arXiv:2011.07138v1 [physics.ins-det] 13 Nov 2020

Tracking Algorithms for TPCs using Consensus-Based Robust Estimators

J. C. Zamora^∗, G. F. Fortino

Instituto de Fisica, Universidade de Sao Paulo, Sao Paulo 05508-090, Brazil

Abstract A tracking algorithm^1 based on consensus-robust estimators was implemented for the analysis of experiments with time-projection chambers. In this work, few algorithms beyond RANSAC were successfully tested using experimental data taken with the AT-TPC, ACTAR and TexAT detectors. The present tracking algorithm has a better inlier-outlier detection than the simple sequential RANSAC routine. Modifications in the random sampling and clustering were included to improve the tracking efficiency. Very good results were obtained in all the test cases, in particular for fitting short tracks in the detection limit. Keywords: Time Projection Chambers, Active Target, Tracking Algorithm, RANSAC, clustering

1. Introduction

Time Projection Chambers (TPC) are among the most efficient devices existing for charged-particle tracking. They enable measurements of energy loss and position hits in the 3-dimensional space which are employed for particle identification and momentum reconstruction. TPCs have been successfully used during the last three decades as tracking systems in many particle-physics experiments, e.g., TOPAZ [1], STAR [2] or ALICE [3].

∗Corresponding author Email address: cardona@if.usp.br (J. C. Zamora ) 1Code available at https://github.com/jczamorac/Tracking_RANSAC.git

Preprint submitted to NIM A November 18, 2020

In the past few years, the operation of TPCs in Active Target (AT) mode have gained great attention for investigation in nuclear physics. The AT principle brings the advantage to use a gas as detector material and target medium simultaneously. These detection systems enable complete measurements of nuclear reactions with a large solid angle coverage and low-energy detection thresholds. The target thickness can be increased to achieve measurements at high luminosities without any significant impact in the reconstruction of the reaction vertex and angular and energy resolutions. Therefore, TPCs are a very powerful technique which is ideal for nuclear reaction experiments involving low-intensity unstable beams.

Currently, many facilities around the world are putting great effort in the development of active target TPCs as a fundamental part for future research programs [4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9]. In particular, AT-TPC [8] (Active Target Time Projection Chamber), ACTAR-TPC [6] (ACtive TARget and Time Projection Chamber) and TexAT [9] (Texas Active Target) are devices already in operation. Independent of the geometry or number of channels, the principle of these detector systems is similar. The beam particles impinge the TPC active volume and induce nuclear reactions along their path. The reaction products ionize the gas atoms while traversing the active volume and generate electrons. Upon applying an uniform electric field, ionization electrons produced by charged particles along their tracks drift towards a MICROMEGAS (Micro-MEsh GAseous Structures) [10] sensor plane at a constant velocity. Usually, the MICROMEGAS detector is highly segmented (∼ 10^4 pads) and allows a precise determination of the energy loss and a reconstruction of a 2D image of the particle trajectory, while the third dimension is extracted from the drift time of the electrons. This enables to record a collection of position-energy hits in the space for each event. In order to analyze the 3D images and extract the respective information of the nuclear reaction, sophisticated tracking algorithms are employed. Depending on the AT properties and the application of the detector setup, the tracking algorithm can employ different pattern recognition methods. For instance, Hough Transform [8], Hyperbolic SecantSquared [11], Kalman Filter [12] and Hierarchical Clustering [13] are few methods that are used for tracking in TPCs. A comprehensive review of the technology and tracking algorithms used for TPCs can be found in Ref. [14].

