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Abstract—We study two approaches to distributed compressed present, but the sensors use CS and consensus to perform
sensing for in-network data compression and signal reconsic-  distributed signal reconstruction. However, the focus s 0

tion at a sink. Communication to the sink is considered to be \ocqnstryction performance and the MAC delay is not studied
bandwidth-constrained due to the large number of devices. B

using distributed compressed sensing for compression of ¢data N this paper, we consider distributed CS for a WSN with
in the network, the communication cost (bandwidth usage) tahe ~equispaced sensors on a straight line. The sensors sense a
sink can be decreased at the expense of delay induced by thed physical phenomenon in their local environmegpérform in-
communication. We investigate the relation between cost ah petwork compressiorand transmit the (compressed) data to
delay given a certain reconstruction performance requirerent o o, 00n sink. We analyze the tradeoff between communi-
when using basis pursuit denoising for reconstruction. Moeover, . . .
we analyze and compare the performance degradation due to Cation cost towards the sink and MAC delay from the inter-
erased packets sent to the sink. sensor communication. We consider two approaches that rely
on local processing between sensors, where only a subset
of the nodes communicate to the sink. The first approach
Wireless sensor networks (WSNs) provide a tool to accperforms local processing by clustering of the sensorslewhi
rately monitor physical phenomena over large aréas [1]. The other uses average consensus. Additionally, we compare
WSN is usually considered to be energy-constrained andtke robustness to packet erasures when transmission tmkhe s
comprise up to several thousands of nodes. However, smarperformed over a noisy (erasure) channel. Our contobsti
phones and othesensingdevices carrying powerful batteriesgre:
have become ubiquitous. This provides a possible platform_
for WSNs where energy is not a scarce resource. Instead,
the sheer number of sensors puts a strain on the bandwidth
ayailable for communication between the sensors and the in the presence of packet erasures.
sink. Consequently, the measurement data_acquwed by th? Closed-form expressions for the communication cost and
sensors needs to be cpmpressed. Cgmpressmn .3.hOU|d be ablethe MAC delay to meet a given performance requirement
to operate under unreliable communication conditions aad b for the consensus anproach
scalable in the number of sensors. Existing techniqued) suc PP '
as Slepian-Wolf coding and transform coding (sgk [2] arf¥otation: We use boldface lowercase letters for polumn
references therein) require precise statistical modejsitaihe Vectors, and boldface uppercase lettéfs for matrices. In
phenomena of interest. Compressed sensing (GS)[3]-[5], Rayticular, Iy den_otes anVl x M identity matrix,1 is the_ all-
the other hand, alleviates the need for precise statisticalels ©ne vector, and is the all-zero vector. Sets are described by
and is scalable in the number of senséis [6]. caligraphic letterst’. The cardinality of a set’ is denoted by
Prior work on CS in WSNs include&[7/=[11]. 1a1[7].][8], |X|. The transpose of a vector is denoted[BY. Expectation
CS is used for in-network compression, but communicatiélf & random variable is denoted -}, andVar(-) indicates
to the sink is done by analog phase-coherent transmissioth€ variance of a random variable or covariance matrix of a
This is not practical for WSNs operating in a cellular networfandom vector. The indicator function of a setis written as
since all sensors need to be perfectly synchronized.]Inré] alx ().
[1Q], CS is considered for networks with multi-hop routing
towards the sink. In addition], [10] considers the delay edus Il. SYSTEM MODEL
by a medium access control (MAC) protocol. The drawbac
of multi-hop routing is the necessity to form a spanning,tre
which is impractical and prone to communication failures, The system model is illustrated in FId. 1. We consider a one-
especially when the sensors are mobile. [In| [11], no sink éémensional network ofV nodes placed equally spaced on a
_ _ _ straight line. Without loss of generality we set the cooadin
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|. INTRODUCTION

Closed-form expressions for the upper bound on the
reconstruction error for basis pursuit denoising (BPDN),
that guarantees stable reconstruction for both approaches

. Sensor and Network Model
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“’lelw"] a(s) for m,l € {0,...,N — 1}. The entries ofg are then the
! sampled spatial frequencies af(s). We will denote the

average signal-to-noise ratio per samplg /(No2) asSNR.

0‘0. (B) @/_@) C. Goal
5 -7 Given the observations and the system model outlined

above, the goal is to reconstrugt at the sink such that a
A certain reconstruction error is guaranteed.

