arXiv:2307.14741v1 [math.OC] 27 Jul 2023

Optimality of Split Covariance Intersection Fusion

Colin Cros, Pierre-Olivier Amblard, Christophe Prieur, Jean-François Da Rocha^{∗†}

July 28, 2023

Abstract

Linear fusion is a cornerstone of estimation theory. Optimal linear fusion was derived by Bar-Shalom and Campo in the 1980s. It requires knowledge of the cross-covariances between the errors of the estimators. In distributed or cooperative systems, these cross-covariances are difficult to compute. To avoid an underestimation of the errors when these cross-covariances are unknown, conservative fusions must be performed. A conservative fusion provides a fused estimator with a covariance bound which is guaranteed to be larger than the true (but not computable) covariance of the error. Previous research by Reinhardt et al. proved that, if no additional assumption is made about the errors of the estimators, the minimal bound for fusing two estimators is given by a fusion called Covariance Intersection (CI). In practice, the errors of the estimators often have an uncorrelated component, because the dynamic or measurement noise is assumed to be independent. In this context, CI is no longer the optimal method and an adaptation called Split Covariance Intersection (SCI) has been designed to take advantage from these uncorrelated components. The contribution of this paper is to prove that SCI is the optimal fusion rule for two estimators under the assumption that they have an uncorrelated component. It is proved that SCI provides the optimal covariance bound with respect to any increasing cost function. To prove the result, a minimal volume that should contain all conservative bounds is derived, and the SCI bounds are proved to be the only bounds that tightly circumscribe this minimal volume.

Keywords— Linear Estimation, Conservative Fusion, Split Covariance Intersection

∗C. Cros, P.-O. Amblard and C. Prieur are with the CNRS, Univ. Grenoble Alpes, GIPSAlab, F-38000 Grenoble, Auvergne-Rhône-Alpes, France. colin.cros@gipsa-lab.fr,

christophe.prieur@gipsa-lab.fr, pierre-olivier.amblard@cnrs.fr.

†C. Cros and J.-F. Da Rocha are with Telespazio FRANCE, F-31100 Toulouse, Occitanie, France. jeanfrancois.darocha@telespazio.com.

1 Introduction

Fusion is one of the fundamental elements in estimation theory. It is the process of combining different pieces of information into a more accurate one. The problem of optimal fusion have been studied for decades [6], and especially when the fused estimator is searched for as a linear combination of the estimators. The optimal linear fusion of two estimators was first proposed by Bar-Shalom and Campo [6]. They underlined the importance of the cross-covariance term. Since then, extensions for the fusion of any number of estimators have been derived, see e.g., [23]. To perform the optimal linear fusion, the full knowledge of the second order moments of the estimators are required. In particular, the knowledge of the covariances of each estimator is not enough, but the knowledge of the cross-covariances between each pair of estimators is also necessary. This requirement may be prohibitive for some applications such as networked estimation or cooperative estimation.

Several strategies have been proposed to perform the fusion when the cross-covariances are unknown and cannot be computed. The most simple is to assume the estimators uncorrelated, then to apply the optimal scheme proposed by Bar-Shalom and Campo. However, this naive strategy may result in an underestimation of the error of estimation, see e.g., [5], and should therefore be avoided. Furthermore, as [32] points out, considering any particular possible cross-covariance to apply the optimal scheme results similarly to an underestimation of the error. As a consequence, the whole set of admissible cross-covariances should be considered when designing the fusion. In this case, the covariance of the error of the resulting fused estimator cannot be computed as each cross-covariance would produce a different fused covariance. Instead, a conservative bound is searched for to ensure that the error of estimation is not underestimated. This bound should be greater than the covariance of the fused estimator for all admissible cross-covariances. The optimal linear fusion problem then consists in finding a fused estimator having the smallest conservative bound. This problem can be formulated as a general optimization problem [10]. To fuse two estimators without any additional information on their cross-covariance, Covariance Intersection (CI) [14] is proved to give the optimal bound [28]. CI provides a bound whose associated precision matrix is a convex combination of the precision matrices of both estimators. This fusion is very conservative as it does not consider any assumption on the nature of the (unknown) correlation. Hence, it encompasses the extreme case of totally correlated estimators. The set of admissible cross-covariances is the largest set possible: it contains all cross-covariances generating a positive semi-definite centralized covariance. If this set can be reduced under additional assumptions, better bounds have been derived. For example, if the estimators to be fused are known to share a common estimate, Ellipsoidal Intersection [30] have been proposed, but it is not conservative. An alternative fusion scheme called Inverse Covariance Intersection is proved to provide, in this case, a conservative bound better than CI [26]. Another classical example is when the estimators are known to have an uncorrelated component (generally independent). In this case, an extension of CI called Split Covariance Intersection (SCI) [15] also provides a better result. SCI has been applied to a great variety of problems, e.g., SLAM [16], cooperative localization [21], or cooperative perception [24]. There are three main reasons for the success of SCI. Firstly, it is particularly adapted for cooperative and distributed systems as the dynamical noise and the measurement noise are often assumed independent from the errors of estimation. Second, it provides a conservative bound without knowing the cross-covariance but unlike CI, it takes benefit from the independent part and therefore generates a less conservative bound. Third, it is the natural extension of CI which is known to provide the minimal bound of a fusion and achieves empirically good performances. However, to the best of our knowledge, the optimality of the SCI fusion has not yet been demonstrated.

In this paper, we focus on the linear fusion of two estimators in the situation addressed by SCI. We assume that the estimators are the sum of two components: one correlated and the other uncorrelated. In this context, we prove that SCI is the optimal fusion scheme in the sense that it provides the minimal bound with respect to any increasing cost function. To prove this result, we introduce a minimal volume that all conservative bounds must contain. Then, we prove that the SCI bounds are the only bounds that tightly circumscribe this volume.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. First, Section 2 proposes an overview of the Optimal Linear Fusion Problem and of different fusion schemes. Then, the problem of optimal fusion under split covariances and our main result, the optimality of SCI, are introduced in Section 3. To solve this problem, Section 4 introduces and characterizes the minimal volume that must contain all conservative bounds. Section 5 studies the tightness around this minimal volume. Section 6 proves our main result. A discussion is proposed in Section 7. Finally, Section 8 gives some perspectives.

Notation. In the sequel, vectors are denoted in lowercase boldface letters e.g., x ∈ R^n , and matrices in uppercase boldface variables e.g., M ∈ R^{n×n} . Random variables are underlined e.g., x for a random vector. The notation E[·] denotes the expected value of a random variable and ‖·‖ the Euclidean norm of a vector. The trace, the inverse and the transpose of a matrix M and the identity matrix are denoted as tr M , M^{−1}, M^⊺ and I respectively. For two matrices A and B, the notations A ⪯ B and A ≺ B mean that the difference B − A is positive semi-definite and positive definite respectively. For a positive semi-definite matrix A, A^{1/2} denotes one of its square roots. A positive definite matrix P is represented in the figures by the ellipsoid E(P ) := { x | x^⊺P^{−1}x ≤ 1 } . 2 Background: Optimal Linear fusion

Consider a random state x ∈ R^n and two unbiased estimators x̂_A and x̂_B of x. The errors of estimation are denoted as x̃_A = x̂_A − x and x̃_B = x̂_B − x, and their covariances and cross-covariance are denoted as CA = E[x̃_Ax̃^⊺_A], CB = E[x̃_Bx̃^⊺_B ], and CAB = E[x̃_Ax̃^⊺_B ]. A linear fusion consists in creating a new unbiased estimator x̂_F (F for fused) as a linear combination of x̂_A and x̂_B . It depends on two gains KA and KB , and is defined as:

x̂_F (K) = KAx̂_A + KBx̂_B , (1)

where K = (KA, KB ) for compactness. When there is no ambiguity on the gains, we simply denote x̂_F . The unbiasedness of x̂_F (K) imposes that the gains satisfy: KA + KB = I. (C1) The error of the fused estimator is defined as x̃_F = x̂_F − x = KAx̃_A + KBx̃_B , and its covariance matrix is: CF (K) = KACAK^⊺_A + KACAB K^⊺_B + KB C^⊺_{AB} K^⊺_A + KB CB K^⊺_B . (2)