Recently, a tracking algorithm based on RANSAC (RANdom SAmple Consensus) has been developed to analyze data from the AT-TPC [15], with a great success in different works [16]. RANSAC [17] is a very popular robust estimator algorithm in computer vision with a wide range of applications, e.g., multi-model fitting [18], image mosaicing [19], structure of motion [20] and many others [21]. However, RANSAC is rather sensitive to the inlier-outlier threshold and it requires a prior parameter fine tuning each time for a specific application [22]. Also, a common problem of the algorithm is to fail when describing data that contain multiple structures, and the reason is because RANSAC is designed to extract a single model [23]. Several variants of RANSAC have been proposed to improve the performance of the algorithm [22, 24]. Most of these strategies aim to optimize the process of model verification by using probabilistic approach or modifying the sampling process in order to preferentially generate more useful hypotheses. For example, MLESAC (Maximum Likelihood Estimation SAmple Consensus) [25], LMedS (Least Median of Squares) [26] and J-Linkage [27] are three common robust estimators employed when RANSAC is not sufficient.

In this work, a comparative analysis of tracking algorithms based on the above mentioned robust estimators is performed. To test the performance of the codes, experimental data from the active targets AT-TPC, ACTAR and TexAT are used. The present article is organized as follows: in Section 2, we give a brief overview of the different algorithms implemented in this work, Section 3 shows their performance with the test data sets, and in Section 4 are presented the conclusions.

2. Robust Estimators

2.1. RANSAC

RANSAC is an algorithm for robust fitting of models in the presence of many data outliers [17]. The principle of the algorithm is based in two parts: generating a hypothesis from random samples and verifying it to the data. The hypotheses generation consist in a random selection of a subset of n points to generate a model. In the case of a 3D line (n = 2), the model can be parameterized as

x = x_0 + ta, y = y_0 + tb, (1) z = z_0 + tc,

for t ∈ (−∞, ∞), where (x_0, y_0, z_0) is a point on the line and −→v = ⟨a, b, c⟩ is a vector parallel to the line. For TPCs using a constant magnetic field such as AT-TPC [8] or SPECMAT [28], the trajectory for charged particles can be approximated to a helix function

x = r cos(t), y = r sin(t), (2) z = ct, for t ∈ (0, 2π), where r is the helix radius and 2πc is the separation between helix loops. In this case, the number of points required for the random sampling is n = 3, but the model might also need to constraint the radius with a cylinder [29].

In the second step of RANSAC, each of the hypotheses generated is tested interactively in order to maximize the inliers ratio (n_{inlier}/N_{tot}) by using the cost function

C_{RANSAC}(ε^2) =

0 ε^2 < T^2 const. ε^2 ≥ T^2, (3) where T is a threshold allowing to judge whether a given point is an inlier and ε is the minimum distance (error) between the model and a point. Thus, the inliers scores nothing and each outlier scores a constant penalty. However, RANSAC needs to adjust the threshold parameter which is rather sensitive to accuracy. If T is sufficiently large, then all the matches would be inliers, but if T is too small the algorithm finds several solutions. After optimizing the parameters, the resulting best model from RANSAC can be improved by fitting the inliers with the least squares method [15]. In the case of a linear fit in 3D, the method has an analytic solution [30].

2.2. MLESAC

MLESAC [25] is a robust estimator based on RANSAC that uses the same idea of generating hypotheses from random sampling, but it differs in the way that the models are tested. The algorithm is improved by using a new cost function

C_{MLESAC}(ε^2) = ε^2 ε^2 < T^2 T^2 ε^2 ≥ T^2. (4)

In this method, the hypothesis is evaluated on basis of an error probability distribution for both inliers and outliers. It models inlier error as unbiased Gaussian distribution and outlier error as uniform distribution as [31] P (ε) = γ 1 √ 2πσ^2 exp ( − ε^2 2σ^2 ) + (1 − γ) 1 ν , (5)

where γ is the prior probability to be an inlier (related to the inlier ratio), ν is the size of the available error space and σ is the standard deviation of the Gaussian noise that usually is set to be T = 1.96σ. Finally, the best model is obtained from the maximum likelihood of the given data. A C++ version of MLESAC from the RTL robust regression tool was implemented in our tracking algorithm [31].