) ) ) I11. COMPRESSEDSENSING BACKGROUND
Fig. 1. lllustration of the system model. The grey circles #re sensor nodes o
measuring the intensity of the signals). They perform local processing A. Definition and Performance Measure
using sensor-to-sensor communication (black lines). &eris and N — 2 . . .
send packets to the sink, but the packet from seiéor 2 is erased. Letz andTx = 6 be as described in Sectlm-B. Also,
let A € RM*N be a measurement matrix whetd < N,
and define the compression

spatial coordinates. The observation of sens@ Y= Az = Az + egps, 3)

2k = Tk + N, (1) whereeyps = An, andn = [no, ..., ny_1]". SinceM < N,

) ] _ recoveringx from y is an ill-posed problem, as there are
wherez;,, = z(k) and theny’s are spatially white Gauss'a”infinitely many vectorsi that satisfyy = A#. However,
noise samples with varianeg,. The observations are stackeqye can exploit the knowledge about the sparsity 20fin
in a vectorz = [z, ..., 2n—1]". the transform domain. IfA satisfies the restricted isometry

Each node can communicate over a licensed spectrum with@perty (RIP)[[8], andV/ > pK log(N/K)[ we can recover
base station serving as a sink, or fusion center (FC), iN@IIT ; from g by considering the following;-norm minimization
a fixed cost (bandwidth usag€). The node-to-sink links are proplem,
modeled as independent erasure channels with packet erasur
probabilityp [l Communication from the nodes to the FC relies minimize |6 (4a)
on orthogonal channels, and thus incurs no delay. subject to ||AT 0 — yl» < ¢, (4b)

The nodes can also exchange information locally with . . .
g Y ed BPDN [[4]. If, for a given matrixA, there exists a

nearby nodes using broadcasting over a shared (unlicens%%!# o .
channel. To avoid packet collisions the transmissions aZog stanidx € (0,1) such that the following inequality holds
(&

scheduled using a spatial time division multiple access rall K-sparse vectors,
TDMA) protocol. Each node is allowed to transmit only in (1—0x)[v]l3 < [Av|3 < (1 +dx)]v]3, ®)

an assigned time slot, which is reused by other nodes if they o ) ]
are spatially far apart. Therefore, the local communicatidl ~thenA satisfies the RIP of ordef’. The computation ofy is

incur a delayD (expressed in a number of TDMA slots), bufNP-hard. In[[3] and[[13] it was shown that# is a Gaussian

is on the other hand considered to be cost-free. We use a d@gdom matrix with i.i.d. entriest,,; ~ A'(0,1/M), then A
model with radiusR to determine if two nodes are connecteds@tisfies the RIP with very high probability.

For later use, we denote by = (V, £) the undirected graph ASSUMINGdax < V2 — 1 ande > |eops2, the £-norm
describing the network, whené is the set of nodes anfl the of the reconstruction error of BPDN is upper bounded[By [4],

set of edges connecting the nodes.

* CO -1
B. Signal Model [z —x*|2 < \/—KHT (0 —0x)l1 + Cie, (6)
We consider a smooth, band-limited spatial signé), where z* = T7'6*, in which 6* is the solution to [(#),
sampled asz = [zo,...,znx_1]" With energy Ex = @ is the bestk-sparse approximation of the transformed

oo |zi|*. Furthermore, we assume that there exists underlying signal, and’, C; > 0 are constants that depend
transformationd = Tx such thatd € CV*! is K-sparse, on d [4]. Here, we only consider strictlys-sparse signals,
i.e., 8 has K < N nonzero elements. In our case, the signgheaning there are at most non-zero components if.
x(s) is regarded as sparse in the spatial frequency domaHence, the first term on the right hand side[df (6) is zero.
owing to the smoothness af’s). Since nodes are equispaced, Since the entries ofA are i.i.d. Gaussianit follows that
we can use a discrete Fourier transform (DFT) matrixlas e, ~ j\/(07 (N/M)o-,%IM), so that||e.ps||2 is distributed

with entries according to a scaledya,-distribution. Hence, by Taylor
1 - series expansiof 4 . {||eobs|[2} ~ o,V N(1—1/(4M)) and
T = o (575 ) (@) Varan(leonl2) ~ (N/M)s2(1/2 ~ 1/(8M)). Therefore, to

2The parametep € (0, 1) is independent of\/, N, and K. An exact
1The event that all packets sent to the sink are erased is nsidsved. expression can be found in_[12].



satisfye > ||eons||2 With high probability,e should be choosen B. Cost and Delay

as The total communication cost ;.. = CL. The delay is
1 1 1 given by the number of time slots in the S-TDMA needed to
e =¢ret =0, VN ((1 - m) + S W) (7)  schedule a broadcast transmission for every non-clustdrhe
node. Due to the cluster formation and communication model

~ o VN 1 8 that we consider, there is no interference from nodes in a
HonVN (144 oM | ®)  cluster to the neighboring clusterheads. Hence, the delasy
given by the maximum node degree of the clusterheads,

where\ > 0 is used to achieve a desired confidence level.

