state that
is contained in the new measurements. This is done in the correction step using
innovation zy = z, — Zj:

X = )A(]; + Kk(ik) = )A(]; + Kk(zk - ik) = )A(; + Kk(zk — H)A(];)
= (I - KkH))A(]: + I(]CZ;C y

and
Px.x, = E[(Xk —x5) (X — Xk)] = Px;x; + KkHPX;X;
with Kalman gain K = PX?XZ HTPZZ,C and innovation covariance
Py 7, = E[ZvZ{] = E[((Zk — 21) — 0) (Zk — 21) — 0)"](= Pz,z,)

= E[(H(Xy — %x) + Vi) (H(X), — %x) + Vi)T]
= HPx, x, H” + R;.

2.2 Extended Kalman Filter

In the case of non-linearities in the system and measurement models, the state and
measurement equation are given by

Xip1 = [(Xk, W)
Zy, = (X, Vi).

In the most of the cases, additive noise model is assumed so that

X1 = f(Xg) + Wy
Zi = h(Xy) + Vi
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The Extended Kalman Filter approximates the non-linear functions f and & using
Taylor series expansion around the current mean estimate. Truncation of the Tay-
lor series after the first element leads to a linear function, which can be used for
propagation of the Gaussian distribution as in the linear case. The a-priori estimate
for the system state and expected measurement can be obtained directly using both
nonlinear functions. When propagating state covariance and computing Kalman
gain, Jacobians F;,_; and Hy, are used:

Prediction: X = f(%1), Px-x- = Fr1Px, x, Fi_, +Qx
Correction: ;. = % +Kp(ze — (%)), Px,x, = (I-KiHp)Py x-
with
Ki =Py ox HiP, o
Py 5 = HkPX;X;Hf + Ry,
and the Jacobians

d dh
Fk,1:£ and Hk:dix I

Xe—1 X,c

2.3 Iterative Extended Kalman Filter

The Extended Kalman Filter linearizes the measurement function around the a-
priori state estimate X, although a better state estimate is given after the inte-
gration of the current measurement. Linearization around the a-posteriori state
estimate X; may improve the estimation. This potential is exploited in the it-
erative version of the EKF, the Iterative Extended Kalman Filter (IEKF). IEKF
iteratively repeats the correction step with the recalculated linearization of the
measurement model until a termination constraint is fulfilled. For ensuring non-
recurrent integration of the measurement zy, during the iterations, a correction term

H,(f) (%, — fc,(j)) is used in each iteration
i = s+ K (- b)) - B (35 - 7))
K =Py (H)T(PY), )~

T XXy Z1.Zy,
with
i dh
H(l) _
k dx ’A‘l(:)

and start value fcfco) =X .
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3 Data association

In order to correctly perform the update step, statistical state estimators such as
the Kalman Filter assume a correct assignment of measurements to tracks. A cor-
rect assignment means that in each time step each track is associated with a single
measurement that has been originated from the corresponding object. The prob-
lem of assigning measurements to the existing tracks is called the data association
problem. Data association is not always a trivial process. Given multiple active
tracks and multiple detections, there are often several assignment possibilities be-
ing more or less probable. Figure|3.1|illustrates the data association ambiguity in
case of three objects and four measurements.

A‘*.&A
?
A—®

Figure 3.1: Illustration of a possible data association ambiguity in case of three
tracks and four measurements. The three expected measurements are visualized
by blue circles, the actually obtained — by red triangles.

Further uncertainties are introduced through the fact that a measurement may be
evoked not only by a real object but may emerge due to concentration of noise in
the data (clutter) or may be missing due to weaknesses of the sensors or of the
subsequent data processing algorithms. And, finally, in some systems an object
may evoke multiple measurements and several objects may give a joint measure-
ment. This makes unambiguous assignments difficult or even impossible. In case
of extended targets this is even worse since object observability represents another
uncertainty source. Partial and full occlusions result in incomplete and missing
detections and make data association even more challenging.

There exists a number of algorithms for solving the data association problem in
multi-target applications. Hereby, a differentiation between the so-called single
scan algorithms (also referred to as Single Hypotheses Tracking (SHT)) and mul-
tiscan algorithms (also referred to as Multi-Hypotheses Tracking (MHT)) is done.
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While single scan algorithms consider only data of the current frame (scan), mul-
tiscan algorithms simultaneously evaluate multiple hypotheses maintaining them
throughout several frames in anticipation that the new data will allow to resolve
emerging conflicts [Rei79, [CH96]. In practice, single scan algorithms are often
preferred due to their simplicity and low computational cost. In the following, al-
gorithms assuming that the number of tracks is known and a detection corresponds
to a single track and vice versa will be presented.

