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Abstract— We consider the problem of evaluating dynamic
consistency in discrete time probabilistic filters that approxi-
mate stochastic system state densities with Gaussian mixtures.
Dynamic consistency means that the estimated probability
distributions correctly describe the actual uncertainties. As
such, the problem of consistency testing naturally arises in
applications with regards to estimator tuning and validation.
However, due to the general complexity of the density functions
involved, straightforward approaches for consistency testing of
mixture-based estimators have remained challenging to define
and implement. This paper derives a new exact result for
Gaussian mixture consistency testing within the framework
of normalized deviation squared (NDS) statistics. It is shown
that NDS test statistics for generic multivariate Gaussian
mixture models exactly follow mixtures of generalized chi-
square distributions, for which efficient computational tools are
available. The accuracy and utility of the resulting consistency
tests are numerically demonstrated on static and dynamic
mixture estimation examples.

I. INTRODUCTION

The problem of discrete-time state estimation with non-
Gaussian uncertainties arises in many settings. It can be
addressed via recursive Bayesian filtering algorithms, which
leverage prior models of system dynamics and measurement
processes to construct posterior probability density functions
(pdfs) of the states, conditioned on available observations.
Since posterior pdfs cannot in general be exactly obtained,
approximations are needed to trade off losses in represen-
tational fidelity of uncertainty for gains in computational
tractability. This includes linear estimators that attempt to
approximate the state mean and error covariance (e.g. ex-
tended and unscented Kalman filters), as well as those which
approximate the full state posterior pdf, such as the Gaussian
mixture filter and particle filter algorithms.

In addition to their different pros and cons from an
implementation standpoint, different approximations incur
different information losses relative to the exact posterior
distribution and associated state statistics. Moreover, each
approach relies on different tuning parameters to permit flex-
ibility across a range of different problem settings. Therefore
a major goal of estimator design is to optimally balance
the acceptability of information loss relative to expected
accuracy and precision measures, quantified by estimation
error bias, variance, mean square error, etc. To this end,
statistical methods for evaluating dynamic consistency serve
as powerful tools for estimator tuning and provide rigorous
necessary conditions for formal estimator validation.
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Dynamic consistency indicates that a filter correctly de-
scribes actual uncertainties with respect to estimation errors
and observed data. As such, estimators can be evaluated for
consistency using ground truth model simulations and/or real
observation data logs by comparing a filter’s model of its er-
ror uncertainties to the true underlying distribution/statistics.
However, the ability to make such formal statistical compar-
isons in practice depends heavily on the application and type
of estimator used. In particular, while statistical consistency
tests are well established for linear(ized) filters with Gaussian
priors, process noise, and measurement noise distributions
[1], these tests are invalid for mixture filters in settings
with highly non-Gaussian distributions. Other tests have been
developed to address this limitation [2], [3], but require
additional assumptions and approximations which limit their
applicability.

This work presents exact statistical consistency tests for
generic Gaussian mixture filters, and by extension Gaussian
mixture models, which do not impose any limiting assump-
tions or additional sampling requirements. Our approach
leverages normalized deviation squared (NDS) statistics de-
veloped in [4], which (to our best knowledge) have not yet
been examined for Gaussian mixture pdfs. Our main result
derives the exact pdf for NDS statistics of an arbitrary finite
Gaussian mixture model to be a mixture of generalized chi-
square pdfs. This permits formulation of relatively simple
statistical hypothesis tests for GM filter pdf consistency
checking, using truth model simulations and/or recorded sen-
sor data logs as described above. Although generalized chi-
square pdfs cannot be written down in analytical form, they
possess closed-form moment-generating functions and per-
mit use of computational tools for accurate evaluation of the
required quantiles in mixture-based hypothesis testing. We
derive the parameters required to obtain the corresponding
generalized chi-square mixtures, and use numerical Gaussian
mixture estimation examples to demonstrate implementation.
In the remainder of the paper: Sec. II describes background
and related work; Sec. III derives our main results; Sec. IV
describes the numerical example implementations; and Sec.
V concludes and discusses avenues for future work.

II. BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK

A. Brief Review of GM Filtering

The GM filter is briefly reviewed in generic probabilistic
form, so that the results developed later can be directly
applied to any finite GM-based estimator for linear or non-
linear dynamical systems.
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Let xk ∈ Rn be a random vector representing the unknown
discrete time system state at time k ≥ 0, with dynamics

xk+1 = fk(xk, uk, wk), (1)

for known input uk ∈ Rm, white process noise input
wk ∈ Rnw , and discrete time evolution function fk : Rn ×
Rm × Rnw 7→ Rn. Also, let yk+1 ∈ Rp be a random vector
representing observations at time k + 1, modeled as

yk+1 = hk+1(xk+1, vk+1), (2)

for white measurement noise process input vk+1 ∈ Rnv and
measurement function hk+1 : Rn × Rnv 7→ Rp. Assume
that the initial state prior, process, and measurement noise
distributions at each time step are given by GM pdfs,

p(x0) =

M0∑
d=1

θd · Nd(µ
d
0,Σ

d
0), (3)

p(wk) =

Mw∑
i=1

βi · Ni(q
i
k, Q

i
k), (4)

p(vk+1) =

Mv∑
j=1

γj · Nj(r
j
k+1, R

j
k+1), (5)

where N (a,B) denotes the multivariate Gaussian pdf with
mean vector a and covariance matrix B, and θd, βi, and
γj represent positive weights which sum to 1 over their
respective mixture indices. For linear(ized) models (1) and
(2), the conditional state transition pdf p(xk+1|xk) and
observation likelihood pdf p(yk+1|xk+1) can also be shown
to be GM pdfs [5], [6], from which the equations for the
discrete time recursive Bayes filter may be developed and
simplified. Define Yk = {y1, · · · , yk} with Y0 ≡ ∅. The
Bayes filter time update for k = 0, 1, 2, .. obtains (via the
Chapman-Kolmogorov equation) a GM pdf of the form

p(xk+1|Yk) =

MwM0∑
l=1

ωl,k · Nl(µ
−,l
k+1,Σ

−,l
k+1). (6)

For the measurement update step, we also have a GM
representation for the posterior pdf, via Bayes’ rule and the
conditional independence of yk+1 and Yk given xk+1,

p(xk+1|Yk+1) =
p(xk+1|Yk)p(yk+1|xk+1)

p(yk+1|Yk)

=

MvMwM0∑
m=1

σm,k+1 · Nl(µ
+,m
k+1 ,Σ

+,m
k+1 ). (7)

See [5], [6] for complete derivations of these expressions.
The main advantage of (6) and (7) is that they can be found
from sets of simpler local Bayesian filters running in parallel,
obtaining a natural ‘divide and conquer’ approach to complex
filtering problems. When (1) or (2) is highly nonlinear, or
when p(x0), p(wk) or p(vk+1) are modeled by more complex
non-GM pdfs, GM approximations for (6) and (7) can still be
obtained by means other than direct function linearization,
e.g. using component-wise unscented transforms [7], particle
approximations [8], and other methods [9]. To combat the

growth of mixture terms in (6) and (7), various condensation
methods can be applied to balance computational tractability
and information loss [10]. On the other hand, mixture
splitting and hybrid sampling techniques can also be used
to dynamically add new terms where needed in the state
space to improve approximation accuracy [11]–[14]. The
GM filtering methodology also naturally extends to handling
discrete switching dynamics and measurement models, e.g.
modeled by jump Markov processes [1] and data association
uncertainties [15]. Because of their versatile approximation
capabilities, GM filters have attracted interest in a variety of
applications, such as orbit determination [16], [17], robust
navigation [18], [19], and robotics [6], [20].

The issue examined here is whether the pdfs obtained by
a GM filter reasonably reflect the true uncertainties with
respect to the state and observations. This issue is central
to the filter validation and tuning process, as it determines
whether reasonable parameters for dynamics and noise mod-
els, mixture condensation/splitting, etc. have been obtained.

B. Dynamical Consistency and Statistical Validation

An estimator’s dynamic consistency reflects how well the
estimator models the true distribution of uncertainty [4]. In
the case of Kalman filters for linear(ized)-Gaussian dynami-
cal systems, for instance, dynamic consistency requires that
the filter’s: (1) estimate of the state be unbiased; (2) estimated
state error covariance match the true state error covariance;
and (3) innovation errors form a zero mean white noise
sequence whose covariance matches the true innovation error
covariance [1]. These conditions can be evaluated via chi-
square hypothesis tests to examine normalized estimation
error squared (NEES) and normalized innovation squared
(NIS) statistics. Such statistics serve as ‘goodness of fit’
measures, and the resulting hypothesis tests are useful for
tuning filter parameters like process noise covariance [21].