2.3. LMedS

The LMedS [26] estimator yields the smallest value of the median of the squared errors for the entire data set

ϕ = min { med_i(ε^2_i ) } . (6)

As there is no analytic solution for the previous equation, the same random sampling routine of RANSAC can be used to generate the hypotheses. In order to give a reliable estimate, the sample set must contain at least 50% of inliers [32], which is completely fine for a hit pattern in a TPC. Thus, the best model is extracted from Eq. (6) and the result is improved by fitting the inliers with the least squares method. The LMedS routine used in this work was adapted from the ROBEST library [33].

2.4. J-Linkage

J-Linkage [27] is an algorithm optimized to fit data with multiple structures (e.g., several tracks). The random sampling is constructed in a way that neighboring points are selected with higher probability. If a point x_i has already been selected, then the probability to get a point x_j is

P (x_j |x_i) = 1 Z exp ( −^{‖xi−xj ‖2}_{σ2} ) x_i ≠ x_j 0 x_i = x_j , (7)

where Z is a normalization constant and σ is a scale parameter that is chosen heuristically. Then, a threshold parameter T is used to select the inliers (similar to RANSAC), but now assuming a certain probability for each point relative to a model. The second part of the algorithm consist in an agglomerative clustering to link multiple hypotheses that have a similar result. This is done by measuring the degree of overlap of two elements, A and B (points or clusters), with the Jaccard distance d_J (A, B) = |A ∪ B| − |A ∩ B| |A ∪ B| . (8) The algorithm proceeds by linking elements with distance smaller than 1 and stops as soon as there are no such elements left. The final model parameters for each cluster of points is estimated by least squares fitting. Our code is based on a C++ version of J-Linkage from Ref. [34].

3. Evaluation of the Algorithms with Experimental Data

In order to test the performance of the algorithms, experimental data taken with the AT-TPC, ACTAR and TexAT were analyzed. The AT-TPC data are from an experiment with a H_2 beam at 1.5 MeV/u impinging in the AT filled with a^4He gas at 600 Torr pressure. The AT-TPC was operated without magnetic field for this commissioning run. Scattering events were measured with a good precision using the 10240 pad configuration and the electrons drift time along 1 m distance without magnetic field [8]. The ACTAR data are from a α-source calibration. The gas chosen for this measurement was isobutane at 30 Torr, so that the α particles propagate over the entire active volume and stop in the silicon detectors wall placed at the end of the TPC. The ACTAR pad plane contains 16384 squared pixels (2 mm side) on an active area of 256 mm × 256 mm [6]. The TexAT data were taken from an experiment with a^8B beam at 3.2 MeV/u interacting with a P5 [^{40}Ar (95%) + CH_4 (5%)] gas target at 150 Torr. The geometry configuration of TexAT is similar to ACTAR, but with a lower segmentation on the MICROMEGAS pad plane (1024 read out channels) [9].

3.1. Reaction vertex and angle reconstruction

Scattering events are reconstructed from the 3D hit pattern in the active volume of the TPCs. Each event is composed by one or more 3D linear tracks (see Eq. (1)). The intercept point of the beam track with the other particle tracks corresponds to the reaction vertex. The objective of the tracking algorithm is to identify and separate the different particle hits within a point cloud and fit them with a certain model. Thus, the kinematics of the nuclear reaction can be reconstructed from the fitted tracks and the position of the vertex. Consensus robust estimators are very useful for detecting the inlier hits and separate the outliers (e.g., noise or hits of other tracks). The first step of our tracking algorithms is to identify the different sets of inliers using a random sampling routine to test the models generated with a given robust estimator. This procedure is applied recurrently until the 90% of the hits of the point cloud were selected or there are no more points left to form a track. The second step corresponds to the minimization of the track model and reconstruction of the reaction vertex. Fig. 1 shows an example of the analysis for one event of the AT-TPC data using different robust estimators. Each color represents distinct tracks detected by the algorithm, while the empty points are the respective outliers. Although the reconstruction looks very good for all cases, the main difference is the inlier ratio as will be explained later. Given that the model minimization also depends on the inliers and their charge deposited, small differences in the vertex reconstruction are expected.

Figure 1: (color online) Evaluation of the tracking algorithms using experimental data from the AT-TPC (without magnetic field). The colored full points represent a track detected by the algorithm, while the empty points are the outliers (rejected). The lines are a 3D linear fit of the data points for each track.

