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Abstract

Ensemble Kalman filter (EnKF) is an important data assimilation method for high
dimensional geophysical systems. Efficient implementation of EnKF in practice often
involves the localization technique, which updates each component using only informa-
tion within a local radius. This paper rigorously analyzes the local EnKF (LEnKF) for
linear systems, and shows that the filter error can be dominated by the ensemble co-
variance, as long as 1) the sample size exceeds the logarithmic of state dimension and a
constant that depends only on the local radius; 2) the forecast covariance matrix admits
a stable localized structure. In particular, this indicates that with small system and
observation noises, the filter error will be accurate in long time even if the initialization
is not. The analysis also reveals an intrinsic inconsistency caused by the localization
technique, and a stable localized structure is necessary to control this inconsistency.
While this structure is usually taken for granted for the operation of LEnKF, it can also
be rigorously proved for linear systems with sparse local observations and weak local
interactions. These theoretical results are also validated by numerical implementation
of LEnKF on a simple stochastic turbulence in two dynamical regimes.

1 Introduction

Data assimilation is a sequential procedure, in which observations of a dynamical system
are incorporated to improve the forecasts of that system. In many of its most important
geoscience and engineering applications, the main challenge comes from the high dimen-
sionality of the system. For contemporary atmospheric models, the dimension can reach
d ~ 108, and the classical particle filter is no longer feasible [1, 2]. The ensemble Kalman
filter (EnKF) was invented by meteorologists [3, 4, 5] to resolve this issue. By sampling the
forecast uncertainty with a small ensemble, and then employing Kalman filter procedures
to the empirical distribution, EnKF can often capture the major uncertainty and produce
accurate predictions. The simplicity and efficiency of EnKF have made it a popular choice
for weather forecasting and oil reservoir management [6, 7].

One fundamental technique employed by EnKF is localization [8, 4, 9, 10, 11]. In most
geophysical applications, each component [X]; of the state variable X holds information of
one spatial location. There is a natural distance d(i, j) between two components. In most
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physical systems, the covariance between [X|; and [X]; is formed by information propagation
in space, intuitively its strength decays with the distance d(i, 7). In particular, when d(i, j)
exceeds a threshold L, the covariance is approximately zero. This is a special sparse and
localized structure that can be exploited in the EnKF operation. In particular, the forecast
covariance can be artificially enforced as zero if d(¢,j) > L. In other words, there is no need
to sample these covariance terms, and indeed sampling from them leads to higher errors [4].
Such modification significantly reduces the sampling difficulty and the associated sample
size. This is crucial for EnKF operation, since often only a few hundred samples can be
generated in practice. Various versions of localized EnKF (LEnKF) are derived based on
this principle, and there is ample numerical evidence showing their performance is robust
against the growth of dimension [4, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17]. Moreover, there is a
growing interest in applying the same technique to the classical particle filters [18, 19, 20].

While there is a consensus on the importance of the localization technique for EnKF,
currently there is no rigorous explanation of its success. This paper contributes to this issue
by showing that in the long run, the LEnKF can reach its estimated performance for linear
systems, if the ensemble size K exceeds Dj logd, and the ensemble covariance matrix admits
a stable localized structure of radius L. The constant D above depends on the radius L
but not on d.

Showing the necessary sampling size has only logarithmic dependence on d is our major
interest. In the simpler scenario of sampling a static covariance matrix, [21] shows that the
necessary sample size scales with Dy logd. Generalizing this result to the setting of EnKF
is highly nontrivial, since the target covariance matrix evolves constantly in time, and the
sampling error at one time step has a nonlinear impact on future iterations. By analyzing the
filter forecast error evolution, and compare it with the filter covariance evolution, we show
the filter error covariance can be dominated by the ensemble covariance with high probability.
In other words, the LEnKF can reach its estimated performance. One important corollary
is that if the system and observation noise are of scale /€, then the error covariance scales
as €, which indicates that LEnKF can be accurate regardless of the initial condition. Such
property is often termed as accuracy for practical filters or observers [22, 23, 24].

Interestingly, our analysis also captures an intrinsic inconsistency caused by the localiza-
tion technique. Generally speaking, the localization technique can be applied to the ensemble
covariance matrix, but not the ensemble. However, the Kalman update is applied to the en-
semble, but not to the localized ensemble covariance matrix. As these two operations do not
commute, an inconsistency emerges, which we will call the localization inconsistency. This
phenomenon has been mentioned in [9, 25]. Moreover, [15] numerically examines its role
with serial observation processing, and shows that it may lead to significant filter error. In
correspondence to these findings, one crucial step in our analysis is showing that the local-
ization inconsistency is controllable, if the forecast covariance matrix indeed has a localized
structure.

While most applications of LEnKF assume the underlying covariance matrices are local-
ized, rigorous justification of this assumption is sorely missing in the literature. A recent
work [26] considers applying a projection to the continuous time Kalman-Bucy filter, and
shows that if the projection is a small perturbation on the covariance matrix, its impact on
the filter process is also small. It is shown through an example that if the filter system can
be decoupled into independent local parts, a projection similar to the LEnKF localization



procedure can be made. Unfortunately, in most practical problems, all spatial dimensions
are coupled with local interactions, and it is very difficult to show that the localization
procedure is a small perturbation.