<
D:{2R 0<2R< N 12)

B. Distributed Compressed Sensing for Networked Data N —1 2R > N.

We observe that the compression i (3) can be written 8% Reconstruction Performance and Robustness
a sum of linear projections of the measurementonto the

corresponding columm, of A, Define the setD C L as the set of clusterheads whose

packets are erased during transmission to the sink. Thessink

Nl assumed to have no knowledge®f but attempts to recover
y=Az= Z Ak 2k ©) 2 assuming it has received the correct compresgion Az.
k=0 The resulting compression at the sink given a set of packet

If we generataz, in sensork, it can compute its contribution erasuresD is

wy, = aiz, to the compression. By distributing the local _

projectionswy, in the nethz)rk using sé,nsor-to-sengsor commu-¥Y ~ > Ye,=Az+(A-Bjn- Bz =y - Bz, (13)
nication and local processing in the sensors, we can compute I€LA\D
(@) in a decentralized manner. Consequently, this comjaresswhere B is a matrixwhose nonzer@olumns corresponding
reduces the number of sensors that need to convey informatio the nodes whose clusterhead packet was eraseédqual to
to the sink, effectively reducing the communication cost dhe corresponding columns &f. Therefore, for packet erasure
the expense of a delay induced by the local communicatigrrobabilityp = 0, we haveB = 0 andy = y, while forp # 0

In Sections IV and_V/ we present two approaches to sugre have to account foBz when settings in the BPDN for
distributed processing for which we determine the nodsité- (6) to hold. The following Theorendescribes how should
communication cost, inter-node communication delay, and he selected.

upper bound on the reconstruction error. Theorem 1. Given the model described in Sect{oh A, as

IV. DISTRIBUTED LINEAR PROJECTIONS USING described in Section 1I[3A, and the compression[in] (13), the
CLUSTERING choice ofe that guarantees a stable recovery using BPDN is
A. Cluster Formation and Operation 1-
P . € =¢€refy /1 — (1 T T TN/GRIT SR 1 > (1 — SNR) (14)
A set of nodesC C V, |[£| = L, is selected to act as 1 — pIN/GRFD]

aggregating nodes (clusterheads), such that clusterhead
L collects information from a subset (clustef) C V, of
the sensors in the network. The clusterhead selection ie don V. DISTRIBUTED LINEAR PROJECTIONS USING
with respect to the local communication range such that each CONSENSUS

clusterhead is located at the center of its cluster, which ha 5p, aiternative approach is to compugefrom (@) directly
radiusR. The clusters are disjoint, i.eC; N C; = ) for ¢ # [, in the network by using a fully distributed algorithm. Here,

andU;c, Ci = V. Note that depending oV and 12, one of e propose the use of average consensus.
the clusters at the boundary may be smaller than the others.

The proof is given in AppendikJA.

The number of clusters is given by A. The Consensus Algorithm
N We can expres$]9) as
- {2R+ J ' (10) N-1 | N
. . . = =N|—= = Nw. 15
Nodek computes its local linear projectian;, = ayz; and y kz:%) W <N kz:(:) wk) w (15)

sends it to its clusterhead. Clusterhéacbmputes ) )
We use average consensus to estimaten the network.

Yo, = Z w. (11) The estimate is then used at the sink to complié (15). Let
kec; wy(0) = wy, be the initial value at sensdr. The updating