In order to evaluate the vertex reconstruction, analysis for several values of the distance threshold (T ) was performed. Fig. 2 shows the vertex Z coordinate obtained for the four methods. As each TPC has a different pad size (d), the threshold parameter was reduced to T = kd, where k had values of 0.5, 1, 1.5, 2, 3, 4 and 6. The tracking efficiency clearly depends on the threshold used to detect the inliers. Small threshold values (relative to the pad size) lead to a reduced tracking efficiency in all cases. The vertex reconstruction also fails for thresholds above 4 times the pad size, because the algorithms accept as inliers many uncorrelated points (in particular around the vertex region). The best tracking efficiency achieved for RANSAC, MLESAC and J-Linkage was for a threshold of 2 times the pad size, while k = 1.5 for LMedS. RANSAC seems to be the most sensitive algorithm to the threshold parameter. This is because of the sharp outlier filter that RANSAC uses to test the hypotheses. LMedS is less sensitive to the threshold in comparison to the other methods. As LMedS is an estimator based on the median value, extra outlier points do not have a strong influence in the result. Another aspect that was evaluated in the analysis was the reconstruction of short tracks, e.g., recoiling heavy particles. Usually, the algorithms fail for short track detection when the threshold parameter is large. This is because most of the points around vertex region are selected by only one model. Also, small threshold values lead to an wrong multiple structure detection for a single track. The best results for the reconstruction of short tracks were obtained from J-Linkage. As the random sampling in this algorithm gives a higher probability to neighboring points, small structures from short tracks are efficiently detected. The reconstruction of low-range tracks is particularly important for experiments at low-momentum transfer in inverse kinematics, where the recoiling-particle tracks are short and with a low density of points.

The track angle was also extracted in our analysis. The ACTAR data were chosen to test the angle reconstruction because the α particles from these data have a narrow angular range from 0 to 30 deg. Due to the high granularity of the ACTAR pad plane, it was possible to evaluate the sensitivity with the minimum number of inlier points (n_{inlier}) for each estimator. Fig. 3 shows the resulting angle reconstruction. As can be noticed, MLESAC is the most sensitive algorithm to the minimum number of inlier points. Different than the other estimators, MLESAC relays on the inlier ratio to generate a guess for the prior probability using the Expectation Maximization method [25]. It means that the algorithm requires a n_{inlier} large enough to ensure the convergence of the maximum likelihood. The best results were obtained for n_{inlier} > 20. The large yield for the small n_{inlier} histograms is indeed an over prediction of the number of models that generate multiple structures in the same track. Differently, J- Linkage is almost not sensitive to the minimum number of inlier points. As the random sampling is optimized to generate more useful hypotheses than the other cases, the particle tracks are efficiently detected regarding the value of n_{inlier}.

Given that the present algorithms use the same linear regression routine for model minimization, the angular resolution is in average the same for all cases. The angle reconstruction depends mostly in the granularity of the detector as well as the length of the tracks. The angular resolution was investigated using simulated data for different particle ranges, as it is presented in Table 1. The range is given in units of the pad size, while the resolution corresponds to the FWHM (full width at half maximum) value. The angular resolution for the shortest tracks (about 11 points) is in the order of 2^∘, but for longer tracks the resolution is improved with values down to 0.3^∘.

3.2. Multiple structures

The hit pattern from a nuclear reaction in a TPC contains multiple instances of the same structure (different tracks). Given that RANSAC-like algorithms are designed to extract a single model, the estimators need modifications to deal with both gross outliers (noise) and pseudo-outliers (inliers to a different structure). An alternative is to use the robust estimator sequentially and remove the inliers from the point cloud as each model instance is detected. However, an inaccurate inlier detection for one track contributes heavily to an instability

Table 1: Average angular resolution for different track lengths. The range is given in units of the pad size.

Range [pad size] Δθ_{FWHM} [deg.]