3.1 Nearest Neighbor Algorithms

One of the simplest data association algorithms is the Nearest Neighbor algo-
rithm (NN). It is a typical single scan algorithm since it considers only mea-
surements belonging to the current data frame (scan). NN algorithm considers
only one data association hypothesis, assigning for each track the closest mea-
surement. As shown in Figure (a), in multi-target tracking scenarios, the NN
algorithm is not optimal since it might assign a single measurement to multi-
ple tracks despite the presence of other measurements. There exists an iterative
version of the NN algorithm which prohibits multiple selections. It sequentially
choses track-measurement pairs with the closest distance and excludes them from
further consideration. This algorithm is suboptimal too, since it minimizes the
track-to-measurement distances sequentially and thus may miss the global min-
imum as shown in Figure (b). This problem can be solved by the Global
Nearest Neighbor algorithm (GNN) which seeks for the globally optimal solution
with respect to track-to-measurement distances (Figure [3.2](c)).

3.2 Probabilistic Data Association (PDA)

Nearest Neighbor algorithms make a hard decision by minimizing distances be-
tween the predicted and real measurements. This decision might be optimal with
respect to the distances in the current frame, however it may be still suboptimal
with respect to the whole measurement sequence. Especially in applications where
missing detections or obtaining clutter-based detections is possible, the Global
Nearest Neighbor algorithm may lead to severe tracking errors. This problem was
studied thoroughly in the radar tracking literature and led to development of sta-
tistical methods based on the idea of the probabilistic data association.

The main idea of such methods is weighting of different association hypotheses
according to their probabilities thus minimizing the association error. Similarly
to NN and GNN, PDA-based methods consider at each point in time only cur-
rently incoming measurements, i.e., they are single scan algorithms. However,



10 Michael Grinberg

=

A
A A\.A e—_
A/.

A~® A~®

(a) Association by means (b) Association by means (c) Association by means
of the simple Nearest of the iterative NN al- of the Global Nearest
Neighbor algorithm gorithm Neighbor algorithm

Figure 3.2: Illustration of Nearest Neighbor data association.

when updating a track, instead of choosing a single measurement with highest
association probability they evaluate multiple association hypotheses and use all
neighboring measurements weighting them according to the probabilities of the
corresponding hypotheses (All-Neighbours Data Association). Due to this soft
decision approach, PDA-based methods suffer less from data association errors
and are thus better suitable for applications with clutter-based and missing detec-
tions. Although PDA-based methods work with multiple association hypotheses
they are also referred to as single hypotheses tracking algorithms since the hy-
potheses are combined to a single hypothesis prior to innovation. The remainder
of this section addresses basics of the Probabilistic Data Association algorithm
(PDA) proposed by Bar-Shalom et. al. [BST7/5!BS7S].

The PDA considers each track separately. Let the considered track be denoted by
x with X, ~ N (Xx, Px, x, ) as in (Z.2). Under Gaussian distribution assumption,
the a-priori probability density of the predicted measurement position is given by

fze = f(25| 25 1)) = N (21325, PR, 2,)

with

For preventing associations with too far lying and thus too improbable measure-
ments a selection region referred to as the gating region or validation gate 1'} is
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defined around zj, with volume V;*. Associations are only performed with mea-
surements falling inside the gating region. The probability of the correct measure-
ment zj, to lie inside the gating region is given by

Pék = P(Zk S FZ{) = /fz:kc dz; . 3.1
Vi
The a-priori probability density function that accounts for gating is thus defined
as:
P—lcfz;; for =z} €I}

25| Z1.0_1y) = .
p( k| 1:(k 1)) {0 for 2 ¢F’;§

Often, validation gates are defined as hyper-ellipsoidal regions around z such that
PZ* = Pg is a constant. This is done by choosing

Di(y) =A{z: (2 - 25)" (Pf,z,) " (2 — 2) <7} (3.2

with a constant parameter . As the measurements are normally distributed, it
holds that

(Z - %) (PYz,) (Z-2) ~ x5, = Po=Plaeli(v)=xm.0),

with n, being the dimension of the measurement z. Defining a constant P leads
to certain -y, which can be obtained from the quantile tables of the n,-dimensional
chi-square distribution (y = Xiz, p.)- This allows for determination of I'} =
I'}(y) as well as V¥ = V*(v) which is given as

N|=

)

Vi) = an’YTZ ’P)ék,zk

where c,,, is the volume of the n,-dimensional unity sphere (c; = 2,c2 = m,¢c3 =

4 _ 1.2
ST Cq = T, ).