The covariance CF (K) represents the mean squared error (MSE) matrix of the fused estimator. The objective of the optimal fusion is to minimize the error of estimation, i.e., to minimize some cost function on CF (K), e.g., its trace or its determinant. If the covariances CA and CB and the cross-covariance CAB are known, the optimal fusion is well-known. It was solved by Bar-Shalom and Campo [6] and is defined as: C^∗_F = CA − (CA − CAB )R^{−1}(CA − CBA), (3a) K^∗_A = (CB − C^⊺_{AB} )R^{−1}, (3b) K^∗_B = (CA − CAB )R^{−1}, (3c) where R = CA + CB − CAB − C^⊺_{AB} . In this case, C^∗_F is the minimum in the Loewner ordering sense over the set of possible covariance matrices. This means that for any other gain K satisfying (C1), C^∗_F ⪯ CF (K). As a consequence, C^∗_F is the optimum for all increasing cost functions. As a particular case, if the estimators are uncorrelated, i.e., CAB = 0, then C^∗_F = (C^{−1}_A + C^{−1}_B )^{−1}. The precision matrix of the optimal fused estimator is in this case the sum of the precision matrices of the two estimators, which corresponds to the classical information form of the Kalman Filter, see e.g., [4].

If the covariances CA and CB are known but the cross-covariance CAB is unknown (and cannot be estimated), then the MSE matrix of the fused estimator should be seen as a function of (i) the gains and (ii) the cross-covariance: CF (K, CAB ). The set of cross-covariances to consider in the fusion is called the set of admissible crosscovariances and is denoted as A. Without any additional information, this set equals to: Ā := { CAB | [ CA CAB CAB^⊺ CB ] ⪰ 0 } . (4)

The set Ā is the most general and largest set possible, it simply imposes that CAB is indeed a cross-covariance matrix. With additional assumptions on the cross-covariances CAB , the set A is generally smaller Ā.

As each admissible CAB ∈ A induces a different MSE matrix CF , the true MSE matrix of the fused estimator cannot be computed (because the true CAB is unknown). Therefore, a conservative upper-bound is searched for to ensure that the error is not underestimated. A matrix BF is said to be a conservative upper-bound for the fusion induced by the gains K, if CF (K, CAB ) ⪯ BF for all admissible CAB ∈ A. The problem of optimal fusion consists in finding the fusion having the optimal bound with respect to some given increasing cost function J:

minimize K,BF J(BF ) subject to: KA + KB = I ∀CAB ∈ A, BF ⪰ CF (K, CAB ) (5)

C_A C_Bω = 0 ω = 1

(a) CI bounds.

C_A C_B P_A P_Bω = 0 ω = 1

(b) SCI bounds.

Figure 1: Illustration of CI bounds and SCI bounds for different values of ω. The bounds are represented by the grey dashed ellipses, the arrows indicate the direction ω increasing. The numerical values of the matrices are C_A = [2, −1; −1, 8], P_A = [1, −1; −1, 4], Q_A = [1, 0; 0, 4], C_B = [13, 2; 2, 3], P_B = [9, 2; 2, 1], Q_B = [4, 0; 0, 2]. Unless otherwise stated, these matrices are used for all the figures. The values of ω displayed are ω_i = i/10 for i ∈ {0, . . . , 10}.

This problem was proposed in a more general form in [10] to unify the formulations of different fusions. The number of variables of in (5) is O(n^2) where n is the dimension of the state. Several candidate solutions have been proposed to solve (5), or to reduce the number of variables, for different sets A and different cost functions J. The first and most famous conservative bound, proposed by Uhlmann and Julier [14, 31], is CI. This fusion rule is conservative for the whole set Ā. It is defined (in a information form) as:

BCI(ω)^{−1}x̂_{CI}(ω) = ωC^{−1}_A x̂_A + (1 − ω)C^{−1}_B x̂_B , (6a)

B^{−1}_{CI} (ω) = ωC^{−1}_A + (1 − ω)C^{−1}_B , (6b)

where ω is a parameter to choose in [0, 1]. The precision matrix of the CI bound is a convex combination of the precision matrices of the estimators. The name Covariance Intersection comes from the fact that the ellipsoids associated with CI bounds circumscribe the intersection of the ellipsoids of the two covariances CA and CB . The bounds generated by CI are illustrated in Figure 1a. As the parameter ω should be chosen to minimize the cost function J, CI still requires an optimization, but only on one variable (which can be performed efficiently). An important difference with the case where the cross-covariance CAB is known is that the optimal bound depends on the cost function J, for instance optimizing the trace or the determinant of the bound results generally in different optimal bounds. The CI fusion rule can be extended to any number of estimators by considering a convex combination of their precision matrices. The optimization of the weights becomes harder and several techniques have been developed to speed up the optimization, at a cost of suboptimality [9, 11, 25, 33]. The good performances of CI have first been described in [8]: CI was proved to provide the optimal bound for the fusion of two estimators if the cost function is the trace and the whole set Ā is considered. More recently, this optimality was extended to any increasing cost function J in [28]. Without any other assumption on the set of admissible cross-covariance matrices, any other bound is therefore either worst or non-conservative. As a consequence, CI have been applied to several estimation problems [5, 12, 16, 19].

Considering the whole set Ā assumes that the errors x̃_A and x̃_B may be totally correlated. It is usually a very pessimistic assumption. In practice, this assumption can often be weaken and specific fusion rules have been derived for specific situations. In [2], a conservative fusion was proposed if only one component of the cross-covariance is unknown. No proof of optimality of the bound was however given. An extension to several components was then presented in [3]. Another well-studied case is if the correlation between the errors x̃_A and x̃_B is known to be bounded. In [34], the authors considered a generalization of the Pearson’s correlation coefficient: the largest eigenvalue of the correlation matrix: C^{−1/2}_A CAB C^{−1/2}_B . They assumed that this correlation coefficient is bounded by some value ρ ∈ [0, 1]. They proved that, in this case, the set admissible of cross-covariances Ā is reduced to: Aρ := { CAB | [ ρCA CAB CAB^⊺ ρCB ] ⪰ 0 } . (7)

The authors proposed a family of bounds for this set, and proved that the optimal bound is in the family when considering the trace as a cost function. They also proposed an algorithm to find the optimal bound within the family. In Section 7, their family is proved to be in fact optimal for any increasing cost function as it is a particular case of SCI. A more general context is to assume that the estimators x̂_A and x̂_B are the sum of two components: one whose error may be correlated to an unknown degree (with the error of the other first component), and the second whose error is uncorrelated with everything else. In this situation, the covariances CA and CB are split into a correlated component, denoted as PA and PB , and an uncorrelated component, denoted as QA and QB : CA = PA + QA and CB = PB + QB . The unknown cross-covariance CAB corresponds in this case to PAB : the cross-covariance between the errors of the first components. Consequently, the set of admissible crosscovariances is reduced to:

A_{Split} := { CAB | [ PA CAB CAB^⊺ PB ] ⪰ 0 } . (8)

To exploit this particular situation, SCI was designed as an adaptation of CI [15]. Its fusion rule is conservative for the set A_{Split}, and is also parameterized by an ω ∈ [0, 1] as follows:

BSCI(ω)^{−1}x̂_{SCI}(ω) = ω(PA + ωQA)^{−1}x̂_A

+ ω̄(PB + ω̄QB )^{−1}x̂_B , (9a)

B^{−1}_{SCI}(ω) = ω(PA + ωQA)^{−1} + ω̄(PB + ω̄QB )^{−1}, (9b)

where ω̄ = 1 − ω. SCI takes benefit from the uncorrelated components to reduce the bounds and provide a better bound than CI. A comparison between CI and SCI is proposed in Figure 1, it can be observed that SCI bounds are smaller. The splitting assumption of the covariances appears in a variety of contexts for the filtering of distributed and cooperative systems. For example, the integration of the SCI fusion into linear filtering is introduced in [22] in the context of cooperative localization. In that scenario, the independent components of the covariances come e.g., from the dynamic noise of the agents which is assumed independent. SCI have also been applied to several other problems [7,21,24,27]. Despite SCI’s good performance, which makes it widely used in practice, and the fact that SCI is the natural extension of CI, SCI has not been proven to provide the optimal bound for the set A_{Split}. This is the goal of this paper.