This paper partially investigates the theoretical gaps mentioned above. We show that
for linear systems with weak local interactions and sparse local observations, the localized
structure is stable for the LEnKF ensemble covariance. Weak local interaction is an intuitive
requirement, else fast information propagation will form strong covariances between far away
locations. Sparse local observation, on the other hand, is assumed to simplify the assimilation
formulas.

In rough words, our main results consist of the following statements.

1. To sample a localized covariance matrix correctly, the necessary sample size scales with
Dy logd (Theorem 2.1). This reveals the sampling advantage gained by applying the
localization procedure.

2. While localization improves the sampling, it creates an inconsistency in the assimilation
steps. For the LEnKF ensemble covariance to capture the filter error covariance with
Dy log d samples, the localization inconsistency needs to be small (Theorem 2.4).

3. One way to guarantee a small localization inconsistency, is to have a stable localized
structure in the forecast ensemble covariance matrix (Proposition 2.3).

4. The LEnKF forecast covariance has a stable localized structure, if the underlying
linear system has weak interactions and sparse local observations. (Theorem 2.5). So
by points 2 and 3, we know that LEnKF has good forecast skills, since its ensemble
covariance captures the true filter error covariance.

5. The results above scale linearly with the variance of the noises. So when applying
LEnKF to a linear system with small system and observation noises, its long time
performance is accurate (Theorem 2.7).

Section 2 will provide the setup of our problem, and present the precise statements of the
main results. The implication of these results on the issue of localized radius is discussed in
Section 2.6.

Section 3 verifies the theoretical results by implementing LEnKF on a stochastically
forced dissipative advection equation [6]. One stable and one unstable dynamical regimes
are tested. In both of them, LEnKF have shown robust forecast skill with only K = 10
ensemble members, while the dimension varies between 10 and 1000. Moreover the localized
covariance structure and the accuracy with small noises can also be verified for LEnKF in
both regimes.

Section 4 investigates the covariance sampling problem of LEnKF, and proves Theorem
2.1. Section 5 analyzes the localization inconsistency and filter error evolution. It contains
the proofs of Theorem 2.4 and Proposition 2.3. Section 6 studies the localized structure
of linear systems with weak local interactions and sparse observations, and shows that the
small noise scaling can be applied to our results. Section 7 concludes this paper and discusses
some interesting extensions.



2 Main Results

2.1 Problem Setup

Since its invention, the ensemble Kalman filter (EnKF) has been modified constantly for two
decades, and its formulation has become rather sophisticated today. In this subsection we
briefly review some of the key modifications, in particular the localization techniques.

The following notations will be used throughout the paper. For two vectors a and b,
|a]| denotes the Iy norm of a, a ® b denotes the matrix ab’. Square bracket with subscripts
indicates a component or entry of an object. So [a]; is the i-th component of vector a. In
particular, we use e; to denote the i-th standard basis vector, i.e. [e;]; = 1;—;.

Given a matrix A, [A];; is the (4, j)-th entry of A. The l; operator norm is denoted
by [|A]| = inf{c : ||[Av]] < ¢||v|,Vv}. The Il operator norm is denoted by |A|; =
max; ), |[A]i;|. The maximum absolute entry is denoted by [|Allec = max;; |[A];;]. We
also use I,,, to denote the m x m dimensional identity matrix. Given two matrices A and D,
their Schur (Hadamard) product can be defined by entry wise product

[A o D];; = [A]i;[Dli;-

For two real symmetric matrices A and B, A < B indicates that B— A is positive semidefinite.

Ensemble Kalman Filter

In this paper, we consider a linear system in R? with partial observations,

X1 = A X0+ b0 + &0y Eaa1 ~N(0,5,),

2.1
Yn+1 = HXn-H + Cna Cn-i—l ~ N(O> USIQ)' ( )

Throughout our discussion, we assume the matrices A, >, are bounded:
|An|| < My, myly 2%, <X Msly.

The time-inhomogeneous generality can be used to model intermittent dynamical systems [6,
27]. We assume that the observations are made at ¢ < d distinct locations {01, 09, -+ ,0,} C
{1,---,d}. This can be modelled by letting

Hlpj=1j=,, 1<k<ql1<j<d (2.2)

Note that the operator norm || H || = 1.

It is well known that the optimal estimate of X, given historical observations Y7,...,Y,,
is provided by the Kalman filter [28], assuming X, is Gaussian distributed. Unfortunately,
direct implementation of the Kalman filter involves a stepwise computation complexity of
O(d?*q). When the state dimension d is high, the Kalman filter is not computationally
feasible.