An open issue for more complex estimation algorithms
such as GM filters is that there is no obvious or simple
way to validate whether non-Gaussian pdfs (e.g. which
may be highly multimodal or skewed) provide reasonable
approximations to state and measurement error uncertainties.
This is because GM pdfs generally requires higher order
moment descriptions beyond their means and covariances.
The NEES and NIS statistics for MMSE state estimates
derived from a GM-based filter – i.e. if only mixture mean
and mixture covariance are used to form estimates – do not
follow simple chi-square distributions as in the Gaussian
case, so classical NEES/NIS chi-square tests are invalid.

Dynamic consistency testing has been extended to general
Bayesian filters using variants of other classical goodness of
fit tests for arbitrary pdfs. For particle filter estimators, Djuric
and Mı́guez considered the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test [3],
while van der Heijden used discretization-based chi-square
tests [2]. These methods are applicable to quite general and
complicated pdfs in theory, though in practice they are also
non-trivial to reliably implement. In particular, they require
significant parameter tuning and don’t scale easily to high
dimensions or assessments with multivariate observations.



Moreover, they rely on extra sampling steps to compute
empirical test statistic distributions, introducing additional
sources of approximation error.

Prior work in statistics and machine learning has examined
goodness of fit tests amenable to GM pdfs. Refs. [22], [23]
developed techniques based on kernel density estimation,
while [24] developed a randomized linear projection method
for multivariate GMs. However, these methods are all tailored
to static pdf analysis, and thus are either not applicable or
too computationally expensive for dynamic state estimation
problems. In the signal processing literature, Shah and Li
considered Laurent-series based moment-generating function
approximations for the pdf of quadratic forms of GM-
distributed complex random vectors [25]. Their method is
not suitable for dynamic consistency testing across multiple
time steps, as it is only applicable only to a single quadratic
function evaluation (i.e. at one time step) and does not yield
a closed-form cdf for obtaining test thresholds.

C. Normalized Deviation Squared (NDS) Statistics

Ivanov, et al. [4] developed several measures of dynamic
consistency that make only mild assumptions about the type
of information available to an estimator, and are thus theoret-
ically applicable to a broad class of problems involving non-
Gaussian pdfs and probabilistic approximation algorithms,
including grid and particle methods. In particular, their
proposed normalized deviation squared (NDS) consistency
measure was found to be effective and straightforward to
implement via formal hypothesis testing, as described below.

The NDS consistency criterion states that an n−variate
random variable x̂ with mean µ̄ ∈ Rn and covariance matrix
Σ̄ ∈ Rn×n is a consistent estimate of the random variable
x ∈ Rn if

∀ϵ > 0 : P
{
(x− µ̄)T Σ̄−1(x− µ̄) ≤ ϵ

}
≥ P

{
(x̂− µ̄)T Σ̄−1(x̂− µ̄) ≤ ϵ

}
. (8)

Intuitively, this condition ‘implies that the concentration
ellipse of any probability mass of x̂ contains a larger or
equal probability mass of x’ [4]. Ivanov, et al. develop the
following hypothesis test for consistency with respect to
an independent set of estimates X̂M = {x̂1, ..., x̂M} and
random vectors of interest X = {x1, ..., xM}, for M ≥ 1.
Let H0 be the null hypothesis corresponding to the case
where X̂M are all NDS consistent, and define the test
statistics for c = 1, ...,M

Q(X) =

M∑
c=1

qc(xc), Q̂(X̂) =

M∑
c=1

q̂c(x̂c), (9)

qc(xc) = (xc − µ̄c)
T Σ̄−1

c (xc − µ̄c), (10)

q̂c(x̂c) = (x̂c − µ̄c)
T Σ̄−1

c (x̂c − µ̄c). (11)

Then, if H0 is true, it can be shown from the definition of
the NDS criterion that [26]

∀ϵc > 0, P {qc(xc) ≤ ϵc} ≥ P {q̂c(x̂c) ≤ ϵc} (12)