3 Problem formulation and main result

3.1 Optimal linear fusion with split covariances

Consider again a random state x ∈ R^n and two unbiased estimators x̂_A and x̂_B of x. The errors of estimation are denoted as x̃_A = x̂_A − x and x̃_B = x̂_B − x, and their covariances and cross-covariance are denoted as CA = E[x̃_Ax̃^⊺_A], CB = E[x̃_Bx̃^⊺_B ], and CAB = E[x̃_Ax̃^⊺_B ]. The two estimators are assumed to be the sum of two components:

x̂_A = x̂_{A,1} + x̂_{A,2}, x̂_B = x̂_{B,1} + x̂_{B,2}. (10)

The errors of the first components x̃_{A,1} and x̃_{B,1} are assumed to be correlated to an unknown degree, while the errors of the second components are assumed to be uncorrelated with each other and with the errors of the first components:

E[x̃_{A,2}x̃^⊺_{B,2}] = 0, (11a)

E[x̃_{A,2}x̃^⊺_{A,1}] = E[x̃_{A,2}x̃^⊺_{B,1}] = 0, (11b)

E[x̃_{B,2}x̃^⊺_{A,1}] = E[x̃_{B,2}x̃^⊺_{B,1}] = 0. (11c)

The covariances of the errors of the first components are known and denoted as PA = E[x̃_{A,1}x̃^⊺_{A,1}] and PB = E[x̃_{B,1}x̃^⊺_{B,1}]. Their cross-covariance is unknown and denoted as PAB = E[x̃_{A,1}x̃^⊺_{B,1}]. The covariances of the errors of the second components are known and denoted as QA = E[x̃_{A,2}x̃^⊺_{A,2}] and QB = E[x̃_{B,2}x̃^⊺_{B,2}]. Thus, the covariances of the errors of estimation satisfy: CA = PA + QA, CB = PB + QB , (12a) CAB = PAB . (12b) The unknown cross-covariance PAB corresponds to the cross-covariance between x̃_{A,1} and x̃_{B,1}. It should therefore satisfy: [ PA PAB P^⊺_{AB} PB ] ⪰ 0. As CAB = PAB , the set of admissible cross-covariances is A_{Split} introduced in (8). The MSE of the fused estimator x̂_F (K) given in (2) becomes: CF (K, PAB ) = KA(PA + QA)K^⊺_A + KAPAB K^⊺_B + KB P^⊺_{AB} K^⊺_A + KB (PB + QB )K^⊺_B . (13)

In (13), CAB has been replaced by PAB to emphasize that it corresponds to the crosscovariance between x̃_{A,1} and x̃_{B,1}. In this context, a pair (K, BF ) is said to define a conservative fusion if BF ⪰ CF (K, PAB ) for all PAB ∈ A_{Split}. Figure 2 presents an example of conservative fusion. In that figure, the conservativeness of the bound has been illustrated by computing the MSE CF (K, PAB ) for particular values of PAB and by representing the set: V(K) = ⋃ PAB ∈ASplit E(CF (K, PAB )).

The condition “∀PAB ∈ A_{Split}, CF (K, PAB ) ⪯ BF ” is geometrically equivalent to “V(K) ⊆ E(BF )”. Intuitively, the bound BF presented on Figure 2 as a thick black line is not optimal as smaller ones exist. Throughout this paper, the covariance matrices are compared with respect to an increasing cost function J, increasing in the sense of the Loewner ordering i.e., P ⪯ Q =⇒ J(P ) ≤ J(Q) (and P ⪯ Q with P ≠ Q =⇒ J(P ) < J(Q)). The focus of this paper is to find the optimal linear conservative fusion of x̂_A and x̂_B for the set A_{Split}. This means solving the following problem.

Problem 1 (Optimal Fusion with Split Covariances).

minimize K,BF J(BF ) subject to: KA + KB = I ∀PAB ∈ A_{Split}, BF ⪰ CF (K, PAB ) where CF (K, PAB ) is given by (13).

B_F C_A C_B C_F (K, P_{AB} ) V(K) Figure 2: Illustration of a conservative fusion with gains K_A = K_B = I/2. The numerical values for the bound is B_F = [6, 0; 0, 6]. The 5 matrices P_{AB} used to generate the ellipsoids E(C_F (K, P_{AB} )) have been set to P^{1/2}_A x_ix^⊺_i P^{1/2}_B with x_i = [cos(πi/5), sin(πi/5)]^⊺.

3.2 Main result: Minimal bound

The main result is that the bounds which are solution of Problem 1 are obtained through SCI (9).

Theorem 2. Let (K, BF ) define a conservative fusion. (K, BF ) is a solution of Problem 1 if and only if there exists ω^∗ ∈ arg min_{ω∈[0,1]} J(BSCI(ω)) such that BF = BSCI(ω^∗).

In particular, SCI gives a particular solution to Problem 1.

Corollary 3. A solution of Problem 1 is:

K^∗_A = ω^∗BSCI(ω^∗)(PA + ω^∗QA)^{−1}, (14a) K^∗_B = ω̄^∗BSCI(ω^∗)(PB + ω̄^∗QB )^{−1}, (14b) B^∗_F = BSCI(ω^∗), (14c)

where ω^∗ ∈ arg min_{ω∈[0,1]} J(BSCI(ω)).

Our method for proving Theorem 2 is similar to the one used in [28] to prove the optimality of CI. First, we characterize in Section 4 a minimal volume that all conservative bounds must contain. Then in Section 5, this minimal volume is proved to be tightly circumscribed by SCI bounds. The proof of Theorem 2 is finally given in Section 6. To help the reading, in the sequel, the proofs of the lemmas have been placed in the appendix.

4 Minimal volume of conservative upper-bounds

This section introduces a minimal volume that all ellipsoids associated with conservative upper-bounds must contain.

Let K = (KA, KB ) be a pair of gains and let BF be a conservative upper-bound for the fused estimator x̂_F (K). By definition, for any admissible PAB ∈ A_{Split}, BF ⪰ CF (K, PAB ). Furthermore, for a given admissible PAB ∈ A_{Split}, there is a gain K^∗ that minimizes, in the Loewner ordering, the MSE of the fused estimator. It is given by the well-known Bar-Shalom-Campo Fusion formula [6], recalled in the following Lemma.

Lemma 4. Let PAB ∈ A_{Split}, for any pair of gains K^′ satisfying (C1), it holds CF (K^′, PAB ) ⪰ CF (K^∗, PAB ), with K^∗ = (K^∗_A, I − K^∗_A) defined as:

K^∗_A = (CB − P^⊺_{AB} )R^{−1}, (15) R = CA + CB − PAB − P^⊺_{AB} . (16) We denote C^∗_F (PAB ) = CF (K^∗, PAB ).

Lemma 4 implies that: ∀PAB ∈ A_{Split}, BF ⪰ CF (K, PAB ) ⪰ C^∗_F (PAB ). (17) For geometric interpretations, and as SCI bounds are defined using inverses, it is more convenient to work with precision matrices instead of covariance matrices. Let us introduce HF = B^{−1}_F and M^∗_F (PAB ) = C^∗_F (PAB )^{−1}. Eq. (17) gives: ∀PAB ∈ A_{Split}, HF ⪯ M^∗_F (PAB ). (18) Let us define the function: g : { R^n −→ R x −→ min PAB ∈ASplit x^⊺M^∗_F (PAB )x . (19)

The minimum is well-defined as A_{Split} is compact. By (18), for all x ∈ R^n , x^⊺HF x ≤ g(x). In geometric terms, this means that the ellipsoid E(BF ) contains the union of the ellipsoids E(C^∗_F (PAB )) for PAB ∈ A_{Split} . Let V^∗ denote this union:

V^∗ = ⋃ PAB ∈ASplit E(C^∗_F (PAB )) = {x | g(x) ≤ 1} . (20)

Figure 3 represents the set V^∗. In that figure, Lemma 4 was illustrated with a particular matrix P^0_{AB} ∈ A_{Split}: we note as claimed that E(C^∗_F (P^0_{AB} )) ⊆ E(CF (K, P^0_{AB} )).