The ensemble Kalman filter (EnKF) is invented by meteorologists [5] to reduce the com-
putation complexity. K samples of (2.1) are updated using the Kalman filter rules, and their
ensemble mean and covariance are employed to estimate the signal X,,. In specific, suppose
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the posterior ensemble for X, is denoted by {Xﬁk)}k:17.,,7 k- The forecast ensemble of X, 4
is first generated by propagating the linear system in (2.1):

557(33_)1 = Aan(Lk) + bn + 57(5217 gn—l—l (07 En)

The EnKF then estimates X, with a prior distribution N ()A( il én+1), where the mean
and covariance are obtained by the forecast ensemble:

= L = ~ k)
Xn K Z Xn+1> A‘Xvn—i-l = Xr(z-gl Xn+1> Cn-i-l Z A‘Xvn—i-l ® AXT(L-H

k 1

Applying the Bayes’ formula to the prior distribution and the linear observation Y., a
target Gaussian posterior distribution for X, ., can be obtained. There are several ways to
update the forecast ensemble so its statistics approximate the target ones. Here we consider
the standard EnKF in [5, 6] with artificial perturbations:

X,(ﬁ)l = (I - Kn+1H)X(+1 + Ky Yo — Ko n+1 (2.3)
The Kalman gain matrix is given by il = C,H_lHT(O’qu + HanHHT)_l. The C1(1]f|—)1 are
independent noises sampled from N (0, 021,).

The computation complexity of EnKF is roughly O(K?2d), assuming A,, and ¥,, are sparse
[29]. In practice, the ensemble size K is often less than a few hundred, so the operational
speed is significantly improved. On the other hand, with the sample size K" much smaller than
the state space dimension d, the sample covariance C),,; often produces spurious correlations
[30, 5]. Spurious correlations may seriously reduce the filter accuracy, since the Kalman
filter operation hinges heavily on the correctness of covariance estimation. The localization
techniques are often employed to resolve such problems.

Localization techniques

In most geophysical applications, each dimension index i € {1,...,d} corresponds to a
spatial location. For simplicity, we assume different indices correspond to different spatial
locations. Let d(i, j) be the spatial distance between the locations i and j specify, then d is
also a distance on the index set {1,...,d}. In other words,

e d(i,j) =0 if and only if i = j;

e d(i,j) = d(j,i);

e d(i,j) +d(j. k) = d(i, k).
For a simple example, one can correspond index i with the integer ¢, then d(i,7) = |i — j]
clearly defines a distance.

For most geophysical problems that can be modeled by a (stochastic) partial differential
equation, the covariance between two locations is caused by the propagation of information

through local interactions. Information often is also dissipated during its propagation, so
its impact gets less significant when it reaches far-away locations. This leads to a localized



covariance structure. In other words, there is a decreasing function ¢ : [0,00) — [0, 1],
¢»(0) = 1 such that

[Crli; o< o(d(4, 7).
In geophysical applications, a localization radius [ is often defined, so ¢(x) = 0 for x > [.
Consequentially, it is natural to model the localization function as

[Dii; = ¢(d(i, j))- (2.4)

In particular, the widely used Gaspari-Cohn matrix [31] is of this form with

b(z) = (1 + g) exp (—Cfl) Lo, (2.5)

where the radius is often picked with I = /10/3¢; or 2¢; [32]. Another simple localization
matrix corresponds to the cutoff or heavyside function ¢(z) = 1,<;, and we denote it by

D!,,. In other words

[Duii = Lagg<t (2.6)
As a remark, while (2.5) is more useful in practice, (2.6) is much simpler for theoretical
analysis and interpretation. Most of our analysis results in below only apply to (2.6), ex-
cept Theorem 2.1. It will be very interesting to generalize the analysis framework here for
localization functions like (2.5).
The notion of localization radius is closely related to the bandwidth of a matrix [33]. For
a matrix A, we define its bandwidth as:

Li=inf{z >0:[A],; =0 if d(i,j) >z} (2.7)

The bandwidth roughly captures how fast different components interact with each other. If
A has bandwidth [, each component interacts with at most B; components when product
with A, where the volume constant B; is defined by

By = max#{j : d(i,j) < }. (2.8)

A localized covariance structure is extremely useful for EnKF. It indicates only covari-
ances between nearby indices are worth sampling. By ignoring the far apart covariances,
the necessary sampling size can be significantly reduced. To apply this idea, the localization
technique modifies the Kalman gain matrix in (2.3), and ensures the assimilation updates
from far away observation is insignificant. There are two main types of localization methods
in the literature, domain localization and covariance localization [14]. This paper discusses
only the former, while similar analysis should in principal applies to the latter as well.

With domain localization, the i-th component is updated using only observations of
indices within distance [, which are elements of Z; = {j : d(i,j) < I}. Let Pz, be the
projection matrix of a R? vector to its components on Z;, note that it is diagonal so it is
symmetric. Then C!., := Pz,C, 1Pz, contains the local covariance relevant to the i-th
component. The corresponding Kalman gain is

Ki, =Ci HT (s, + HC! HT)™, (2.9)
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and the i-th component is updated using the i-th row of (2.9), namely e;e] K’ ;. Again
e; is the i-th standard basis vector of R?. The final Kalman gain matrix patches all rows
together

d
Ko=) el K., (2.10)
=1

Since each K! 41 has nonzero entries only with indies in Z; x Z;, IA(nHH is of bandwidth [ as
well. The proof in Proposition 2.3 below verifies this. Therefore, each component is updated
using observations of distance at most [ from it.