Finally, the clusterheads transmit their partial inforioatto rule of average consensus [15] is given by

the sink. Since the clusters are disjoint, the sink computeg, (i) = wy(i—1)+& Z (wi(i — 1) —w,(i — 1)), (16)
Y=Y, +--+yc, = Az, and reconstructs using BPDN. vEMy,



where M, C V is the set of neighboring sensors of sengpr wherd

¢ is the algorithm step size, andis the iteration index. We N1 —pt) (N- (Ll(i_fg
i i o = = . (22)
can also expres§ (IL6) in matrix form as ) N _1
W (i) = PW(i—1) = P'W(0), (17)  The proof is given in AppendiXIB.
where W (0) = [w1(0),...,wx(0)]T andP = Iy — &L, in VI. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

which L denotes the graph Laplacian Gf By properties of | this section, we evaluate the cost-delay tradeoff of the
the consensus algorithin [15}; is conserved in each iteration,c|ystering and consensus approaches, i.e., how the regonst
tion error scales with the number of iteratiodsand the
_ 1 1 , number of nodes transmitting to the siik and compare the
YEN > wi(0) D> wili), (18)  1obustness to packet erasures. We fix= 100, M = 20,
R = 10, 02 = 0.01, and Ex = 3, giving SNR = 3 in
irrespective ofi. If ¢ is chosen small enough [15], thelinear scale. The figures are created by computingsing
algorithm is monotonically converging in the limit— +oc the expressions in Theoreiils 1 4id 2, where the upper bound

to the average in all sensor nodes, p2 < cos(mR/2N) is used in [(21), assuming is chosen
optimally [15]. SinceC; in (@) is NP-hard to compute, we

lim wy (i) = w. (19) normalize the error with respect & . Also, sinceM, N, and

100 o2 are fixed, we also normalize with respectetQ;. Hence,

. : AL '
After a certain number of iterationg a set£ C V, with the normalized error is equal Qorm = || —a*||2/(C1erer).
Note that(,orm > 1.

|£| = L, of randomly chosen sensors communicate their
estimateswy (/) of w to the sink. However, due to erasuresa. Cost-Delay Tradeoff

the sink estimateg from a set of nonerased packels £, Fig. 2 shows the boundaries of the regions giving a nor-

L] =L, as malized error lower than the threshold = 1.1 for packet
1 erasure probabilitiep € {0,0.05,0.2,0.5}. As can be seen,
y=N Tzwk(j) : (20) a higher packet erasure probability results in a boundary
L kel receding towards the top right corner, meaning that higher
1 and L are needed to meet An important observation is
Finally, ¢ (cf. (15)) is used in[(4) to reconstruet also that the normalized errg.,., is nonincreasing id and
L. Looking at the slope of the curves, we see that there are
B. Cost and Delay differences in how much delay we mustleratein order to
lower communication cost. For example wher- 0, for low
As for clustering, the total communication cost@$.c = and high costs, we need to increase delay significantly,ewhil
CL. The delay is given by).,,s = DI, whereD was defined
in (1]]) 3The value ofs in @) may be very conservative, since the upper bound

on the convergence rate of consensus (Sek (47) in AppEhdmaB)be very
loose. Consider the eigenvalue decompositionPof= QMQ !, and let

C. Reconstruction Performance and Robustness a = Q'w be the projection of the datev onto the eigenspace dP.
Order the eigenvaluesf P as1 = pu3 > p2 > --- > un. Then, the

Due to the fact that average consensus only convergesfifreement aftef iterations of consensus an is given by
the limit 7 — +oo, for any finite I there will be an error in [ A,
each sensor estimatey, (1) with respect to the true average (D) — w3 = ui'of, (23)
The transmitted packets to the sink can also be erased. This h
results in a mismatchecons = y — 4 between the desired "/Meh can be upper bounded by
compression and the compression calculated using average N N u
conspensus. As for the clus?ering case, in order to guarantge Y nilod <u3t Yo of @ 13" |lw(0) — wl|3, (24)
that the reconstruction error is upper bounded By (6), this h= _ _ h _
perturbation has to be accounted for when settinip the ‘g’fhere(;r)] df‘i'r']‘;"s"sthséni‘;‘?ﬂ‘; ('jsisg‘ereee”ggntﬂ;tu ‘Eg{resgj'”fs_“g%e eff”:’r?‘:tor
BPDN. The following Theorem states how this should be don@e#ér’ahm) is hard to Compﬂte ald](24) may be Ioose. If thmart of

. «a is concentrated to those entries corresponding to the smeifjenvalues,
Theorem 2. Let > be the second largest eigenvalue Bf  ||w(1)—w|2 decreases much faster tha®! in the first iterations. However,
Given the model in Sectidd 4 as described in Sectidn 1T} A, after enough iterations the smaller eigenvalues have dimed, and the