C_A C_B C_F (K, P^0_{AB} )

C^∗_F (P^0_{AB} ) V^∗ Figure 3: Illustration of the set V^∗. To illustrate Lemma 4, the fusion gains were set to K_A = K_B = I/2 and the matrix P^0_{AB} to [2, 0; −4.5, −1].

We have proven the following result.

Lemma 5. If BF is an upper-bound for a fused estimator x̂_F , then:

V^∗ ⊆ E(BF ). (21)

The rest of this section gives an alternative characterization of the set V^∗ or equivalently, of function g.

For all ω ∈ [0, 1], introduce HSCI(ω) = BSCI(ω)^{−1} the precision matrix associated with the SCI bound, and consider H^′_{SCI}(ω) and H^{′′}_{SCI}(ω) its first and second derivatives with respect to ω. Recalling (9), they are computed as:

HSCI(ω) = ωA(ω) + ω̄B(ω̄), (22a) H^′_{SCI}(ω) = A(ω)PAA(ω) − B(ω)PB B(ω̄), (22b) H^{′′}_{SCI}(ω) = −A(ω)[QAA(ω)PA + PAA(ω)QA]A(ω) − B(ω̄)[QB B(ω̄)PB + PB B(ω̄)QB ]B(ω̄), (22c) with:

A(ω) = (PA + ωQA)^{−1}, B(ω) = (PB + ωQB )^{−1}. (23)

In particular, A(0) = P^{−1}_A , A(1) = C^{−1}_A , B(0) = P^{−1}_B , and B(1) = C^{−1}_B . The following lemmas are necessary to characterize function g.

Lemma 6. For all ω ∈ [0, 1], H^{′′}_{SCI}(ω) ≺ 0.

Lemma 7. Let Ω ∈ R^{n×n} be a matrix. If Ω^⊺Ω ⪯ I, then P^{1/2}_A ΩP^{1/2}_B ∈ A_{Split}.

P_A P_B C_B P^{−1}_B C_B

C_AP^{−1}_A C_A z C_A C_B C^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} )

B_{SCI}(ω_0) V^∗ Figure 4: Illustration of Theorem 8. The vector z displayed satisfies the third case, it has been normalized so that g(z) = 1. The matrices C^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} ) and B_{SCI}(ω_0) are associated with this vector: g(z) = z^⊺M^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} )z = z^⊺H_{SCI}(ω_0)z.

With these notations and these two lemmas, we are in a position to characterize function g.

Theorem 8. Let x ∈ R^n , x ≠ 0. The three following cases are mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive.

1. x^⊺H^′_{SCI}(0)x < 0. In this case, g(x) = x^⊺HSCI(0)x.

2. x^⊺H^′_{SCI}(1)x > 0. In this case, g(x) = x^⊺HSCI(1)x.

3. There exists a unique ω0 ∈ [0, 1] such that x^⊺H^′_{SCI}(ω0)x = 0. In this case, g(x) = x^⊺HSCI(ω0)x.

Proof. Let h : ω → x^⊺HSCI(ω)x. Lemma 6 implies that h^{′′}(ω) < 0, so h is strictly concave on [0, 1]. Therefore, the three cases are mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive.

Since SCI provides conservative bounds, by Lemma 5, for all x and for all ω ∈ [0, 1], g(x) ≥ x^⊺HSCI(ω)x. If there exist some P^∗_{AB} ∈ A_{Split} and some ω0 ∈ [0, 1] such that x^⊺M^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} )x = x^⊺HSCI(ω0)x, then g(x) ≤ x^⊺HSCI(ω0)x, so g(x) = x^⊺HSCI(ω0)x. Therefore, let us prove for each case that there exists a P^∗_{AB} ∈ A_{Split} such that x^⊺M^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} )x = x^⊺HSCI(ω0)x (with the appropriate ω0).

Before starting the exhaustion of cases, notice that the covariance C^∗_F (PAB ) can be expressed in the three following forms: C^∗_F (PAB ) = CA − (CA − PAB )R^{−1}(CA − P^⊺_{AB} ) (24a) = CB − (CB − P^⊺_{AB} )R^{−1}(CB − PAB ) (24b) = PAB + (CA − PAB )R^{−1}(CB − PAB ) (24c) where R is given by (16).

Case 1: Assume x^⊺H^′_{SCI}(0)x < 0, by definition of H^′_{SCI}(0): x^⊺P^{−1}_A x < x^⊺B(1)PB B(1)x. Then, consider the matrices: Ω = P^{−1/2} A xx^⊺B(1)P^{1/2}_B x^⊺B(1)PB B(1)x , P^∗_{AB} = P^{1/2}_A ΩP^{1/2}_B .

The matrix Ω^⊺Ω has rank one: its only non-null eigenvalue λ1 and the associated eigenvector z1 are:

λ1 = x^⊺P^{−1}_A x x^⊺B(1)PB B(1)x < 1, z1 = P^{1/2}_B B(1)x.

Indeed by definition of Ω, any vector y orthogonal to z1 satisfies Ω^⊺Ωy = 0. Thus, Ω^⊺Ω ⪯ I, and by Lemma 7 the matrix P^∗_{AB} ∈ A_{Split}. Let us finally prove that x^⊺M^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} )x = x^⊺HSCI(0)x. The Woodbury inverse formula applied on (24b) gives: M^∗_F (PAB ) = B(1) − (I − B(1)P^⊺_{AB} )R^{−1}_B (I − PAB B(1)), where RB = CA−PAB C^{−1}_B P^⊺_{AB} . By construction, P^∗_{AB} B(1)x = x, so x^⊺M^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} )x = x^⊺B(1)x which concludes the proof for Case 1.

Case 2: The second case is symmetrical.

Case 3: The equality x^⊺H^′_{SCI}(ω0)x = 0 develops into x^⊺A(ω0)PAA(ω0)x = x^⊺B(ω̄0)PB B(ω̄0)x. Let γ = x^⊺A(ω0)PAA(ω0)x and consider the matrices: Ω = 1 γ P^{1/2}_A A(ω0)xx^⊺B(ω̄0)P^{1/2}_B , P^∗_{AB} = P^{1/2}_A ΩP^{1/2}_B .

With the same argument as in Case 1, the matrix P^∗_{AB} ∈ A_{Split}. Let us finally prove that x^⊺HSCI(ω0)x = x^⊺M^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} )x. Consider the product HSCI(ω0)C^{∗∗}_F HSCI(ω0) where C^{∗∗}_F abbreviates C^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} ). As HSCI(ω0) = ω0A(ω0) + ω̄0B(ω̄0):

HSCI(ω0)C^{∗∗}_F HSCI(ω0) = ω^2_0 A(ω0)C^{∗∗}_F A(ω0) + ω0ω̄0A(ω0)C^{∗∗}_F B(ω̄0) + ω0ω̄0B(ω̄0)C^{∗∗}_F A(ω0) + ω̄^2_0 B(ω̄0)C^{∗∗}_F B(ω̄0).

Using the three expressions of C^∗_F (PAB ) in (24), after some calculations we obtain: ω^2_0 x^⊺A(ω0)C^{∗∗}_F A(ω0)x = ω0x^⊺A(ω0)x − ω0ω̄0γ − C, ω̄^2_0 x^⊺B(ω̄0)C^{∗∗}_F B(ω̄0)x = ω̄0x^⊺B(ω0)x − ω0ω̄0γ − C, ω0ω̄0x^⊺A(ω0)C^{∗∗}_F B(ω̄0)x = ω0ω̄0γ + C, with: C = x^⊺(I − ω̄0A(ω0)PA − ω0B(ω̄0)PB )R^{−1} (I − ω̄0PAA(ω0) − ω0PB B(ω̄0))x.