Localized EnKF with covariance inflation

Other than spurious correlations, a small sampling size also jeopardizes the EnKF operation,
as the forecast covariance is often undervalued [34, 35, 23]. In order to resolve this issue, the
covariance needs to be inflated with a fixed ratio » > 1. [23] has shown these modification
are pivotal to EnKF performance. We also incorporate this idea in our LEnKF.

In summary, the localized EnKF (LEnKF) updates an posterior ensemble {X}Lk) k =
1,---,K} of its mean X, = % Zszer(Lk) and spread AXP = xP - X,, through the
following steps with K, given by (2.9) and (2.10):

o)

K
1 . o o
== AR @ AR, K = (= R )Xy + B Yo, (210)
k=1
AX(?l = (I - [A(nﬂH)A)A(,(L?l + IA(nH((li)l, Cé’jr)l ~ N(O,ailq).

n n

The posterior covariance matrix can be obtained through the spread

K
1 k k
Co1 = 7 > AXW @ axl).

k=1

Note here we update the mean and ensemble spread, the A terms, separately. This is different
from the standard EnKF, since the average noise terms % > 55[21 and % > C,(Li)l are ignored

for simplicity. Also the sum of the ensemble spread, > AX,(Lk), may not be zero. On the
other hand, these differences are small by the law of large numbers. The proofs can also be
generalized to admit these terms, but the discussion will be notationally complicated.

One classical property of the Kalman filter is that the filter covariances and the Kalman
gain matrices are predetermined with no dependence on the realization of system (2.1). This
is inherited by the LEnKF (2.11), the covariances and Kalman gain depend only on the
sample noise §flk), (ﬁk) realizations, but not on (X,,,Y,).

To illustrate, consider the filtration generated by sample noise realization,

FS=o{AXP ™ ™ =1, nk=1,.. K} (2.12)



Using induction, it is easy to verify the ensemble spread, ensemble covariance and Kalman
gain, are all > adapted:

A“)?f(Lk)7 AXka—)h 67” Cn—17 I?n c fs

The corresponding conditional expectation is denoted by Ezs. We will use FS =\ F5 to
denote the o-field for all ensemble spread information.

The other randomness of EnKF comes from the realization of system (2.1). We can
average out this part of randomness by conditioning on F%, which we will denote as Eg.
This is useful when comparing the filter error and sample covariance. The natural filtration
generated by all random outcome at time n is

_U{X07XO 7£t7<.t 1, Ct 17t_1 ]{?:1, 7K}

We will denote the conditional expectation with F,, as E,.

2.2 Sampling errors of localized forecast covariance

Since EnKF relies on the ensemble forecast covariance matrix to assimilate new observations,
its performance depends on the accuracy of the sampling procedure. The sampling procedure
updates the forecast matrix from time n to n + 1.

Given the forecast ensemble covariance Cy,, based on the Kalman update rule, the inflated
target forecast covariance at n 4 1 is given by R, (C’ ), with the posterior Riccati map

Ro(C) i= Ap(I — K, H)Co(I — K, H)TAL 4+ 624, K, KT AT +%,,. (2.13)

The real ensemble forecast covariance C,q = e ZAXn n® AXE +1 is generated by the
ensemble spread

AX® | = AL — KyH)AX® + /r A K¢ + rel®) (2.14)

It is stralght forward to verify the average of C’n+1 over Cn and 5 41 matches R, (én), that
IS E Cn+1 R (Cn)

In order to control the sampling error ||[Ci1 — rRn(Ch)|, it is necessary to have a
sufficiently large K. Unfortunately, the size of K would need to grow hnearly w1th d [21].
As a simple example, let C, = K, = =0, ¥, = I, r = 1, then AXffH = f 41 are iid.
samples from N(0,1,), and the target sample matrix is I;. Yet [|[Coy|| = 1 + /d/K with
high probability by the Bai-Yin’s law [36]. In practical settings, K < d, so the sample
covariance is unlikely to be correct.

As discussed in Section 2.1, the main idea of localization is that we assume the target
covariance R, (C ) is localized, so it suffices to consider R, (C’ ) oDy, which can be sampled
by Cn+1 o Dy. Here Dy can be any matrix of form (2.4), where its radius L does not
need to match [ used in (2.9). In fact, we will mostly use D;, = D%, (2.6) with L > 4I
in our discussion. One important advantage gained by localization is that, in order for
the covariance sampling to be accurate, that is ||(Chy1 — R, (Cy)) o Dy to be small, the
necessary sample size scales only with Dy logd, instead of d, where Dy is some constant
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that only depends on L. This phenomenon was discovered in statistics [21], assuming the
samples are generated from one fixed distribution. But in EnKF, the conditional mean of
each sample is different, i.e. EHAXS% =rA, (I — KnH)AX,(Lk) . A generalization of [21]
is our first result:

Theorem 2.1. For any fized group of a, € R, k= 1,...,K, and K i.i.d. samples z, ~
N(0,%,). Consider the sample covariances

Let ) )
1/21¢ 11/2
Oaz = HZ!E}X{[EZ]M’ [Ea]m [Ez]j,j }
Z concentrates around its mean in the following two ways, where ¢ is an absolute constant:

a) Schur product with a symmetric matriz Dy. For anyt > 0
P(||(Z —EZ) oDyl > ||Dp|l104,:t) < 8exp (2logd — cK min{t, ¢*}) .