The set of m3 measurements falling into the gating region of a track x at time
step k is denoted by Zi: Zi = {zx,1,...,2Zkmx} € I} . For better readability,
the superscript x in mj, will be omitted in the following. For each measurement
z,; € Zj a hypothesis is formed, where this measurement is assumed being
correct while all other m;, — 1 measurements in the gate are assumed to be caused
by clutter. This hypothesis is denoted as 6y ' with j € {1...my}. 677
denotes the hypothesis of none of the m;, measurements in gate being correct, i.e.,
that all of them stem from clutter or are false alarms.
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In the innovation step of the Bayesian state estimator, estimates produced by each
hypothesis are weighted with the weighting factors 3, 7 (with j € {0...my})
that are defined as

v =Pl 28

with 23, = {Z2¥,..., 2} and Y% 87 = 1. The weighting factors are
calculated using Bayes theorem

v = PO 2R = PO 12 m, 2 )

7p(Z])€c‘0;:_)ZJ , T, Z?(k—l))P(ezﬁzj |mk7 Zi(;(k—l))

with ¢ being the normalization factor. Assuming a Gaussian measurement distri-
bution, the likelihood of the true measurement zj, ; (j # 0) is given by

X—Zj x _ 1 _ 1 LBX x

(2, 5|0y ’mkﬂzlz(kfl)) = %fz" = pT;N(ZkJ’ZkaPz,CZk)
_ 1
= poN(zk,; — 23; 0, szzk) N(z; ;;0,PZ,7,)
— 1 x 3 (2% ) (P )7l
= Po . |27T'szzk‘ ZyZy k,j

o Cax o ax
with innovation zj; ; = zy ; — zj; .
Clutter measurements are assumed to be independent from the correct measure-

ment. Their position is assumed to be independent and identically distributed over
the whole gating region with uniform distribution on I'}’. Under these assumptions,

v 1
X—>Z . .
P(2zk,i|0) J,mk,Zi‘:(k,_l)) =7 1.

k
The likelihood of the entire measurement set Zj; falling into the gating region of
the track x at time step k given that either all of them are false alarms (6} "*)
or the measurement j is the correct measurement and all other measurements are

false alarms (0, ', j = 1...my) is given by

X X z X 1
(BRI s 2 1) Hp 2l M, 2T e-y) =
k
p<Zl)c(|9;:sz7mkv (k— 1) Hp Zj z|9 ,mk, Zi(k—l))
1

1 5. L
:mG._l PicN(zkyja(LPJZ(ka)v J=1,-,my .
k
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The probability mass function of the hypothesis 02_>Zj conditioned on my, and
Zi(kq) is given by

PO [mi, 25 ) = PO )
_ P(myl67) PO

Jj=

(3.3)

where P(Hz_}z”' ) (with j = 1...my) denotes the a-priori probability that the mea-
surement z; originated from track x, P(6; ) denotes the a-priori probabil-
ity that none of the measurements in the gate has been evoked by track x and
P(my,|07%°) and P(my|0;; ) denote the probabilities for receiving mj mea-
surements given that either none or one of them stems from track x.

P(677°) is obviously given by
P(0X"") =1 - PpPg, (3.4)

where Pp is the probability that the track evokes a measurement (detection proba-
bility), and Pg is the probability of the measurement to fall into the gating region

as defined in (3.1).

Under the assumption that each of the mj measurements in the gate has equal
probability of being evoked by track x, the a-priori association probability
P(0; ") for j = 1...my, is given by

. 1 .