The calculation is not detailed, however the key ideas are to note that ω0A(ω0)CA = I − ω̄0A(ω0)PA and similarly ω̄0B(ω̄0)CB = I − ω0B(ω̄0)PB , and then to use the definition of P^∗_{AB} and γ. Thus,

x^⊺HSCI(ω0)C^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} )HSCI(ω0)x = x^⊺HSCI(ω0)x. (25)

Since SCI is conservative, C^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} ) ⪯ BSCI(ω0), so HSCI(ω0)C^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} )HSCI(ω0) ⪯ HSCI(ω0). This inequality combined with (25) gives:

HSCI(ω0)C^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} )HSCI(ω0)x = HSCI(ω0)x. (26)

Finally, by premultiplying (26) by M^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} )BSCI(ω0), HSCI(ω0)x = M^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} )x. Hence, x^⊺HSCI(ω0)x = x^⊺M^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} )x which concludes the proof.

The three cases of Theorem 8 are illustrated in Figure 4. The condition x^⊺H^′_{SCI}(0)x < 0 is equivalent to x^⊺P^{−1}_A x < x^⊺C^{−1}_B PB C^{−1}_B x. As E(PA) ⊂ E(CB P^{−1}_B CB ), Case 1 never occurs and V^∗ ⊂ E(HSCI(0)) = E(CB ). This strict inclusion is highlighted in the zoom. Similarly, the condition x^⊺H^′_{SCI}(1)x > 0 is equivalent to x^⊺P^{−1}_B x < x^⊺C^{−1}_A PAC^{−1}_A x. This time, the ellipsoids E(PB ) and E(CAP^{−1}_A CA) do intersect (the intersections are highlighted by the lines). Between the intersections, Theorem 8 claims that g(x) = x^⊺C^{−1}_A x as observed. Finally, a particular vector z realizing the third case is represented by a diamond. The ellipses associated to the matrices BSCI(ω0) and C^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} ) are also plotted to illustrate the equality: z^⊺HSCI(ω0)z = z^⊺M^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} )z.

Theorem 8 has a nice geometric interpretation. As SCI bounds are conservative, for all x and all ω ∈ [0, 1], g(x) ≥ x^⊺HSCI(ω)x, so g(x) ≥ maxω x^⊺HSCI(ω)x. According to Theorem 8, for all x, the bound g(x) is reached at some ω0. Consequently, g can be re-expressed as:

g(x) = max_{ω∈[0,1]} x^⊺HSCI(ω)x.

Geometrically, the set V^∗ can also be re-expressed as: V^∗ = {x | g(x) ≤ 1} = ⋂ ω∈[0,1] E(BSCI(ω)). (27)

Thus, the minimal set V^∗ is also characterized by the intersection of the ellipsoids induced by SCI bounds. As a consequence, V^∗ is not only a volume common to all ellipsoids associated with conservative bounds, but it is also the largest volume common to these ellipsoids.

The common volume V^∗ of the conservative bounds is now characterized by SCI bounds. The next section shows that SCI bounds generate also the smaller ellipsoids containing this volume.

5 Tightness of SCI bounds over V^∗

An ellipsoid E(P ) is said to tightly circumscribe V^∗, if for any other ellipsoid E(Q), V^∗ ⊆ E(Q) ⊆ E(P ) implies P = Q. In other words, there is no ellipsoid smaller than E(P ) that contains V^∗. In this section, we characterize the ellipsoids that tightly circumscribe the set V^∗. The main result is the following theorem. Its proof is inspired by the proof of Kahan for the intersection of ellipsoids [17]. It is a proof by exhaustion whose cases have been adapted to SCI.

Theorem 9. If E(B) tightly circumscribes V^∗, then there exists ω1 ∈ [0, 1] such that B = BSCI(ω1).

Proof. Let B be a bound whose ellipsoid tightly circumscribes V^∗ and denote H = B^{−1} its precision matrix. Let:

ϕ = min_{x≠0} g(x) x^⊺Hx . By using the definition of g:

ϕ = min_{x≠0} min PAB ∈ASplit x^⊺M^∗_F (PAB )x x^⊺Hx . As ϕ is the minimum over a compact (e.g., x^⊺Hx = 1), it is achieved at some vector z and some cross-covariance P^∗_{AB} . Furthermore, by construction ϕ ≥ 1, and ϕ = 1 otherwise, E(^1_ϕ B) would be a smaller ellipsoid than E(B) containing V^∗. By Theorem 8, there exists a unique ω0 ∈ [0, 1] such that g(z) = z^⊺HSCI(ω0)z. Assume for the time being, that the following property is true for every y ∈ R^n : y^⊺(HSCI(ω0) − H)y ≥ 0. (Cy) This is equivalent to H ⪯ HSCI(ω0). Then, as SCI bounds are conservative, V^∗ ⊆ E(BSCI(ω0)), and the tightness implies that B = BSCI(ω0) which concludes the proof. To prove Theorem 9, let us prove that (Cy) holds for all y ∈ R^n .

The following result, whose proof is also given in the appendix, is used several times in the sequel.

Lemma 10. Let y ∈ R^n , η ∈ R, and define for any λ ∈ R, x(λ) = ηz + λy. If one of the two following statements is true,

1. g(x(λ)) = x(λ)^⊺HSCI(ω0)x(λ), for some λ ≠ 0; 2. g(x(λ)) = x(λ)^⊺HSCI(ω0)x(λ) + o(λ^2);

then (Cy) holds for y.

There are three cases to consider to prove Theorem 9, these are the same as in Theorem 8.

Case 1: Assume z^⊺H^′_{SCI}(0)z < 0. In this case, ω0 = 0, by Theorem 8. Let y ∈ R^n be set and let us prove (Cy). By continuity of the function x → x^⊺H^′_{SCI}(0)x, if z is slightly perturbed in the direction y, the inequality x^⊺H^′_{SCI}(0)x < 0 still holds. Formally, there exists λ > 0 such that the vector x = z + λy also satisfies:

x^⊺H^′_{SCI}(0)x < 0.

Then, Theorem 8 gives g(x) = x^⊺HSCI(0)x. Hence, by applying Lemma 10, (Cy) holds. Thus, for all y ∈ R^n , (Cy) holds, which concludes the proof for Case 1.

Case 2: Assume z^⊺H^′_{SCI}(1)z > 0. In this case, ω0 = 1, by Theorem 8. This case is symmetrical with Case 1.

Case 3: Assume z^⊺H^′_{SCI}(0)z ≥ 0 and z^⊺H^′_{SCI}(1)z ≤ 0. In this case, by Theorem 8, z^⊺H^′_{SCI}(ω0)z = 0. There are two sub-cases to consider depending on whether H^′_{SCI}(ω0)z = 0 or not. They are the adaptations of Cases 2 and 3 in the proof of Kahan [17]. If H^′_{SCI}(ω0)z ≠ 0, we can project almost every y to create a vector x that satisfies the first assumption of Lemma 10. If H^′_{SCI}(ω0)z = 0, we cannot, but in this case g and the function x → x^⊺HSCI(ω0)x coincide in a neighborhood of z and we can apply the second case of Lemma 10.

Case 3.1: Assume that H^′_{SCI}(ω0)z ≠ 0. Let y ∈ R^n such that y^⊺H^′_{SCI}(ω0)z ≠ 0. Define: η = − 1 2 y^⊺H^′_{SCI}(ω0)y y^⊺H^′_{SCI}(ω0)z , so that the vector x = ηz + y satisfies x^⊺H^′_{SCI}(ω0)x = 0. By Theorem 8, g(x) = x^⊺HSCI(ω0)x, then by Lemma 10, (Cy) holds for y. Thus, (Cy) holds for all y except for those on the hyperplane {y | y^⊺H^′_{SCI}(ω0)z = 0}, by continuity of the function x → x^⊺(HSCI(ω0) − H)x, (Cy) holds for all y ∈ R^n . This concludes the proof of Case 3.1.