11(1) 2.09(4) 20(1) 0.93(2) 28(1) 0.53(1) 37(1) 0.40(1) 46(1) 0.29(1) 56(1) 0.26(1)

Figure 2: (color online) Projection on the Z axis of the reconstructed reaction vertex. The reconstruction was performed for different distance threshold values: T = kd, where d is the pad size.

in the fitting of the remaining structures. For instance, when the algorithm selects hits from different tracks (intersecting model) as inliers, the fitting for all data structures usually fails. Fig. 4(a) and (c) shows two examples where the sequential RANSAC provides a wrong estimation for the track fitting. Several

Figure 3: (color online) Angle of the tracks relative to the beam axis. The data corresponds to an α-source calibration with ACTAR. The reconstructed angle was obtained for a different minimum number of inlier points in each case.

methods have been proposed to solve these common problems with RANSAClike algorithms [35, 36, 27]. Most of these methods rely in a modified random sampling processes and data clustering. The sampling routine can be optimized to generate more useful hypotheses by selecting with a higher probability the hits in the nearest point-cloud region. For example, a first point is sampled uniformly, while the others are sampled with a certain probability distribution (e.g., Eq. (7)). This method reduce the problems with intersecting models that may wrongly connect points belonging from two (or more) independent tracks. After all the hypotheses are tested in sequential mode, the particle tracks can be segmented in several groups of inliers or clusters which are very similar. A naive solution for this problem is to increase the threshold parameter, but the efficiency for the detection of short tracks and the reaction vertex is strongly affected (as it was explained above). A better method is to merge the similar models extracted from the robust estimator by performing an agglomerative clustering. The latter procedure is the basic principle of the J-Linkage algorithm. Fig. 4(b) shows an example of a successful detection of short tracks with J- Linkage when the sequential RANSAC fails the particle tracking and the vertex reconstruction.

Figure 4: (color online) Examples of track detection errors using RANSAC and the respective solution using clustering. (a) and (b) are experimental data from TexAT, while (c) and (d) are from ACTAR. In (a), RANSAC has problems for describing short tracks and connects data points from distinct tracks. In (c), RANSAC fails the track detection and over predict the number of models.

Similarly, the other routines here presented can be improved by including a clustering process after the model estimation. The first step consist in classifying the clusters with respect the degree of overlap. The cohesion or separation between clusters can be estimated with the silhouette index [37] s(i) = b(i) − a(i) max {a(i), b(i)} , (9)

where a(i) is the mean distance between the point i and all other data points in the same cluster, and b(i) is the smallest mean distance of the point i to all points in any other cluster. The silhouette index ranges from −1 (incorrect clustering) to +1 (highly dense clustering). s(i) values around zero are an indication of overlapping clusters. The relative angle between fitted models provide an extra evaluation for the clusters cohesion. Thus, two clusters belong to the same track if the silhouette index is around zero and their relative angle is small. Figs. 4(c) and (d) show a comparison of RANSAC with/without using clustering for the tracking with data from ACTAR. Sequential RANSAC with uniform sampling generate several incorrect models to describe the data and clearly fails the track fitting. The clustering allows to identify the intersecting models and to agglomerate the clusters that belong to the same track.

3.3. Efficiency of the algorithms

In this work, the tracking efficiency was defined as the ratio of the number of good fits and the total number of detected tracks. This parameter was investigated with scattering data from the AT-TPC. Given that the beam was a H_2 molecule, most of the events have 3 or more tracks with the same vertex. This makes the present data an excellent test to evaluate the track fitting and vertex reconstruction. In order to test the performance of each algorithm, no clustering was included after the model estimation. As the distance threshold is the most sensitive parameter for the RANSAC-like codes, the tracking efficiency was obtained as a function of this parameter, as it is shown in Fig. 5. The best efficiency achieved for each algorithm is presented in Table 2 .

Table 2: Best efficiency (ε) achieved for each algorithm. The systematic uncertainty is about 10% in all cases. The distance threshold is given in units of the pad size.