PO, "®)=—PpPg Yj=1,..,my.
mg

The probability of the number of measurements being my, given one of the associ-

ation hypotheses 65 " or Qgﬁz-’ is equivalent to the probability of the number of

false measurements being my, or my — 1 correspondingly:

P(my|0;7%) =pr(my)

P(mg|0y ™) =pp(my — 1) (3.5)

with 1z (m) being the probability mass function for the number of clutter-based
measurements. pz(m) can be modeled in different ways. The number of the
clutter-based measurements can be assumed either to have Poisson distribution
(parametric model) or to be equally distributed over the set {0, --- , N — 1} with
N being the maximal number of clutter-based measurements (rnon-parametric
model).
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Parametric model: Poisson distribution

N 2Hm )\V m
pr(m) = e~ T o O ¢ g
m! m!
with X\ being the mean clutter density and 7y := AV} being the expected

number of clutter measurements in the gating region. If A is a-priori not
known, my, can be estimated by using my = my — PpFPg.

Non-parametric model: Uniform distribution

1

:U’F(m):Nv mzovla"wN_]-v

where N can be chosen as a great enough arbitrary number since it will be
canceled in P(0; "™ |my, Z¥ h-1))-
Using (3:4) - (3.3) in (3.3) leads to

pr(my)(1—Pp Pg)

0
pur(me)(1—Pp Pg)+myp-pr (mr—1) PEL};G J
X—>Z
PO, [m, Zi(;(kfl)) = PpPes
pr(mp—1)—2-C 1
llF(mk)(l_PDPG)"rmk'/LF(mk_l)%Q ST e T
and thus to
(1—Pp Pg)AVy —0
PpPcmy+(1—Pp Pg)AVi J=
X—7Z
P(0), J|mkaZi(:(k71)) =
Pp Pg L
Pngmk-‘r(l—Png)AVk '] - 17.”’mk"
for the parametric model and to

(1-PpPg) j=0
P(OZHZJ\mk,Zi‘;(k_n) =

%kPDPG jzl,...,mk
for the non-parametric model.
This leads to the following weighting factors 3, ~~:

b L
et I =0
T—>Z5
k
j

s S j=1...,mg
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with
ej=¢e -3 )T Py 2,) 7 5
and
1 TW Tz)\kanz % , parametric model
b= A2nP}, 5, |2 =E0Te) — )
ny
(2%) m kCn. % , non-parametric model.

For each hypothesis, the corresponding state estimate is given by
sZj X—Zj x )A(/: ] =0
X’ =K Xk- 0 5 Z5 = . " .
k X0y £ {Xk +Ki(zp; —25) j=1,....,mg.

When considering all hypotheses, this leads to the following composite state esti-
mate for the track x:

M
i =E[Xi| 23] = Y EXul0r ™, 23] - PO 123%)
j:O
Z KBy = Z By % + Kp Z By (zh; — 2%)
7=0
=% + Ky, Z By (3.6)

J=1
: L . ~x L my oX—Zj ~x
with composite innovation Zj; ¢, = >_j21 By Zy ;-

Although the equation (3.6) seems to be linear, this is not the case as the weighting
X—Z;j ~x
factors 3, depend on zj .

The covariance matrix Px, x, is calculated according to
Px,x, = B Py x. + (1= 5Pk, x, +Ps
with
P§<kxk =(I- Kka)PX;X;
and

Pk =Ky (Z BXHL N)kcj(ik J)T - i)k(,Comp(i)kf,COmp)T)Kz .

j=1
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Hereby, the predicted covariance matrix Px,x, is weighted with the factor
Bf_’z“, which is related to the case of none of the obtained measurement being
correct. P, . is the covariance matrix calculated under the assumption that the
innovation is performed with the correct measurement, i.e., without association er-
ror. It is weighted with the factor (1 — S5 "*°). Since it is not known which of the
my, measurements is the correct one, the state covariance is increased by means of
the matrix P, which incorporates the measurement association errors.

3.3 Joint Probabilistic Data Association (JPDA)

In the PDA, each track is considered separately. This justifies the assumption that
either all or all but one measurements falling into the gating region of a track are
due to clutter. In the presence of multiple closely spaced targets this assumption
may be invalid since true measurements of one target may fall into the gating re-
gion of another target causing permanent non-random interference. This issue is
accounted for in the extension of the PDA called Joint Probabilistic Data Asso-
ciation (JPDA) proposed by Bar Shalom et al. [FBSS83|. Instead of consider-
ing each track separately, JPDA considers association configurations, the so-called
Jjoint events. A joint event O (T) is defined as an conjunction of associations
9:'7' 7" between measurements z; and possible causes x;; that can be given by
either an existing track (t; # 0) or clutter (¢; = 0):

my
OLT) = (6", T=(tr,ctm), t;€{0,....,m},
j=1

with nj being number of currently tracked targets. T" are ordered sets of my, (pos-
sibly repeating) track numbers including 0, which represents the clutter source.