Case 3.2: Assume that H^′_{SCI}(ω0)z = 0. Let y ∈ R^n be set, and define for any λ ∈ R the vector x(λ) = z + λy. Then, consider the function: ξ : (λ, χ) → x(λ)^⊺H^′_{SCI}(χ)x(λ). It is regular, satisfies ξ(0, ω0) = 0, and Lemma 6 gives that^{∂ξ}_{∂χ} (0, ω0) = z^⊺H^{′′}_{SCI}(ω0)z < 0. Then, the Implicit Function Theorem, see e.g., [18, Theorem 1.3.1], states that there exists a continuous and differentiable function χ : λ → χ(λ) defined on some neighborhood of λ = 0 such that for all λ in that neighborhood:

ξ(λ, χ(λ)) = ξ(0, ω0) = 0, χ^′(λ) = − ∂ξ ∂λ (λ, χ(λ)) ∂ξ ∂χ (λ, χ(λ)) . If χ(λ) ∈ [0, 1], Theorem 8 implies that g(x(λ)) = x(λ)^⊺HSCI(χ(λ))x(λ). Let us therefore consider the function: gy : λ → x(λ)^⊺HSCI(χ(λ))x(λ). This function is twice differentiable at 0, and using the fact that the derivative of χ at λ = 0 is: χ^′(0) = − ∂ξ ∂λ (0, ω0) ∂ξ ∂χ (0, ω0) = − 2y^⊺H^′_{SCI}(ω)z z^⊺H^{′′}_{SCI}(ω)z

= 0,

we verify that:

gy(0) = z^⊺HSCI(ω0)z, g^′_y(0) = 2z^⊺HSCI(ω0)y, g^{′′}_y (0) = 2y^⊺HSCI(ω0)y.

Therefore, the series expansion of gy at λ = 0 is:

gy(λ) = (z + λy)^⊺HSCI(ω0)(z + λy) + o(λ^2), = x(λ)^⊺HSCI(ω0)x(λ) + o(λ^2).

Assume for the time being that there exists some ε > 0, such that ∀λ ∈ [−ε, ε], χ(λ) ∈ [0, 1]. Then, by Theorem 8 on that neighborhood: g(x(λ)) = x(λ)HSCI(χ(λ))x(λ) = x(λ)HSCI(ω0)x(λ) + o(λ^2).

Thus, by Lemma 10, (Cy) holds. On the other hand, for all ε, there exists λ ∈ [−ε, ε] such that χ(λ) /∈ [0, 1], then necessarily, ω0 = χ(0) ∈ {0, 1}. Let us assume for example that ω0 = 0. In that case, for all ε small enough, there exist λ ∈ [−ε, ε], such that χ(λ) < 0. Finally, note that:

x(λ)^⊺H^′_{SCI}(0)x(λ) = x(λ)^⊺[H^′_{SCI}(0) − H^′_{SCI}(χ(λ))]x(λ), = −χ(λ)z^⊺H^{′′}_{SCI}(0)z + o(χ(λ)).

As Lemma 6 implies that z^⊺H^{′′}_{SCI}(0)z < 0, for ε small enough, there exists λ ≠ 0 such that x(λ)^⊺H^′_{SCI}(0)x(λ) < 0. By Theorem 8, g(x(λ)) = x(λ)^⊺HSCI(0)x(λ), and Lemma 10 gives that (Cy) holds. The proof of Case 3 is complete.

The reverse is not always true: a SCI bound may not be tight. An example has already been seen in Figure 4: the SCI bound for ω = 0 corresponding to CB is not tight. However, if E(BSCI(ω)) touches V^∗, then the bound is tight as claimed in the following theorem.

Theorem 11. Let ω1 ∈ [0, 1], E(BSCI(ω1)) tightly circumscribes V^∗ if and only if there exists x ≠ 0 such that g(x) = x^⊺HSCI(ω1)x.

Proof. As SCI bounds are conservative, for all x, x^⊺HSCI(ω1)x ≤ g(x). If ∀x ≠ 0, x^⊺HSCI(ω1)x < g(x), consider ϕ = min_{x≠0} g(x)/x^⊺HSCI(ω1)x. As ϕ is the minimum over a compact, it is reached at some vector z ≠ 0. Since z^⊺HSCI(ω)z < g(z), ϕ > 1. Then, it can be verified that V^∗ ⊆ E(^1_ϕ BSCI(ω1)) ⊆ E(BSCI(ω1)). Thus, E(BSCI(ω1)) does not tightly circumscribe V^∗.

Conversely, assume that there exists x ≠ 0 such that g(x) = x^⊺HSCI(ω1)x and consider another ellipsoid E(B) such that V^∗ ⊆ E(B) ⊆ E(BSCI(ω1)). We can chose E(B) tight and Theorem 9 states that there exists ω2 ∈ [0, 1] such that B = BSCI(ω2). Let us prove that ω1 = ω2. By assumption g(x) = x^⊺HSCI(ω1)x and x^⊺HSCI(ω1)x ≤ x^⊺HSCI(ω2)x ≤ g(x), so g(x) = x^⊺HSCI(ω2)x. As the function h : ω → x^⊺HSCI(ω)x is strictly concave on [0, 1] by Lemma 6, it reaches its maximum exactly once on [0, 1]. Furthermore, as SCI is conservative, ∀ω ∈ [0, 1], h(ω) ≤ g(x) = h(ω1) = h(ω2). Thus, ω1 = ω2, and E(BSCI(ω1)) tightly circumscribes V^∗.

6 Proof of the main result

Thanks to Theorem 9, we are now in a position to prove our main result.

Proof of Theorem 2. Let ω^∗ ∈ arg min_{ω∈[0,1]} J(BSCI(ω)). Let us prove that for any conservative bound BF , J(BSCI(ω^∗)) ≤ J(BF ).

Let a pair (K, BF ) define a conservative fusion. According to Lemma 5, the ellipsoid E(BF ) contains V^∗. If the inclusion is tight, according to Theorem 9, there exists ω1 ∈ [0, 1] such that BSCI(ω1) = BF . In this case, J(BF ) = J(BSCI(ω1)). If the inclusion is not tight, there exists a smaller ellipsoid which circumscribes tightly V^∗ and then there exists ω1 ∈ [0, 1] such that BSCI(ω1) ⪯ BF and BSCI(ω1) ≠ BF . In this case, since J is increasing, J(BSCI(ω1)) < J(BF ). In both cases as ω^∗ ∈ arg min_{ω∈[0,1]} J(BSCI(ω)), J(BSCI(ω^∗)) ≤ J(BF ). Hence BSCI(ω^∗) reaches the minimum.

Furthermore, (K, BF ) is also solution of Problem 1 if and only if J(BSCI(ω^∗)) = J(BSCI(ω1)) = J(BF ). By definition, the first equality is equivalent to ω1 ∈ arg min_{ω∈[0,1]} J(BSCI(ω)), and as BSCI(ω1) ⪯ BF , the second equality is equivalent to BSCI(ω1) = BF .

7 Discussion

The most important implication of Theorem 2 is the drastic simplification of Problem 1. It can be reformulated as:

Problem 12 (New Optimal Fusion with Split Covariances). { minimize ω J(BSCI(ω)) subject to: 0 ≤ ω ≤ 1

where BSCI(ω) is given by (9).

As a consequence, instead of optimizing for O(n^2 ) unknowns, there is now only one unknown lying on a segment. Such optimization becomes trivial for modern solvers. Even a linear search would be efficient. In addition, the function ω → J(BSCI(ω)) has been proven to be convex if the cost function is the determinant [20], making the optimization process even faster. It is also convex for the trace as stated in the following lemma.

Lemma 13. The function ω → tr(BSCI(ω)) is convex on [0, 1].

For low dimensions, n ≤ 4, [29] proposes closed-formed solutions for the parameters ω minimizing the trace and the determinant of the CI bounds. These solutions may be adapted with SCI to speed-up even more the optimization.