⇒∀ϵ > 0, P {Q(X) ≤ ϵ} ≥ P
{
Q̂(X̂) ≤ ϵ

}
. (13)

For a desired significance level α = P (reject H0|H0 true),
the critical region ρ = [τ,+∞) for the observed statistic
Q(X) can be found from the cumulative distribution function
(cdf) of Q̂(X̂), where

P (Q(X) ∈ ρ) ≤ P (Q̂(X̂) ∈ ρ) ≤ α. (14)

Hence, the null hypothesis H0 for NDS consistency of X̂ can
be rejected at significance level α if the observed Q(x) ∈ ρ.
Note that Ivanov, et al. suggest using M > 1 to maximize the
test’ s statistical power, i.e. P (reject H0|H0 false). Although
ensuring complete independence of the estimates in X̂ is
not always possible if they are taken from the same dynamic
process sequence, accurate and reliable results are obtainable
as long as x̂1, ..., x̂M are spaced far enough apart in time,
e.g. as to achieve very low correlation. Moreover, X̂ and
X may be respectively replaced with predicted and actual
observation sequences Ŷ and Y to derive a separate NDS
hypothesis test with respect to recorded sensor data logs.

For GM filter evaluation, the NDS consistency test lever-
ages the mixture mean vector and covariance matrix at
selected time steps c = 1, ...,M , which are easily com-
puted for GM pdfs p(x̂c). Also, the test advantageously
remains valid even if mixture splitting/compression methods
are applied to p(x̂c) at any instance c. However, the cdf
P (Q̂(X̂)) is generally non-trivial to obtain if each p(x̂c) is
an arbitrary n-dimensional GM pdf. Ivanov, et al. do not
provide exact results for P (Q̂(X̂)) in any particular case,
other than pointing out that the NDS hypothesis test reduces
to the classical chi-square NEES test in the special case that
p(x̂c) is Gaussian. The most direct way to address this issue
is to sample the GM pdfs p(x̂c) generated by the filter and
estimate the empirical cdf P̂ (Q̂(X̂)) via (9) and (11). The
empirical cdf can then be used to approximate the critical
region ρ for the desired α. Although conceptually simple
and straightforward, such a sampling process can become
expensive for large n and M , and is unreliable if the sample
size is too small. For example, even if n = 1, the presence of
many low-weight but non-negligible tail masses in the GMs
may require hundreds of thousands or millions of samples to
estimate ρ with reasonable accuracy. To address this issue,
we next derive exact expressions for the pdfs p(q̂c(x̂c)) and
p(Q̂(X̂)), which in turn allow us to obtain and interrogate
their exact cdfs P (q̂c(x̂c)) and P (Q̂(X̂)) for more accurate
and stable specification of ρ.

III. DISTRIBUTIONS OF NDS STATISTICS FOR GMS

A. Gaussian NDS Statistics

Before deriving the main results, it will be useful to
first examine the exact pdf of the NDS statistic for an
arbitrary Gaussian random vector. Ignoring time indices for
convenience, suppose x ∈ Rn has pdf p(x) = N (µ,Σ) with
mean µ ∈ Rn and positive definite symmetric covariance



Σ ∈ Rn×n. Then the NDS statistic q(x) ∈ R is

q(x) = (x− µ)TΣ−1(x− µ) (15)

= xTΣ−1x− µTΣ−1x− xTΣ−1µ+ µTΣ−1µ

= xTΣ−1x− 2µTΣ−1x+ µTΣ−1µ

→ q(x) = xTAx+ qT1 x+ q0, (16)

where A = Σ−1, q1 = −2Aµ, and q0 = µTAµ. From refs.
[27] (p. 28) and [28], it follows that q(x) can be expressed
as a sum of non-central chi-square (χ2) random variables
and a Gaussian scalar random variable. We apply a slightly
modified version of the derivation from [28] to show this.
Let S be the matrix square root of Σ, such that Σ = SST ,
and define z = S−1(x− µ), so that

q̃(z) = zT Ãz + q̃T1 z + q̃0, (17)

with Ã = STAS, q̃1 = 2STAµ + ST q1, and q̃0 = q(µ) =
µTAµ+ qT1 µ+ q0.