Recall that |Dyg||; := max; ijl \[DL]i;|, which is often independent of d.
b) Entry-wise. Consider ||Z —EZ|« = max, ; |[Z —EZ]; |, then for any t > 0

P(||Z —EZ||o > 04:t) < 8exp (2logd — cK min{t, ¢*}) .

In application to LEnKF, we will let
ar = VA - K,H)AXP, 2= ViAKW + rel),,

and Theorem 2.1 shows that én—i—l o Dy concentrates around ar(@n) o D;. The exact
statement is given below by Corollary 5.4. The result in [21] is equivalent to the special case
where a; = 0. Fortunately, the generalization is not difficult and is in Section 4.

2.3 Localization inconsistency with localized covariance

While the localization technique makes the covariance sampling much easier, they also in-
troduce additional errors. The fundamental reason is that the localization techniques are
applied to the covariance matrices, but cannot be applied to the ensemble members them-
selves. On the other hand, the analysis update is applied to the ensemble but not to the
covariance. This leads to a matrix inconsistency [9, 25, 15].

To illustrate, we look at the forecast filter error at time n, é,, = X n—X,. At this moment,
the sample noise realization of F? is available, so it is natural to consider the conditional
covariance of the forecast filter error :

Ersén ® é, = Esé, ® &,



The identity holds because the sample noises after time n are independent of é,, € F,.

Suppose this covariance is captured by the localized ensemble covariance, in other words
Esé, ® é, = C, o Dy. Based on the LEnKF formulation (2.11), the filter errors after the
next assimilation step and forecast step are:

en=Xn—Xp=Xn— RKn(HXn — HXp — ) — Xpn = (I — KpH)ép + KnCo,

én-‘,—l = )?n-‘rl - Xn+1 = An(yn - Xn) - §n+1 = An(I - [?nH)én + An[?ngn - gn-l—l- (215)
Since the Kalman gain K, € F2. ¢, and &, are independent of F2 | the new forecast error
covariance is

ESén-H & én-i—l = An[([ - [?nH)(ESén & én)(l - [?nH)T + Uzl?n[?rj:]Ag + Zm
= A, [(I = K,H)[C, o D.)(I — K,H)T + 0K, KT|AT + %, = R.(C,,). (2.16)

On the other hand, the ensemble covariance is generated by the update in (2.14). With no
inflation, 7 = 1, Theorem 2.1 indicates C, 1 o Dy is near its average

Rn(C) oDy, = [A,[(I — K H)Co(I — K H)' 4 02K, KTAT +%,] oDy (2.17)
Recall the posterior Riccati map R, (Cl,) is defined by (2.13).

The difference between (2.16) and (2.17) can be interpreted as the inconsistency caused
by commuting the localization and Kalman covariance update. In order for the ensemble
covariance to capture the error covariance, it is necessary for this difference to be small. This
is an issue not governed by the sampling scheme, but governed by the localization operation.

As discussed in the introduction, the major motivation behind localization techniques is
that the covariance is localized. We formalize this notion through the following definition.

Definition 2.2. Given a decreasing function ® : RT +— [0,1] with ®(0) = 1, we say the
forecast covariance sequence C,, follows an (M, ®, L)-localized structure, if

A M,®(d(i,7))  d(i,j) < L
Culisl < {Mncb(L) d(i, ) > L. (2.18)

The decay function ® and L need not coincide with the ¢ and [ used in Kalman gain
localization (2.4). This flexibility is useful when we try to verify the localized structure.
Intuitively, in order for localization techniques to be effective, we need ®(z) to be near zero
when z is large. This holds true for most localized covariance structures, such as the Gaspari
Cohn matrix (2.5), and also the function ®(z) = A% with a certain A4 < 1, which will appear
below in Theorem 2.5 for linear systems.

One interesting phenomenon, is that if the forecast covariance is already localized, then
the localization inconsistency is in general small:

Proposition 2.3. Suppose ||Anl| < My, A, and 3, are of bandwidth less than I, and C,
follows an (M, ®, L)-localized structure, then the localization inconsistency with Dy = DE
and L > 41, given by

Atge = (2.16) — (2.17),
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has nonzero entries only around the localization boundary:
[Ajocli; =0 if |d(i,j) — L| > 2l.
Moreover, it is bounded by
[Atoell < M MA(1+ 05 BiM,)* B Bry®(L — 21). (2.19)

B, is a volume constant Br; = max; #{j : |d(¢,j) — L| < 2}, and B is given by (2.8).
Note that if ®(L — 21) is close to zero, the right side is very small.

2.4 Main result: LEnKF performance

There are different ways to quantify the performance of EnKF. One approach is to compare
EnKF with its large ensemble limit, which is the Kalman filter, and estimate the convergence
rate [?, 37, 38, 39]. Moreover, advanced sampling techniques, such as multilevel Monte Carlo,
can be applied to the EnKF procedures, and speed up the convergence [?, ?]. However, these
results have not investigated the dependence of sample size K on the underlying dimension,
thus they are not helpful in explaining the advantages of the localization procedures. More-
over, the large ensemble limit for LEnKF is not necessarily the optimal, since the localization
techniques may violate the Bayes’ formula.