Algorithm ε [%] Threshold [pad size] RANSAC 67 1.5 LMedS 82 1.5 MLESAC 83 3.0 J-Linkage 92 2.0

A maximum efficiency of 67% was obtained with RANSAC for thresholds between 1 and 2 times the pad size. For larger distance thresholds, the efficiency decrease since the short tracks from α recoiling particles are not detected. LMedS achieve a better efficiency (82%) with a threshold of 1.5 times the pad size. The smallest median value has a better performance for detecting inliers than the sharp cost function used by RANSAC. MLESAC requires a larger distance threshold to achieve the maximum efficiency, 83% at 3 times the pad size. A possible reason for this large threshold is due to the σ value (T = 1.96σ) assumed for the inlier probability distribution (see Eq. 5). This also suggest that the parameter σ can be adjusted to improve the performance of MLESAC. The best tracking efficiency was obtained with J-Linkage, 92% for a threshold of 2 times the pad size. This good result is mainly because of the non-uniform sampling used in the algorithm.

Figure 5: (color online) Tracking efficiency as a function of the distance threshold. A threshold parameter of about 2 times the pad size provides good results in our tracking algorithms. The systematic uncertainty is about 10% in all cases.

The inlier ratio, n_{inlier}/N_{tot}, was obtained as a function of the number of iterations (N_{iter}), see Fig. 6. The four algorithms already converge after 100 iterations. RANSAC and J-Linkage extract the largest number of inliers, while MLESAC has a more strict outlier rejection condition. The runtime per event was also extracted as a function of number of iterations. All the tests were performed on an AMD Ryzen 5 2400G CPU @ 3.9 GHz processor. The computing time for RANSAC is below 1 ms even for a large number of iterations. The robust selection/rejection of data points made by LMedS and MLESAC, increase the runtime by a factor of 3 and 10, respectively. The runtime of J-Linkage is about 0.1 s and it is almost no sensitive to the number of iterations. In this case, the computing time is dominated by the kd-tree routine which is applied for the nearest neighbor and range search at the beginning of each event.

Figure 6: (color online) Inlier ratio (top) and computing time per event (bottom) as a function of the number of iterations in the algorithms.

4. Conclusions

A tracking algorithm based on consensus robust estimators was implemented for the analysis of TPC experiments. The routines RANSAC, MLESAC, LMedS and J-Linkage were successfully tested in this work. These type of algorithms provide a simple and efficient method for particle tracking and reconstruction of the kinematics of nuclear reactions in 3D. The robust estimators beyond RANSAC here implemented make the tracking algorithm less sensitive to noise (and pseudo outliers) and as well as to the parameters of the code.

A non-uniform random sampling to select the neighboring points with higher probability was implemented to reduce the number of intersecting models. Very good results were obtained in all the tests with experimental data, in particular for events containing short tracks. A new weighted sampling method that includes the charge of each hit will be combined with the present sampling routine to improve the generated hypotheses and reduce the number of iterations.

A clustering process after the robust estimation allows to identify similar models that belong to the same track or reject the models that have a wrong prediction. Excellent results were obtained in the test for track fitting, especially for thick and very dense tracks. However, the clustering step increase considerably the computing time for each event and it should be evaluated whether it is required or not for each application.

The test data sets used in this work are experimental data from the AT- TPC, ACTAR and TexAT. This shows the versatility of our tracking algorithm to analyze data taken with any AT detector. Further developments for a detailed particle tracking in complex systems (e.g., including a magnetic field) will be required for application in future projects.

Acknowledgments

This work was financially supported by Fundação de Amparo a Pesquisa do Estado de São Paulo (FAPESP) under Grant Nos. 2018/04965-4, 2016/17612-7 and 2019/07767-1. G.F.F. thanks to Comissão Nacional de Energia Nuclear (CNEN) for the financial support within the MSc. scholarship program. We thank Y. Ayyad (NSCL) for providing us the experimental data from the AT- TPC, also to B. Mauss (RIKEN) for the data taken with ACTAR and S. Ahn (TAMU) for the TexAT data.

References

[1] T. Kamae, et al., The topaz time projection chamber, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 252 (2) (1986) 423 – 430.