- : - convergence rate is dominated jpy. In our case, the data is Gaussian,
and the compression IIEIZO), the choicecofhat guarantees and since the columns @ ! form an orthonormal basis iRY, « is also

a stable recovery using BPDN is Gaussian with the same mean and variance. Therefore, ther pafnx is
spread evenly in its entries. Consequently, the bound iseldor our signals

and consensus behaves much better with respetttib@an shown in Figd]2
e = eret (14 1/(T+SNR) @), (21) anas



10000

(see [[IT#) and(21)). Note that the source of error is differen
951l for clustering and consensus. Both approaches are affbgted

5 packet erasures, but in different manners. For clusteffiran
erasure occurs, that information is lost, while for consens
the estimation stef_(20) at the sink is affected only to a kmal
degree. This is because the consensus algorithm dissesinat
the information throughout the network, making it more rstbu

to packet erasures. On the other hand, for conseQigis is
dominated by the disagreement between the estimates at the
nodes and the true average. This explains the superiority of
3000~ 1 clustering for smallp. However, the disagreement decreases
exponentially in/, so (,om Can be made arbitrarily small by
increasingl.
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We derived closed-form expressions for the upper bound
Fig. 2. The figure shows the boundaries of systems satistfiegiven error on the ¢s-norm of the reconstruction error for a clustering
thresholdv. The area above the graphs are the regions of pifils, Deons) - and a consensus approach to distributed compressed sémsing
satisfying ¢norm < v, wherev = 1.1, for p € {0,0.05,0.2,0.5}, when .
using average consensus with= 10. WSNSs. For the consensus approach, the expression can be used
to trade off cost and delay such that the reconstructionr erro
, , is guaranteed to satisfy a given performance requiremeht wi
ggﬁ;‘;ﬂggﬂ — 400 high probability. We also analyzed the robustness to eeasur
171 consensus] = 300 4 of packets sent to the sink. If a large enough number of
iterations is allowed, consensus is more robust than ciagte
16 1 except for very small packet erasure probabilities. Moesov
by increasing the number of iterations, the additional rerro
e : : 7 caused by the consensus algorithm and packet erasures can be
made arbitrarily small. Another benefit of the consensulsas t
there is no need téorm clusters which can be a hard task,
especially if the sensors are mobile. Future researchdeslu
unreliabe sensor-to-sensor communication, uncertamtye

position of the nodesand more general network topologies.
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APPENDIXA
PROOF OFTHEOREM 1

11F a

1 I I I I I I I I I

o or o2 0304 0506 0708 09 1 When using clustering, the compressed vector received by
the sink is

Fig. 3. This plot shows,o:m for different packet erasure probabilities of A _ _
clustering and two cases of consensus witg {300,400}, whereR = 10 y=Ax+ (A B)n Bax. (25)
andL = [N/(2R +1)]

DefineC = A — B, and the total perturbation = Cn —
Bz. Let ¢, and b, be thekth column vector ofC' and B,

for medium costs the curves are flatter and a smaller increA8&Pectively. Thejg,jor each nodewe haveu, = cing —
in delay issufficientto reduce cost. brxi, andu = Y, uy. Therefore, for[(B) to hold, we need

For clustering,D andCi., are implicitly given byR through € = llu[l2. Denote by the set of nodes whose information is

@2) and [ID). Hence, there is no tradeoff as such for thet erased, e = {k : k € C;,j ¢ D}, where|| = H.
clustering. The implication is that for larger we cannot Note thatH is a zero-truncated binomial random variable with

increase cost or delay to ensure tag, < v. parameterd, andp. It is easy to see thdty a n {ur} =0,
hence the covariance matrix is
B. Robustness to Packet Erasures

Fig.B depicts the behavior af,.m with respect tg. From Ey.an {wcui} =Ema{erci} En {ni}
the slope of the curves we see tlahsensus is less sensitive +Exa {bka} ;. (26)
to packet erasures as compared to clustering. This is in line
with the results in Theorenis 1 afht 2, wherg,,, o /P and For notational convenience, we drop the subscript indigati
Caorm < 1/4/T — p, for clustering and consensus, respectivelgver which variable the expectation is taken. We observe tha



for k ¢ H, ¢, = 0 andby = ay, and fork € H, ¢, = a;, average afted iterations for each dimensiom = 1,..., M

andb;, = 0, thus as
E{ckck}E{nk}—ﬁ M ke™H 1 .
Ejuru ' = — Wy, =W — W
{ k k} {E bka ‘Tk _ kI]M k%IH Ap z Igwkm W, wm(IvL) W,
S
(27) (38)
It follows that where wy, ,, (1) is the mth element of the vectoww;(I),