For reduction of complexity, tracks are partitioned into independent clusters and
joint events are built for each cluster separately. A cluster is defined as a set of
tracks which share no measurements with tracks that do not belong to the cluster.

For easier clutter handling, clutter measurements are considered to be identically
distributed over the whole cluster volume V' independently of the gating regions
of the tracks. This implies that each measurement should be able to be associated
with each track in the cluster and hence Pz = 1. However, this would also imply
usage of too far lying measurements for update of a track. In order to avoid this, a
binary validation matrix )y, is defined:

Qk:[wji]k, j=1-- mg; 1=0,1,--- ng
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with

s — 0 if z; ¢T™(y)
L i 7y €T (y),

and gating regions I'i(y) as defined in (3.2). The first column (: = 0) of
stands for association with no track, i.e., indicates that a measurement j stems
from clutter. As mentioned above, this can be applicable to each measurement in
cluster, hence Vj : wjo = 1.

Each joint event ©(T) can be represented through a binary matrix (0 (T'))
with

QOK(T)) = [0ji(Ok(T))], j=1,---,mp; i=0,1,--- ,my
and

1 if 677" C 0x(T)
0 else.

&34(O4(T)) = {

In JPDA, a joint event O (7T') is considered to be “feasible’’ under following con-
ditions:

e A measurement may have only one origin:
nk
Z"DJZ(@k(T)):L jZl,--- s M
i=0

e A track may evoke at most one measurement:

mg
S @iOn(T) <1, i=1,
j=1

A matrix € defining a feasible event O (7") can be built from the validation matrix
Q. by picking out elements in a way such that each row and each column contains
at most one “1”. The only exception is made for the first column which may
contain multiple non-zero entries since more than one measurement may be due to
clutter. The set of all feasible joint events in the following is denoted by = with

S PewT) = 1.

{Ok(T)€EER}
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For better readability, in the following three auxiliary entities ¥;(0x(T)),
7;(©k(T)) and $(O(T")) are defined for a joint event O (T'):

ﬂl(@k(T)) ::i@ji(@k(T)), i=1,---,nk

HOUT)) = S Gu(Ou(T)), =1, m
=1

my

$(Ok(T) ==Y (1 —75(O(1))

j=1

9;(0(T)) indicates whether in O (T') the ith track has been assigned a measure-
ment. 7;(0,(T)) indicates whether the jth measurement has been assigned to a
track. Finally, ¢(©(T)) specifies the number of the clutter based measurements
The weighting factors By~ (i = 1,--- ,n4; j = 0,---,my) can be calcu-

lated as follows:

BT = PO T Zi) = Y, P(OR(T)|Z14) @i (Ok(T))

O, (T)EEL

The a-posteriori probability of a joint event ©(7") conditioned on all received
measurements including the current measurement set can be calculated using the
Bayes’ rule:

P(Or(T)|Z21:) = P(Or(T)| 2k, My Z1.(k—1)) (3.7
= p(Zk|Ok(T), Mk, Z1.(k-1)) P(Ok(T)[mi, Z1:(x-1))

with ¢, being the normalization constant.

Similar to the calculations in the PDA, the likelihood of a measurement z, ; given
that it stems from a track x;; with ¢; # 0 or from clutter (t; = 0) is given by

Xt —>Zj N(Zk j;iztj,P;th ) for t]' 750,
7. 107 s 2 — ) X1
p(zk,] k 1:(k 1)) {‘1/ fort; =0.

Under the previously mentioned independence assumption of the clutter-based
measurements and the true measurements, this leads to the following expression
for the likelihood of the current measurement set Zj, conditioned on a joint event
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©(T') and number of measurements being my:

mg
Xt —>Zj
P(ZklOk(T), mi, Z1-1) = [ [ (25167 Zrie-1)
j=1
LT PN TCHC)
= paery L (Mo 2 P,
j=1

where ¢(O (7)) is the number of the clutter-based measurements in the joint event
©1(T) and 7;(©(T')) serves for picking out the likelihoods of the measurements,
that in O (7") have been declared as being non-clutter.