Next, take the eigen-decomposition Ã = PDPT , where
PPT = PTP = I and D = diag[D1, ..., Dn] is the diagonal
matrix of eigenvalues of Ã. Let s = PT z, whence it can be
easily shown that p(s) = N (0, I) and we obtain

q̂(s) = sTDs+ bT s+ q̃0, (18)

where b = PT q̃1 = 2PTSTAµ+ PTST q1. (19)

Since A = Σ−1 has no zero eigenvalues, Ã also has no zero
eigenvalues, so that q̂(s) can be expressed in scalar form as

q̂(s) =

n∑
i=1

(
Dis

2
i + bisi

)
+ q̃0,

=

n∑
i=1

Di

(
si +

bi
2Di

)2

−
n∑

i=1

Di

(
bi
2Di

)2

+ q̃0, (20)

where i indexes over the eigenvalues in D and corresponding
elements in vectors s and b. Since the first term in (20) is a
sum of squares of independent Gaussian variables with unity
variance and non-zero means, (20) is equivalent to

q̂(s) =

n∑
i=1

Diri + t, (21)

where ri ∈ R is a non-central χ2 random variable with 1
degree of freedom and non-centrality parameter (bi/2Di)

2,
denoted ri ∼ χ2,n.c.

(bi/2Di)2
. Also, t = q(µ)−wTλ, where w is

the vector of the unique eigenvalue entries in D, and λ is a
vector of non-centrality parameters with the same length as
w, with corresponding elements j determined as

λj =
1

4w2
j

∑
i:Di=wj

b2i , (22)

where the sum is over elements with the same eigenvalue
(algebraic multiplicity greater than 1). Define k as the degree
of freedom vector, also of the same length as w and λ,
where each element of k gives the algebraic multiplicity of
the unique eigenvalue entries in D. From all this, it finally

follows that q̂(s) has a generalized chi-square distribution,
denoted by the four parameter notation

q̂(s) ∼ χ̃2
w,k,λ,t = p(q(x)). (23)

Note in the special case where µ = 0 and Σ = I , this
result reduces to a ‘simple’ χ2 distribution with n degrees
of freedom, which corresponds to the pdf for NEES and
NIS statistics in Kalman filter consistency tests. Further-
more, with only minor changes, eq. (23) is the pdf for a
general quadratic form of Gaussian random variable given by
q′(x) = xTAx+q′T1 x+q′0, where A is any symmetric matrix,
and q′1 and q′0 are arbitrary; in this case, the zero and non-
zero eigenvalues of Ã in the derivation above will contribute
and t changes to a scalar Gaussian random variable t′ with
mean t and non-zero standard deviation (see [28] for details).

B. Single Gaussian Mixture NDS Statistics

Now suppose x has a GM pdf p(x) with mixture mean µ̄
and positive definite mixture covariance matrix Σ̄,

p(x) =

G∑
g=1

ηg · N (µg,Σg), (24)

µ̄ =

G∑
g=1

ηgµg, , Σ̄ =

G∑
g=1

ηg(Σg + µgµ
T
g )− µ̄µ̄T (25)

We want the pdf for the NDS statistic

q(x) = (x− µ̄)T Σ̄−1(x− µ̄). (26)

To obtain p(q(x)) in this case, start with the joint distribution
p(x, l), where l ∈ {1, 2, ..., G} is a discrete random variable
which indexes a particular mixture component. The marginal
p(x) =

∑
g=1 p(x, l = g) =

∑
g p(x|l = g)P (l = g) is

obtained as a GM with p(x|l = g) = N (µg,Σg) and P (l =
g) = ηg . Then define the l-indexed NDS statistic

q(x, l = g) = (xg − µ̄)T Σ̄−1(xg − µ̄), (27)

where xg ∼ p(x|l = g) = N (µg,Σg). Letting A = Σ̄−1,
q1 = −2Aµ̄, and q0 = µ̄TAµ̄, an expression similar to eq.
(16) is obtained,

q(x, l = g) = xT
g Axg + qT1 xg + q0. (28)

Now from the chain rule of probability, we have

p(q(x, l = g), g) = p(q(x, l = g)|l = g)P (l = g). (29)

The previous logic for the single Gaussian case is now care-
fully adapted as follows to determine p(q(x, l = g)|l = g) for
each g = 1, ..., G. First, take Sg to be the square root matrix
of Σg such that Σg = SgS