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/0168-9002(86)91217-9.

URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0168900286912179

[2] K. Ackermann, et al., The star time projection chamber,

Nucl. Phys. A 661 (1) (1999) 681 – 685.

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(99)85117-3.

URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0375947499851173

[3] J. Alme, et al., The alice tpc, a large 3-dimensional tracking device with fast readout for ultra-high multiplicity events, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 622 (1) (2010) 316 – 367.

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2010.04.042.

URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0168900210008910

[4] M. Heffner, et al., A time projection chamber for high accuracy and precision fission cross-section measurements, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 759 (2014) 50 – 64.

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2014.05.057.

URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0168900214005890

[5] T. Furuno, et al., Performance test of the maiko active target,

Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 908 (2018) 215 – 224.

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2018.08.042.

URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0168900218309951

[6] B. Mauss, et al., Commissioning of the active target and time projection chamber (actar tpc),

Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 940 (2019) 498 – 504.

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2019.06.067.

URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S016890021930912X

[7] R. Shane, et al., Sπrit: A time-projection chamber for symmetry-energy studies,

Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 784 (2015) 513 – 517, symposium on Radiation Measurements and Applications 2014 (SORMA XV).

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2015.01.026.

URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0168900215000534

[8] J. Bradt, et al., Commissioning of the active-target time projection chamber, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 875 (2017) 65 – 79.

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2017.09.013.

URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0168900217309683 [9] E. Koshchiy, et al., Texas active target (texat) detector for experiments with rare isotope beams, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 957 (2020) 163398.

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2020.163398.

URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0168900220300073 [10] Y. Giomataris, P. Rebourgeard, J. Robert, G. Charpak,

Micromegas: a high-granularity position-sensitive gaseous detector for high particle-flux environments, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 376 (1) (1996) 29 – 35.

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/0168-9002(96)00175-1.

URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0168900296001751 [11] T. Roger, M. Caamaño, C. Demonchy, W. Mittig, H. Savajols, I. Tanihata, Tracking algorithms for the active target maya, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 638 (1) (2011) 134 – 142.

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2011.02.061.

URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0168900211004177 [12] J. Lee, et al., Charged particle track reconstruction with spirit time projection chamber, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 965 (2020) 163840.

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2020.163840.

URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0168900220303545 [13] C. Dalitz, Y. Ayyad, J. Wilberg, L. Aymans, D. Bazin, W. Mittig,

Automatic trajectory recognition in active target time projection chambers data by means of hierarchical clustering, Comput. Phys. Commun. 235 (2019) 159 – 168.

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2018.09.010.

URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0010465518303242 [14] Ayyad, Y., Bazin, D., Beceiro-Novo, S., Cortesi, M., Mittig,

W., Physics and technology of time projection chambers as active targets,

Eur. Phys. J. A 54 (10) (2018) 181. doi:10.1140/epja/i2018-12557-7. URL https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2018-12557-7

[15] Y. Ayyad, W. Mittig, D. Bazin, S. Beceiro-Novo, M. Cortesi,

Novel particle tracking algorithm based on the random sample consensus model for the active target time projection chamber (at-tpc), Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 880 (2018) 166 – 173.

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2017.10.090.

URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0168900217311798

[16] Y. Ayyad, et al., Direct observation of proton emission in^{11}Be, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 123 (2019) 082501. doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.082501. URL https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.082501

[17] M. A. Fischler, R. C. Bolles, Random sample consensus: A paradigm for model fitting with applications to image analysis and automated cartography, Commun. ACM 24 (6) (1981) 381–395. doi:10.1145/358669.358692. URL https://doi.org/10.1145/358669.358692

[18] T. T. Pham, T. Chin, K. Schindler, D. Suter, Interacting geometric priors for robust multimodel fitting, IEEE Transactions on Image Processing 23 (10) (2014) 4601–4610.

[19] D. Ghosh, N. Kaabouch, A survey on image mosaicing techniques,

J. Vis. Comun. Image Represent. 34 (C) (2016) 1–11.

doi:10.1016/j.jvcir.2015.10.014.