A more practical approach looks for qualitative EnKF properties, where the necessary
sample size K scales with quantities much less than d [40, 41, 42, 43], for example a low
effective dimension [23]. One central issue of EnKF is that, unlike Kalman filter, it estimates
the forecast uncertainty by the ensemble covariance, which can be faulty. Since the forecast
covariance matrix plays a pivotal role in the EnKF operation, it is important to ask if the
ensemble covariance captures the real filter error covariance.

In our particular case, we are interested in finding a bound for filter error covariance
Esé, ® é,. We will compare it with the filter ensemble covariance C,. Note that the
conditioning Eg is with respect to the sample noise filtration F3 given in (2.12), moreover
note that 6n € F2. Therefore the comparison is legitimate. By showing Egé, ® é, is
dominated by a proper inflation of én with large probability, we demonstrate that the LEnKF
reaches its estimated performance. In order to achieve that, we need the localized structure
to be stable as well.

Theorem 2.4. Suppose the forecast ensemble covariance follows a stable (M, ®, L)-localized
structure, and the sample size K exceeds Dy logd with a constant Dy, that depends on L, the
LEnKF (2.11) reaches its estimated performance in the long time average. In specific, for
any 6 > 0, suppose the following conditions hold

1) In the signal-observation system (2.1), A, and %, are of bandwidth I, moreover

|An|| < My, mxlq 235, X Mxly, Mi > my.

2) Suppose the initial error satisfies Egéq @ éy < 7“0(60 + ply) for some ry and p that

0<ry, 0<p<(:—L)min{M;/ms,02}.

This can always be achieved by picking a larger rq.
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3) The forecast covariance én follows a (M, ®, L)-localized structure as in Definition 2.2.
Moreover, the localized structure is stable, so there are constants By, Dy and My so that

—EZM < — BOEHCOH + Dy) + M. (2.20)

4) The localized structure ® and radius L satisfy
L>4l, ®L-2)<6B,;M;*B°.
The volume constants are given by Proposition 2.3.
5) The sample size K > T(rB;0=1,d), with
I'(z,d) = max{92?, 21, % log d}, (2.21)
and the absolute constant c is given by Theorem 2.1.

Then for any 1 < r, <r, the filter error covariance is dominated by the filter covariance
Eséy ® é, < r.(C, o DL, + pl,)

with high 1 — O(9) probability in long time average

T-1

1 ~
1-= > P(Esé, ® é, 2 1.(Cp o Dy, + pla))

n=0
To 3(Bo||Coll + Do)
— Tlogr, T logr,

_ rl/ r
(( "B M3 + 2(, 13/3)M0+p My +2 1?3 3/3>-

(01 BIME + 20

(P00)1/3

log r,

2.5 Weak local interaction with sparse observations

By Theorem 2.4, the stability of localized structure is a necessary condition for the LEnKF
to reach its estimated performance. While in practice this condition is often assumed to
be true to motivate the localization technique, and one can check it while the algorithm is
running, it is interesting to find some sufficient a-priori conditions of system (2.1), so that
(2.20) holds. Unfortunately, rigorous investigations in this direction is sorely missing. Here
we provide a stability analysis in a simple setting.

The origin of localized covariances is intuitively clear. In most physical systems, the
covariance between [X|; and [X]; comes from information propagation in space. So if the
propagation is weak and decays at the same time, there will be a localized covariance. For
our linear models, the information propagation is carried by local interactions, described by
the off diagonal terms of A,. To enforce its weakness, we assume that there is a Ay < 1,

such that .
max {Z |[An],-7k|)\;d("’k)} < Aa (2.22)
k=1

12



For the simplicity of our discussion, we also assume the system noise is diagonal ¥, = O'g]d.

Note that A4 < 1, so A;d(i’k) is a large number when ¢ and k are fart apart. So condition
(2.22) constraints the long distance interaction, measured by |[A,]; k|, to be weak. In other
words, (2.22) models a local interaction. If we concern the unfilter covariance of the sequence
[X];, then A4 < 1 is sufficient to guarantee the covariance is localized, using Proposition 6.2
in below.

The main difficulty actually comes from the observation part. For simplicity, we require
the observations in (2.2) to be sparse in the sense that d(o;, 0;) > 2 for any ¢ # j. Recall that
0; is the i-th observable component. Then for each location i € {1,--- ,d}, there is at most
one location o(i) € {o1,---,0,} such that d(i,0(:)) < [. This will significantly simplify the
analysis step and yield an explicit expression. Sparse observations are in fact quite common
in practice. Moreover, it is also possible to generalize the results here to non-sparse scenario,
by using sequential assimilation [15]. But the conditions will be much more involved.

Under the sparse observation scenario, the following function describes how does the
localized structure of C,, update to the one of C,,;:

Uny (M, 8) = (r + 6) max {)\AM (14 052M)° + Aaoy 2 M2 N M + o—g} . (2.23)
This function provides a way to ensure stable localized structure:

Theorem 2.5. Given a LEnKF (2.11), suppose the following holds

1) The system noise is diagonal and the observations are sparse

Yin = O'g]d, d(Oi, Oj) > 20, Vi §£ J-
2) There is a Aa < 7% such that (2.22) holds.