T
g , and define zg = S−1

g (x− µg),
so that

q̃(z, l = g) = zTg Ãzg + q̃T1,gzg + q̃0,g, (30)

where Ãg = ST
g ASg , q̃1,g = 2ST

g Aµg + ST
g q1, and q̃0,g =

µT
g Aµg + qT1 µg + q0. Then, proceeding with the eigen-

decomposition of Ãg = PgDgP
T
g and defining sg = PT

g zg ,
analogous expressions for eqs. (19)-(21) are obtained with



respect to summation over the ng eigenvalues of Ãg . In
particular, we obtain

q̂(s, l = g) = sTg Dsg + bTg sg + q̃0,g, (31)

where bg = PT q̃1,g = 2PT
g ST

g Aµg + PT
g ST

g q1. (32)

→ q̂(s, l = g) =

ng∑
i=1

Di,gri,g + tg, (33)

where ri,g ∼ χ2,n.c.
(bi,g/2Di,g)2

and tg = q(µg)−wT
g λg with wg

and λg defined similarly as before, except now in reference
to the unique eigenvalue entries Di,g of the diagonal matrix
Dg . Letting kg be the vector of algebraic multiplicities for
the entries of Dg , it thus follows that p(q(x, l = g)|l = g) is
a generalized chi-square pdf with parameters (wg, kg, λg, tg),

q̂(s, l = g) ∼ χ̃2
wg,kg,λg,tg = p(q(x, l = g)|l = g). (34)

Note that a subtle but crucial difference from the earlier NDS
pdf derivation in the single Gaussian case is that the mixture
statistics µ̄ and Σ̄ are used to define the l-indexed NDS
statistic, not the individual component statistics µg and Σg

(although the latter still appear in certain places). Plugging
this result and P (l = g) = ηg into (29),

p(q(x, l = g), l = g) = ηg · χ̃2
wg,kg,λg,tg . (35)

Finally, marginalizing the component index l gives a mixture
of generalized chi-square pdfs,

p(q(x)) =

G∑
g=1

p(q(x, l = g)|l = g)P (l = g) (36)

=

G∑
g=1

ηg · χ̃2
wg,kg,λg,tg . (37)

C. Sums of Independent GM NDS Statistics

Let x1, ..., xM be M independent random vectors with
GM pdfs p(x1), ..., p(xM ), which for c ∈ {1, ...,M} are

p(xc) =

Gc∑
gc=1

wgcN (µgc ,Σgc), (38)

with corresponding mixture means and covariances µ̄c and
Σ̄c, respectively, defined as in (25). Defining qc(xc) via (26)
with x = xc, µ̄ = µ̄c and Σ̄ = Σ̄c, we want to find the pdf
for the sum of NDS statistics

Q(x1:M ) =

M∑
c=1

qc(xc). (39)

Recognizing from independence that p(x1, ..., xM ) =∏M
c=1 p(xc), the joint pdf over x1, ..., xM is a product of all

M GMs, which can be expressed as a ‘mixture of mixtures’,

p(x1, ..., xM ) =

G1∑
g1=1

· · ·
GM∑

gM=1

M∏
c=1

wgcN (xc;µgc ,Σgc).

Following similar logic as for the single GM case, this
mixture can be induced via marginalization over a single
discrete ‘super index’ variable l∗, whose each realization

selects exactly one mixture component index from each GM
p(xc). If l∗ is an M -dimensional vector where l∗(c) = lc ∈
{1, ..., Gc}, then l∗ has G# =

∏M
c=1 Gc possible realizations

and the joint distribution p(x1, ..., xM , l∗) is

p(x1,..., xM , l∗ = [l1, ..., lM ]) = wl∗ · N (x⃗; µ⃗l∗ ,Σl∗),

where wl∗ =

M∏
c=1

wlc = P (l∗ = [l1, ..., lM ]) (40)

µ⃗l∗ =
[
µl1 , · · · , µlM

]T
, (41)

Σl∗ = blkdiag[Σl1 , · · · ,ΣlM ]. (42)

Thus, finding p(Q(x1:M )) = p(Q(x⃗)) is the same as finding
p(q(x)) for the single GM case above, where x = x⃗ is an
nM -dimensional vector whose GM pdf has G# components.
As such, p(Q(x⃗)) is exactly a mixture of generalized chi-
square pdfs with G# components. Note that the constants
for the corresponding quadratic form expansion in (28) are