The a-priori probability P(O(T)|mg, Z1.(x—1)) of a joint event ©4(T") € =y
in (3.7), conditioned on the number of received measurements is equivalent to the
probability of assigning the tracks according to 9;(©(7")) and getting additionally
#(©x(T)) clutter-based measurements:

P(@k (T)|mka Zl(kfl))
= P(@k(T)v ﬁ(@k(T))lv s 7197Lk (ek(T))7 ¢(@k(T))|Zl(kfl))
= P(Ok(T) [9(Ok(T))1, .- ., n, (Ok(T)), #(Ok(T)))
- P(01(Ok(T)), - -, O, (Ok(T)), $(OK(T))|Z1:00-1)) -
An expression for the computation of the first factor follows from combinatorics
with an assumption that each of the joint events O (T") has equal a-priori probabil-
ity. It is given as a reciprocal of the number of all events that assign measurements

to the tracks as defined by ¢;(©(T)) fori = 1,. .., ny and have ¢(0O(T)) clutter
measurements:

POMT)01(Ok(T))s s Dy (O0(T)), H(OR(T))) = (M)
P(Or(T))!

The second factor is given by
P01(Ok(T)), -, U, (Ok(T)), 9(Ok(T))| 21 (1))

=TI (P @™ (1 = Py = O i (s(01(T))
=1

with PJ5' being the probability for the track x; to be detected and pp(¢(Or(T)))
being the probability mass function for the number of clutter-based measurements
that can be modeled as described in Section [3.2] (see page[I3).
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This leads to

. T xe, we, (O
P(O(T)|Z1k) = ¢<ek(T>>uF‘/((((ik(<TT))))) (N(Zw%zk’aPz;zk))

ckmk'
j=1

2
1I ((PBq‘)ﬁi(@k(T)) (1- Pgi)lfﬁi(@k(T))>
and hence to

7 (©r(T))
- ¢@ T e 3 Tt . J
P(OK(T)|Z1) = AXOHT) L mk.H( 7%, Pyly,)

im0 - ssnny

i=1

for the parametric model of clutter distribution and to

1 ¢(0x(T))! 17 xe; ey ) 7(OR(T)
POUT)|Z10) = - PO TT (Wi Po,))
, 1

. H ((PBl)ﬂ’(ek(T)) (1 _ PBi)l—ﬁi((—)k(T)))

=1

for the nonparametric model of clutter distribution.

4 Conclusion and Outlook

This report has presented basics of the state-of-the-art methods for tracking of mul-
tiple objects in cluttered environments. An overview and a detailed description of
the basic state-of-the-art approaches for data association and dynamic state estima-
tion has been given. However, all described data association approaches consider
existence of the tracked targets as given. Track initiation and maintenance has to
be done outside of scope of the tracking algorithms.

In practice, target existence is often subject to uncertainties due to great amount of
clutter and missing detections. An elegant way of modeling those uncertainties has
been proposed by Musicki et al. The Integrated Probabilistic Data Association
(IPDA) and Joint Integrated Probabilistic Data Association (JIPDA) algorithms
proposed in [MES94, IMEQ2]] are extensions of the PDA and JPDA algorithms
respectively. Additionally to the expressions for data association probabilities they
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provide expressions for computation of the track existence probabilities that are
directly accounted for (integrated) when computing the association probabilities.

Track existence is modeled as a Markov process with the constant state transition
probabilities between the states “track exists” and “track does not exist”. Observ-
ability aspect can be also accounted for by using three states (“track exists and is

LEINT3

observable”, “track exists but is not observable” and “track does not exist”).

Estimation of the track existence probability offers a solid basis for track initiations
and terminations and allows for better handling of clutter and missing detections.
However, in some applications such as vision-based object tracking, corrupted
measurements due to split, merged and incomplete detections bear an additional
source for problems. Here, the above-mentioned approaches have to be extended
in order to be able to cope with the introduced effects. Low-level information
which can be obtained by robust re-identification and tracking of dedicated feature
points in the image offers great potential for solving such problems. An approach
which utilizes such information and allows for handling of incomplete, split and
merged detections has been proposed in [GOBOQ9]. It is called Feature-Based Prob-
abilistic Data Association and Tracking Algorithm (FBPDA).
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