3) There are constants

r+ 20,)0?
0 <4, <min{0.25,2(A\;' =)}, M, > g,
1—Xa
such that ¥y, (M., d.) < M, with 1y, given by (2.23).
4) Denote n, = 2L + [log‘f\é . The sample size K exceeds
1
K > max{ T log(16d*n.d,?),T'(2r0; ", d)} : (2.24)

Then the forecast ensemble covariance follows a stable localized structure (M, ®, L) with
O(z) = Ny, In specific, the stochastic sequence M, is dissipative every n, steps:

1
EoM,, < §M0 + (1 + 20,) M. .

The long time average condition (2.20) can be verified by

2N,
—ZEMk_ T (E(|Col| + M) +2(1 + 6.) M

13



Remark 2.6. Note that
Ua (M, 0) = max{rAaM (1 + 0, M)* + a0, > M? rX3 M + rof},
With sufficiently small Ay or o, %, 1y, (M,8) < M can have a solution, so condition 3) holds.

2.6 Localization radius

One important and difficult issue of LEnKF implementation is how to choose the localization
radius [. The theoretical results above shed some light over this issue qualitatively. It is
worth noticing that this paper has two localization radii. [ is the one used for LEnKF(2.11)
formulation, and L is used for the filter error theoretical analysis. But generally speaking L
and [ should be picked so that L > 4l, so we concern only of L in the following. We also
assume that ®(z) = A% from Theorem 2.5 for simpler discussion.

A smaller localization radius simplify the sampling task by focusing on a smaller as-
similation domain, and significantly reduces the necessary sample size. This comes from
two perspectives. First, in order for the LEnKF to sample the correct localized covariance
matrix, condition 5) of Theorem 2.4 requires the sample size to grow polynomially with L,
since ||®||; is summing over By, entries. Second, the localized covariance structure can be
very delicate at the boundary, and to maintain it one needs the random forecast covariance
to have sampling error of scale A%. This leads to the exponential dependence of K on L, as
in condition 4) of Theorem 2.5.

On the other hand, a larger localization radius L reduces the size of the localization
inconsistency. Based on Proposition 2.3, the localization inconsistency is of order ®(L—2[) =
)\ﬁ_m, because within inequality (2.19), B; is independent of L, and By, is also independent
of L if i,j are taken from {1,---, d}. This becomes condition 4) of Theorem 2.4, where we
need the localization radius to be large, so the inconsistency is bounded by the tolerance.

2.7 LEnKF accuracy with small noises

In practice, with frequent and accurate observations, the system noises, 3, and o2, are
often of scale e. In this scenario, the LEnKF has its error covariance scale with € in long
time, showing an accurate forecast skill. Moreover, there is no requirement that the initial
ensemble to have error of scale €, meaning the LEnKF can converge to the signal X,, given
enough time.

Theorem 2.7. Suppose, the signal-observation system (2.1) satisfies the conditions of The-
orem 2.5, and its LEnKF is tuned to satisfy the conditions of Theorem 2.4 except (2.20).
Then if the same LEnKF is applied to the following system

X:H-l = AanEL + bn + €n> gn-i-l ~ N(Oa Eagld)>
er+1 = HX:L—l—l +Cns Cuy1 ~ N(O, €U§Iq)v

it has small filter error covariance of scale €. In particular, the ensemble covariance is of
scale € in long time average

T
1 ~ 2N, ~
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Moreover, the real filter covariance is dominated by én with high probability:

-1
1 ~
1- T nEZOIP’(ESén ® &, = 1,(Cr 0o DE 4 eply))
ro 26n.(B||Co|| + €M)
< +
~ Telogr, TeXk logr,

— r1/3 _ r1/3
(2<p BIME + ) (1+ 8, M. + p la§+2pi/gag/3).

_ ,1/3
(0™ B/ M + Z5i7s)

log r,
Note that € appears only in terms that converge to zero with T — 0.

Remark 2.8. We need the system to follow the conditions in Theorem 2.5 only to ensure
the stable localized structure exists. If one can find other conditions to verify that the LEnKF
follows an (M,,, ®, L) localized structure such that M, converges to a scale of €, the conditions
in Theorem 2.5 can be replaced.

3 Numerical experiments

There is plenty of numerical evidence showing that LEnKF has good forecast skill even with
nonlinear dynamical systems. Moreover, this paper intends to understand LEnKF from a
theoretical perspective, not an empirical one. On the other hand, several new concepts and
conditions are introduced in our analysis framework. To understand their significance, we
conduct a few simple numerical experiments in this section.

3.1 Experiments setup: a stochastic turbulence model

We consider a stochastically forced dissipative advection equation on an one dimensional
periodic domain from Section 6.3 of [6]:
Ju(x,t) Ju(x,t) O*u(x,t) -

5 = vu(z,t) + F 2 + o, W (x,t).