A = A = blkdiag[A1, ..., AM ], Ac = Σ̄−1
c (43)

q1 = q⃗1 = −2Aµ̄, q0 = µ̄TAµ̄ (44)

µ̄T =
[
µ̄T
1 , · · · , µ̄T

M

]
. (45)

D. Computational Implementation and Considerations

Generalized chi-square pdfs and cdfs do not possess
simple closed-form expressions, although they do possess
closed-form moment-generating functions. Fortunately, com-
putational tools are available to evaluate the generalized chi-
square pdfs and cdfs, as well as sample from them. Our
implementations use the Generalized Chi-square Toolbox
for Matlab [28] to evaluate the cdf of (37) as a weighted
sum of the component term cdfs, which are found via the
gx2cdf command1. To evaluate critical region ρ = [τ,+∞)
for a given confidence level α per (14), we use Mat-
lab’s fminsearch command to determine τ minimizing
|
∫ τ

0
p(q(x))dq(x)− α| to within a specified tolerance.

For practical GM filtering problems, the potentially ex-
plosive growth of G = G# in (37) is another another major
issue to contend with when evaluating sums of NDS statistics
for M > 1. Even if the number of posterior Gaussian
terms G1, ..., GM remains bounded through repeated mixture
condensation to relatively small values, the number of cdf
terms to evaluate can still become quite large, e.g. for G1 =
G2 = ...GM = 5, with M = 10 independent steps one
obtains G# = 9, 765, 625. To deal with this, we have found
weight-based retention of only the top G∗ << G# terms
in (37) effective at maintaining tractability. Future work will
consider a wider possible range of techniques.

IV. SIMULATION RESULTS

A. Static GM validation

Fig. 1(a) shows a scalar GM pdf p(x) and a moment-
matched Gaussian pdf (black), which might be naively used
to generate a simpler approximate CDF for the NDS statistic

1we found using the gx2cdf ruben command with 200 evaluation
points improves accuracy for α ≤ 0.1 when elements of the non-centrality
parameter λ are relatively large



(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 1: (a) multi-modal GM pdf p(x) with moment-matched Gaussian; (b) q(x) histogram for 500 samples; (c) empirical
vs. theoretical q(x) CDFs, showing strong agreement between empirical and generalized chi-squared mixture, and strong
disagreement with 1 DOF simple chi-square (q(x) pdf for moment-matched Gaussian).

Fig. 2: Empirical CDF from 1000 samples of Q(x) for M =
3 multivariate GMs in n = 2 dimensions.
q(x) to perform consistency testing in place of its true
CDF. 500 Monte Carlo samples are used to evaluate q(x),
whose histogram in Fig. 1(b) displays strongly skewed and
multimodal features. In Fig. 1(c), there is nearly perfect
agreement between the empirical CDF for q(x) and the
theoretically predicted generalized chi-square mixture pdf
(37), but strong divergence from the 1 degree of freedom
chi-square CDF obtained by evaluating q(x) via the naive
moment-matched Gaussian approximation.

Fig. 2 also shows good agreement between the empirical
and theoretical CDFs for a sum of NDS statistics Q(x1:M )
for M = 3 multivariate GM pdfs. In this example, there
are G1 = G2 = G3 = 3 terms for each independent GM
p(x1), p(x2), and p(x3) in n = 2 dimensions (generated with
random means, weights, and covariance matrices). In this
case, the critical region threshold for α = 0.05 is calculated
by applying fminsearch to the cdf of the G# = 27 term
mixture pdf (37) with a tolerance of 1E−06, resulting in
τ = 12.7809. Approximately 5% of the 1000 samples from
the GMs p(x1:3) produce Q(x1:3) > τ , validating the result.

B. Dynamic GM filter validation

We demonstrate GM filter dynamic consistency testing
for a 1D localization problem with non-Gaussian noise.