Geometrically, the optimality of the SCI fusion have been proved using the tightness over the minimal set V^∗. Therefore, the optimality of the SCI fusion does not depend on the (increasing) cost function. However, similarly to the CI fusion, the optimal bound generally depends on the cost function: e.g., optimizing the trace or the determinant results generally in different optimal bounds. A notable difference with CI is that, except in the trivial cases where CA ⪯ CB or CB ⪯ CA, all CI bounds tightly circumscribe the minimal volume [17] (in the case of CI, it is the intersection of the ellipsoids E(CA) and E(CB)). This implies that all CI bounds reach the minimal bound for some cost function. For SCI, this is not the case as stated in Theorem 11. For example, if PA = PB = QA = QB = I, it can be proved (it is not detailed here) that there is only one tight SCI bound: for ω = 1/2. In this case, BSCI(1/2) is the minimal bound for all increasing cost functions.

SCI provides the optimal fusion bound when the estimators are split into a correlated (but to an unknown degree) component and an uncorrelated component. Therefore, by considering the limit cases in which one of these two components is null, we rediscover two well-known optimal fusions. If there is no uncorrelated component, i.e., if QA = QB = 0, then the SCI equations (9) become the CI equations (6), and the admissible set A_{Split} becomes Ā. CI has indeed been proven to provide the optimal bound for the set Ā [28]; in fact, this was the original motivation of this work. On the other hand, if the correlated components are null, i.e., if PA = PB = 0, the only admissible cross-covariance is PAB = 0 and the admissible set A is a singleton. In this case, the SCI equations (9) becomes the well-known Information Filter (IF):

C^{−1}_{IF} x̂_{IF} = C^{−1}_A x̂_A + C^{−1}_B x̂_B , (28a)

C^{−1}_{IF} = C^{−1}_A + C^{−1}_B . (28b)

This corresponds to the application of the Bar-Shalom-Campo formula with CAB = 0. The bound CIF is actually the true covariance of the error of the fused estimator. SCI is therefore a more general optimal fusion rule than both CI and the information filter.

C_A C_B ρ = 0 ρ = 1 Figure 5: Evolution of the set V^∗ as function of the maximal admissible correlation coefficient ρ. The dashed curves represent the border of the set V^∗ obtained for different correlation coefficients. The matrices C_A and C_B have been set to the same values as in Figure 1, and the correlation coefficients to ρ = 0.25i for i ∈ {0, . . . , 4}. In this context: P_A = ρC_A, P_B = ρC_B, Q_A = (1 − ρ)C_A, and Q_B = (1 − ρ)C_B .

Since SCI has been proved to be optimal, it can be applied to the problem of partially correlated estimates treated in [34]. This problem focuses on the case where the estimators are known to have a bounded correlation, in the sense that the maximum eigenvalue of their correlation matrix is bounded by some parameter ρ ∈ [0, 1]. The authors of [34] proved that this assumption is equivalent to consider the set of admissible cross-covariances Aρ defined in (7). The set Aρ is a particular case of A_{Split} where the matrices are set to PA = ρCA, PB = ρCB , QA = (1 − ρ)CA and QB = (1 − ρ)CB . Therefore, Theorem 2 states that the optimal fusion is of the form (after simplification): KA = ω ρ + ω(1 − ρ) BF C^{−1}_A , (29a) KB = ω̄ ρ + ω̄(1 − ρ) BF C^{−1}_B , (29b)

B^{−1}_F = ω ρ + ω(1 − ρ) C^{−1}_A + ω̄ ρ + ω̄(1 − ρ) C^{−1}_B , (29c)

with ω ∈ [0, 1]. By defining γ =^{1−ω}_ω , or equivalently letting ω =^1_{1+γ} , (29) becomes:

KA = (1 + γρ)^{−1}BF C^{−1}_A , (30a)

KB = (1 + γ^{−1}ρ)^{−1}BF C^{−1}_B , (30b)

B^{−1}_F = (1 + γρ)^{−1}C^{−1}_A + (1 + γ^{−1}ρ)^{−1}C^{−1}_B . (30c)

The bounds defined by (30) was proposed in [34] and proved to provide the minimal bound when considering the trace as a cost function. Theorem 2 now adds that (30) also provides the minimal bound when considering any increasing cost function. Figure 5 presents the evolution of the minimum volume V^∗ as the maximum correlation ρ ranges from 0 to 1. As it can been seen, if ρ = 0, then V^∗ is an ellipse: it is E(CIF). On the other hand if ρ = 1, then V^∗ corresponds to the intersection of E(CA) and E(CB) as in CI. As the maximum correlation ρ increases, the set V^∗ also increases what illustrates why the information filter gives smaller bound than SCI and than CI: the less information, the greater the minimal volume V^∗, and the larger the bound.

8 Conclusion

The SCI fusion has been proven to reach the minimum covariance bound for the fusion of two estimators having split covariances. SCI can be adapted to any number of estimators by extending the convex combination of precision matrices. In this case, it still defines a conservative fusion [15]. Unfortunately, it has been demonstrated, in e.g., [1,28], that CI is not optimal for more than two estimators. The same arguments also apply to SCI. As a consequence, SCI and CI are both suboptimal when applied with sequential inputs. The definition of recursive filters, such as the well-known Kalman filter, is therefore guaranteed to provided suboptimal bounds. Future work should focus on the research of the optimal fusion for more than two estimators. This challenging task is related to the problem of circumscribing an ellipsoid to the intersection of several ellipsoids. This problem is open since at least the work of Kahan [17].

A Proofs of the lemmas

A.1 Proof of Lemma 4

Consider an unbiased fusion, i.e., let KB = I − KA. Then, from (13): CF (K, PAB ) − C^∗_F (PAB ) = ( KA − (CB − P^⊺_{AB} )R^{−1} ) × R ( K^⊺_A − R^{−1}(CB − PAB ) ) ⪰ 0. A.2 Proof of Lemma 6

First, note that for every positive definite matrices P and Q: P (P + Q)^{−1}Q = (P^{−1} + Q^{−1})^{−1} ≻ 0. The result then follows by applying this result with P = PA and Q = ωQA, and P = PB and Q = ω̄QB .

A.3 Proof of Lemma 7

Consider Ω such that Ω^⊺Ω ⪯ I and let PAB = P^{1/2}_A ΩP^{1/2}_B . Let us prove that PAB ∈ A_{Split}. By construction: [ PA PAB P^⊺_{AB} PB ] = [ P^{1/2}_A 0 0 P^{1/2}_B ] [ I Ω Ω^⊺ I ] [ P^{1/2}_A 0 0 P^{1/2}_B ] .

As Ω^⊺Ω ⪯ I, the matrix [ I Ω Ω^⊺ I ] is positive semi-definite, see e.g., [13, Lemma 7.7.6], and thus PAB ∈ A_{Split}.

A.4 Proof of Lemma 10

Let us first prove that (HSCI(ω0) − H)z = 0. By definition of z and M^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} ):

z^⊺(H − M^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} ))z = 0, z^⊺(HSCI(ω0) − M^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} ))z = 0.

As both B and BSCI(ω0) are conservative, H − M^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} ) ⪯ 0 and HSCI(ω0) − M^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} ) ⪯ 0. Therefore Hz = M^∗_F (P^∗_{AB} )z = HSCI(ω0)z. Hence (HSCI(ω0) − H)z = 0.

Assume now that for some η ∈ R and some λ ≠ 0, the vector x = ηz + λy satisfies g(x) = x^⊺HSCI(ω0)x. As H is conservative, g(x) ≥ x^⊺Hx. Expanding x^⊺(HSCI(ω0) − H)x gives:

0 ≤ x^⊺(HSCI(ω0) − H)x = λ^2y^⊺(HSCI(ω0) − H)y.

Thus, y^⊺(HSCI(ω0) − H)y ≥ 0.