(28) s the estimateof w,,,. For notational convenience we drop
the subscript indicating the dimension, and the dependsnci
N_ } on I and L. Now, there are two sources of randomness: (i)

<N_1 ) <N_1 )T w,, IS the average over theuth dimension, and,, (I, L)
Uk

(29) the set of queried nodes C V, which is randomly selected;
(ii) the number of nonerased packdis< L, due to random

k=0
N—1 packet erasures. Sinee,’s are fixed,w is constant. Hence,
= (B {uruily(k)} +E {upufIn (k) }) . o
o VarL_VL(A) = Varj , (w) = E; » {(w — w)z} (39)
30 .
(30) =E; {EL‘E{(w—w)Q}}. (40)
where (a) follows since allu,’s are mutually independent.
The probability thatk ¢ # is given by The estimatew is an estimate by simple random sampling
1 from a finite population of sizéV. Then
py=1-—— P (31)
1 — plN/@QR+D)T" .
p Ez {EL\Z{(M_U})Q}} (41)
Then, we have N1 .
1 N-—-L
1 E =E; { — —w)? 42
E{““T}:M(N(l—PH)Ui‘i‘NPHWX)IM (32) L{LN (k_ (wy w>> N—l} (42)
O.QN 1 Nl 1
= (1- 1—SNR) I, £ 0215. (33 - — —o2 ) [NE-{Z=V 21
A (L= p(L = SNR) Iy £ 031y, (33) N(N_1)<kz_o<wk @) ( i{z7-1)
For large enoughV, u ~ N(0,021,/), and consequently (43)

|lu|l2 is distributed according to a scalegy,-distribution. ) o
Hence,E {||lu2} = ou VM (1 — 1/4M) and Var (||u]]2) = where the first equality is due td_[16, Thm. 7.3.1B]. The
02 (1/2 — 1/8M). Therefore, using as defined in[(33), the expectation of thénverseof L is [17]

robust choice fok is 1 1 1
E {T}%(l—pL)ié—. (44)
e = E{flull2} + Av/Var ([Jull2) (34) PlL L1-p) L
B 1—p If we consider again the dependence wf on I and let
= fref\/l - (1 - W) (L=SNR)- (39 4y1) = [wn(1),..., wn (I)]T, we have
APPENDIX B 1/ N-L o
PROOF OFTHEOREM 2 Varg ((A) = T (m) lw(l) —w1fl3.  (45)

The vector received by the sink using consensus is The convergence rate of thig-norm [[w(I) — @1, is defined

@ = Ax + egbs + €cons- (36) as
In order to guarantee stable reconstruction ||ebs+econs||2- . lw(I) — w12\ "* B
By the triangle inequality, we have e= lim (|w(07) — w1|2) , w(0) #wl, (46)
lecbs + €consll2 < [l€obs|l2 + [|€cons|l2- (37)  which can be upper bounded y< .l [15]. Consequently,

Thus, we choose > ||eobs||2 + ||econs||2- The statistics of W€ have
the first term on the right hand side df {37) are given in
SectionIl. It remains to determine the contribution frohe t
consensus. Since all dimensiongjodre i.i.d. we can calculate N?w considering the randomness Afandn,

the statistics from one dimension and deduce what the total

contribution is. We fix the number of iteratiods the number 1 N-L 19 of
of queried nodeg., and the datavy. Define the disagreementVAZ.c.an(8) < 7 <m) Ean {[[w(0) —@1]3} 3"
between the estimate frorh received packets and the true (48)

lw (1) — @13 < [lw(0) — wi||3p3". (47)



Furthermore 2]

Ean {|w(0) — @13} al
(4

(5]
(6]

(7]

(8]

where the last step follows since we consider very lakje
Ex + ]\70'721 or
NM Ko

Finally, we have
1 /N-L
< =
- L (N - 1)
(52)

Due to the multiplication byV in (20), and since all dimen-
sionsm are i.i.d.,econs ~ N(0, N26X L), hencellecons|2
is distributed according to a scaleg,,-distribution with
E{|leconsl2} = NoavV'M(1 —1/4M) and Var (||€cons||2) = 1]
N20%(1/2 — 1/8M). Using [3T) and the same argument a8
in 34), the robust choice of is

O'QA £ Vari7£7A7n(A)
[0

[10]

12

= erer (1+u§\/(1+SNR)<I>), 53

where (13]
L(1-p)
CN(O-pb) (N -aa

*=Ta-p T N1 G4 g

[15]
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