The platform position xk at discrete time k = 0, 1, 2, ... is
modeled with a GM prior p(x0) and follows a simple random
walk process with i.i.d. process noise wk, which also follows
a GM pdf p(wk). The measurements are given by a GPS-
like transponder with i.i.d. measurement error vk, which is
affected by multi-modal multi-path signal reflections in an
urban canyon modeled by GM p(vk+1). The linear random
walk dynamics and measurement models are

xk+1 = xk + wk, yk+1 = xk+1 + vk+1, (46)

where (following (3)-(5)) the GM pdfs with for p(x0)
(M0 = 5), p(wk) (Mw = 5), and p(vk+1) (Mv = 5)
are shown in Fig. 3(a)-(c). Sample ground truth platform
position and measurement data generated from this model are
shown in Fig. 3(d). Fig. 3(e)-(h) show the resulting posterior
GM pdfs produced by the filter using this data log with
Gk = 10 components per time step, following reduction
from Gk−1 = MwMv components via mixture condensation
[10] with G0 = M0. The GM filter updates the mixture
weights σm,k in the posterior (7) in response to received yk,
and generally manages to track the true platform location.
However, yk often randomly ‘spikes’ due to p(vk+1)’s multi-
modality, making this a tricky problem even when the filter
uses the true process parameters (e.g. note how the true xk

lies in smaller modes in Fig. 3(e) and (g)).
We consider NDS testing with respect to xk for the

nominal filter model and for a mismatched model. The
MMSE state estimation error plots and corresponding 2σ
bounds for each model case (obtained from the GM pdf
mixture mean µ̄k and covariance Σ̄k at each time step) are
respectively shown in Figure 4 (a) and (b).

In the nominal case, we assessed Q(x1:M ) for M = 15
sufficiently separated time steps, k =5:15:75, where analysis
of the state estimation error time series showed autocorre-
lations < 0.02 for ∆k ≥ 5 time steps apart. With these
values, we obtained a critical region threshold for α = 0.01
at τ = 28.8442, while the observed NDS statistic was
Q(x1:M ) = 18.5622. Hence, H0 is not rejected for p(xk),
and the GM filter’s pdfs p(xk|Yk) appear NDS consistent.
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Fig. 3: GM priors and typical data for 1D localization example: (a) prior p(x0); (b) process noise pdf p(wk); (c) measurement
noise pdf p(vk); (d) ground truth sample trajectory and measurements. (e)-(f) GM filter-estimated posterior pdf (magenta
lines) at selected times (k = 25, 30, 40, 100), showing true platform state (black cross) and yk data (red x).

(a) (b)

Fig. 4: GM filter MMSE estimation error (blue) and 2σ
(black dash) for (a) nominal and (b) mismatched cases.

In the mismatched model case, the filter dynamics incor-
rectly models the random walk motion as xk+1 = 0.5xk +
wk. Analysis of the state error shows that ∆k ≥ 30 yields
autocorrelations < 0.02, so in this case we assessed Q(x1:M )
for M = 4 separated time steps at k = 5, 35, 65, 95. For
α = 0.01, τ= 12.2645; with the observed Q(x) = 15.5434,
H0 can be rejected and we can declare p(xk|Yk) to not be
NDS consistent at the 1% significance level. This confirms
the results observed in Fig. 4 (b), where errors remain close
to the bounds at the start but then gradually wander outside
the opposite bounds toward the end.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

This work derived the exact distributions for normalized
deviation squared (NDS) statistics for arbitrary multivariate
Gaussian mixture (GM) pdfs in the form of mixtures of
generalized chi-square pdfs. When used in conjunction with

readily available computational tools, the results reliably
and accurately determine the critical regions for NDS-based
dynamic consistency hypothesis tests for GM filters. This
provides a useful tool for formal statistical filter validation
and tuning in many different state estimation applications
involving non-Gaussian uncertainties. Numerical examples
validated the results on static GMs, and demonstrated utility
in dynamic state estimation error consistency checking for a
GM filter. Though not shown here, the results also extend to
validation of GM filter measurement model pdfs p(yk|Yk−1)
(which are also produced as GMs).

Next steps for future work include formal comparison of
the NDS test to other statistical tests developed for non-
Gaussian filtering [2], [3], as well as examination of other
computationally efficient and accurate strategies for coping
with mixture size explosion for testing large multi-time step
sample sizes. Since the ellipsoidal probability concentration
measure underlying NDS is not always well-suited to GMs
with widely separated modes, suitable modifications and
extensions of the NDS test, e.g. to examine consistency of
different local GM ‘submixtures’, are also of interest.
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