URL https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvcir.2015.10.014

[20] Nister, Preemptive ransac for live structure and motion estimation, in:

Proceedings Ninth IEEE International Conference on Computer Vision, Vol. 1, 2003, pp. 199–206.

[21] R. Hartley, A. Zisserman, Multiple View Geometry in Computer Vision,

Cambridge books online, Cambridge University Press, 2003. URL https://books.google.com.br/books?id=si3R3Pfa98QC

[22] R. Subbarao, P. Meer, Beyond ransac: User independent robust regression, in: 2006 Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition Workshop (CVPRW’06), 2006, pp. 101–101.

[23] C. V. Stewart, Bias in robust estimation caused by discontinuities and

multiple structures, IEEE T. Pattern Ana. Mach. Intell. 19 (8) (1997) 818– 833.

[24] R. Raguram, J.-M. Frahm, M. Pollefeys, A comparative analysis of ransac

techniques leading to adaptive real-time random sample consensus, in: D. Forsyth, P. Torr, A. Zisserman (Eds.), Computer Vision – ECCV 2008, Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2008, pp. 500–513.

[25] P. Torr, A. Zisserman, Mlesac: A new robust estimator with application to estimating image geometry, Comput. Vis. Image Underst. 78 (1) (2000) 138 – 156.

doi:https://doi.org/10.1006/cviu.1999.0832.

URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1077314299908329

[26] P. J. Rousseeuw, Least median of squares regression, J. Am. Stat. Assoc.

79 (388) (1984) 871–880. doi:10.1080/01621459.1984.10477105. URL https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/01621459.1984.10477105

[27] R. Toldo, A. Fusiello, Robust multiple structures estimation with j-linkage,

in: D. Forsyth, P. Torr, A. Zisserman (Eds.), Computer Vision – ECCV 2008, Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, 2008, pp. 537–547.

[28] R. Raabe, The SPECMAT active target,

http://cds.cern.ch/record/2644039/files/1634INTC-M-020.pdf(2018).

[29] A. Goriel, S. Neukirch, A. Hausrath, Helices through 3 or 4 points?, Note

Mat. 32 (1) (2012) 87–103. doi:10.1285/i15900932v32n1p87.

[30] J. Jacquelin, Regression of trajectories in 3D,

https://www.scribd.com/doc/31477970/Regressions-et-trajectoires-3D.

[31] S. Choi, T. Kim, W. Yu, Performance evaluation of ransac family, in: Proceedings of the British Machine Vision Conference, BMVA Press, 2009, pp. 81.1–81.12, doi:10.5244/C.23.81.

[32] S. Chaudhuri, S. Chatterjee, Robust estimation of 3-d motion parameters

in presence of correspondence mismatches, in: [1991] Conference Record of the Twenty-Fifth Asilomar Conference on Signals, Systems Computers, 1991, pp. 1195–1199 vol.2.

[33] A. Kudryavtsev, M. Anisimov, R. Djahel, S. Dembélé, Robest,

https://github.com/avkudr/robest.

[34] C. Feng, F. Deng, V. R. Kamat, Semi-automatic 3d reconstruction of piecewise planar building models from single image, in: In Int. Conf. on Construction Appl. of Virtual Reality, 2010.

[35] M. Zuliani, C. S. Kenney, B. S. Manjunath, The multiransac algorithm

and its application to detect planar homographies, in: IEEE International Conference on Image Processing 2005, Vol. 3, 2005, pp. III–153.

[36] R. Subbarao, P. Meer, Nonlinear mean shift for clustering over analytic

manifolds, in: 2006 IEEE Computer Society Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition (CVPR’06), Vol. 1, 2006, pp. 1168–1175.

[37] P. J. Rousseeuw, Silhouettes: A graphical aid to the interpretation and validation of cluster analysis, J. Comput. Appl. Math. 20 (1987) 53 – 65.

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/0377-0427(87)90125-7.

URL http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0377042787901257