Similarly, if g(x(λ)) = x(λ)^⊺HSCI(ω0)x(λ) + o(λ^2), then:

y^⊺(HSCI(ω0) − H)y = g(x(λ)) − x(λ)^⊺Hx(λ) λ^2

+ o(1). As ∀λ, g(x(λ)) − x(λ)^⊺Hx(λ) ≥ 0: y^⊺(HSCI(ω0) − H)y ≥ o(1). Thus, as the left-hand side is constant, by considering the limit when λ goes to 0: y^⊺(HSCI(ω0) − H)y ≥ 0 as claimed.

A.5 Proof of Lemma 13

Recall that we note HSCI(ω) = BSCI(ω)^{−1}. Let f : ω → tr(BSCI(ω)).

The second derivative of ω → BSCI(ω) is:

B^{′′}_{SCI}(ω) = 2BSCI(ω)H^′_{SCI}(ω)BSCI(ω)H^′_{SCI}(ω)BSCI(ω) − BSCI(ω)H^{′′}_{SCI}(ω)BSCI(ω).

As ∀ω ∈ [0, 1], BSCI(ω) is positive definite and H^{′′}_{SCI}(ω) is negative definite by Lemma 6, B^{′′}_{SCI}(ω) is positive definite.

Thus, on [0, 1] the second derivative of f satisfies:

f^{′′}(ω) = tr(B^{′′}_{SCI}(ω)) > 0.

Hence, f is convex.

References

[1] J. Ajgl and O. Straka. Fusion of multiple estimates by covariance intersection:

Why and how it is suboptimal. International Journal of Applied Mathematics and Computer Science, 28(3):521–530, 2018.

[2] J. Ajgl and O. Straka. Rectification of partitioned covariance intersection. In 2019 American Control Conference (ACC), pages 5786–5791. IEEE, 2019.

[3] J. Ajgl and O. Straka. Covariance intersection fusion with element-wise partial knowledge of correlation. Automatica, 139:110168, 2022.

[4] B. D. O. Anderson and J. B. Moore. Optimal filtering. Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, N.J. 07632, 1979.

[5] P. O. Arambel, C. Rago, and R. K. Mehra. Covariance intersection algorithm for distributed spacecraft state estimation. In Proceedings of the 2001 American Control Conference.(Cat. No. 01CH37148), volume 6, pages 4398–4403. IEEE, 2001.

[6] Y. Bar-Shalom and L. Campo. The effect of the common process noise on the two-sensor fused-track covariance. IEEE Transactions on aerospace and electronic systems, (6):803–805, 1986.

[7] L. C. Carrillo-Arce, E. D. Nerurkar, José L. Gordillo, and S. I. Roumeliotis.

Decentralized multi-robot cooperative localization using covariance intersection. In 2013 IEEE/RSJ International Conference on Intelligent Robots and Systems, pages 1412–1417. IEEE, 2013.

[8] L. Chen, P. O. Arambel, and R. K. Mehra. Estimation under unknown correlation: Covariance intersection revisited. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 47(11):1879–1882, 2002.

[9] Z. Deng, P. Zhang, W. Qi, J. Liu, and Y. Gao. Sequential covariance intersection fusion Kalman filter. Information Sciences, 189:293–309, 2012.

[10] R. Forsling, A. Hansson, F. Gustafsson, Z. Sjanic, J. Löfberg, and G. Hendeby.

Conservative linear unbiased estimation under partially known covariances. IEEE Transactions on Signal Processing, 70:3123–3135, 2022.

[11] D. Franken and A. Hupper. Improved fast covariance intersection for distributed data fusion. In 2005 7th International Conference on Information Fusion, volume 1, pages 7–pp. IEEE, 2005.

[12] Q. Guo, S. Chen, H. Leung, and S. Liu. Covariance intersection based image fusion technique with application to pansharpening in remote sensing. Information Sciences, 180(18):3434–3443, 2010.

[13] R. A. Horn and C. R. Johnson. Matrix analysis. Cambridge university press, 2012.

[14] S. J. Julier and J. K. Uhlmann. A non-divergent estimation algorithm in the presence of unknown correlations. In Proceedings of the 1997 American Control Conference (Cat. No. 97CH36041), volume 4, pages 2369–2373. IEEE, 1997.

[15] S. J. Julier and J. K. Uhlmann. General decentralized data fusion with covariance intersection (CI). Handbook of Multisensor Data Fusion, 2001.

[16] S. J. Julier and J. K. Uhlmann. Using covariance intersection for slam. Robotics and Autonomous Systems, 55(1):3–20, 2007.

[17] W. Kahan. Circumscribing an ellipsoid about the intersection of two ellipsoids.

Canadian Mathematical Bulletin, 11(3):437–441, 1968.

[18] Steven George Krantz and Harold R Parks. The implicit function theorem: history, theory, and applications. Springer Science & Business Media, 2002.

[19] J. Lai, Y. Zhou, J. Lin, Y. Cong, and J. Yang. Cooperative localization based on efficient covariance intersection. IEEE Communications Letters, 23(5):871–874, 2019.

[20] H. Li. On w-optimization of the split covariance intersection filter. arXiv preprint arXiv:2101.10159, 2021.

[21] H. Li and F. Nashashibi. Cooperative multi-vehicle localization using split covariance intersection filter. IEEE Intelligent transportation systems magazine, 5(2):33–44, 2013.

[22] H. Li, F. Nashashibi, and M. Yang. Split covariance intersection filter: Theory and its application to vehicle localization. IEEE Transactions on Intelligent Transportation Systems, 14(4):1860–1871, 2013.

[23] X. R. Li, Y. Zhu, J. Wang, and C. Han. Optimal linear estimation fusion. i. unified fusion rules. IEEE Transactions on Information Theory, 49(9):2192–2208, 2003.

[24] A. Lima, P. Bonnifait, V. Cherfaoui, and J. Al Hage. Data fusion with split covariance intersection for cooperative perception. In 2021 IEEE International Intelligent Transportation Systems Conference (ITSC), pages 1112–1118. IEEE, 2021.

[25] W. Niehsen. Information fusion based on fast covariance intersection filtering.

In Proceedings of the Fifth International Conference on Information Fusion. FU- SION 2002.(IEEE Cat. No. 02EX5997), volume 2, pages 901–904. IEEE, 2002.

[26] B. Noack, J. Sijs, and U. D. Hanebeck. Inverse covariance intersection: New insights and properties. In 2017 20th International Conference on Information Fusion (Fusion), pages 1–8. IEEE, 2017.

[27] C. Pierre, R. Chapuis, R. Aufrère, J. Laneurit, and C. Debain. Range-only based cooperative localization for mobile robots. In 2018 21st international conference on information fusion (FUSION), pages 1933–1939. IEEE, 2018.

[28] M. Reinhardt, B. Noack, P. O. Arambel, and U. D. Hanebeck. Minimum covariance bounds for the fusion under unknown correlations. IEEE Signal Processing Letters, 22:1210–1214, 2015.

[29] M. Reinhardt, B. Noack, and U. D. Hanebeck. Closed-form optimization of covariance intersection for low-dimensional matrices. In 2012 15th International Conference on Information Fusion, pages 1891–1896. IEEE, 2012.

[30] J. Sijs, M. Lazar, and P. Bosch. State fusion with unknown correlation: Ellipsoidal intersection. In Proceedings of the 2010 American Control Conference, pages 3992–3997. IEEE, 2010.

[31] J. K. Uhlmann. General data fusion for estimates with unknown cross covariances.

In Signal Processing, Sensor Fusion, and Target Recognition V, volume 2755, pages 536–547. SPIE, 1996.

[32] J. K. Uhlmann. Covariance consistency methods for fault-tolerant distributed data fusion. Information Fusion, 4(3):201–215, 2003.

[33] Y. Wang and X. R. Li. A fast and fault-tolerant convex combination fusion algorithm under unknown cross-correlation. In 2009 12th International Conference on Information Fusion, pages 571–578. IEEE, 2009.

[34] Z. Wu, Q. Cai, and M. Fu. Covariance intersection for partially correlated random vectors. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, 63(3):619–629, 2017.