To transform it to a discrete linear system, we apply the centered difference formula with
spatial grid size h, and Euler scheme with time step At. We assume W (z,t) is a white noise

in both time and space. The discretized signal-system [X,, 1, - - ,de]T follows
Xn-‘,—l,i - a—Xn,i—l + aOXn,i + a'—i-Xn,i-i-l + 0z Vv Ath-{—l,ia 1= 1a ) d7
pAL cAt 2uAt pAt cAt (3 1)
a_zﬁ—ﬁ, Cl():l— 72 —VAt, a+:7—|—ﬁ.

The indices should be interpreted cyclically, that is X, = X, 4 and X, 441 = X,,;. The
natural distance between indices is d(¢,7) = min{|i — j|,||¢ — j| — d|}. The system noises
W,.; are independent samples from A(0,1). We also initialize Xo; ~ N (0, 1) for simplicity.
Evidently, if we formulate (3.1) in the format of (2.1), the corresponding matrix A, is
constant with bandwidth [ = 1. In other words it is tridiagonal. We assume one observation
is made every p components with independent Gaussian noise B, x ~ N (0, 1):

Yn,k = Xn,p(k—l)-‘,—l + Uan,k-
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A simple LEnKF with domain localization radius [ = 1, inflation » = 1.1 will be applied to
recover X,,. A small sample size K = 10 is taken. As comparison, we implement a standard
EnKF with the same inflation, sample size and sample noise realization. A standard Kalman
filter is also computed to indicate the optimal filter error. We are interested to see

e Does LEnKF have a close to optimal performance? Does localization play a key role?
e [s filter performance robust against dimension increase?

e Does filter performance scale with the noise strength?

e Does the LEnKF ensemble covariance localize, and is this structure stable?

e Do the a-priori conditions of Theorem 2.5 hold?

In the discussion below, we consider dimension in a wide range d = 10,100, 1000. Yet
we will fix the grid size h in each regime. This corresponds to a sequence of domains with
increasing size, but not a fixed domain with increasing refinement. Although the latter can
also have very high dimension, localization is not a suitable tool; a proper projection to the
low effective dimension should be more effective [23]. Also it is worth noticing that there are
better ways to filter (3.1), such as Fourier domain filtering [6]. We are running LEnKF here
just to support our theoretical analysis.

3.2 Regime I: strong dissipation

We first consider a regime of (3.1) with strong uniform damping and weak advection
h=1 At=0.1, p=5 v=5 ¢=01, pu=01, o,=0,=1

In this regime, the conditions of Theorem 2.5 can be verified. In particular, (2.22) can
be formulated as
a_A;' +ag+arAy < Aa (3.2)

Direct numerical computation shows that A4 = 0.5186 satisfies this relation. Furthermore,
we can verify that (6%, M,) = (0.128,0.2187) satisfy condition 3) of Theorem 2.5. Theo-
rem 2.5 predicts a stable stochastic sequence M,, exists so @L follows localized structure
(M, ®,4), where ®(x) = MY and M, has its mean bounded by 8.8959. On the other
hand, Theorem 2.5 requires the sample size to be around K = 2.8 x 10 for d = 100, and
K = 7.34 x 10* for d = 10°5. We will see K = 10 is sufficient for LEnKF to perform well
numerically. The overestimate is reasonable as theoretical analysis is often too conservative.
The main point of theoretical analysis is showing a logarithmic dependence of K on the
dimension.

The numerical results are presented in Figure 3.1. In subplot a) the dimension average
square forecast error

DSE := | X, — X,|*/d

of LEnKF is plotted for 100 iterations. The time mean DSE (MSE) is around 0.142 for
d = 100. This is comparable with the optimal Kalman filter MSE 0.129. Moreover, this
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Figure 3.1: Filter performance in stable regime I.

performance is robust for all dimensions, MSE=0.137 for d = 10 and MSE=0.143 for d =
1000, while the oscillation is stronger in d = 10 case due to averaging over a small dimension.

Since this regime is very stable, EnKF without localization also has surprisingly good
performance, as shown in subplot b). Its MSE is around 0.15, which is worse than LEnKF.
This shows that, while the conditions of Theorem 2.5 are sufficient for LEnKF to work well,
they might be too strong. It will be interesting if sharper working conditions for LEnKF
can be found. It will also be interesting if one can show such strong conditions can already
guarantee EnKF to work without localization.

Two other properties predicted by our theory are also validated. In subplot ¢), the
localization status M,, is plotted for all three dimensions. All three time sequences are
stable, and they are all bounded below the theoretical estimate 8.8959 from Theorem 2.5.
We also test LEnKF with small scale system noises 0f = \/eo,, 05 = \/€o,. In subplot d),
we plot the time mean DSE of e = 1,11 L in logarithmic scales. It is clear that the

)99 49139
LEnKF has the correct MSE scale of € as Theorem 2.7 predicted.

3.3 Regime 1I: strong advection
The second regime we considered has a strong advection, while the damping is weak:
h=02  At=0.1, p=5 v=01, ¢=2, pu=01, o,=0,=1

This regime is close to unstable, since the linear system map A, has spectral norm 0.99.
(3.2) does not have a solution below 1, so the conditions of Theorem 2.5 are not verifiable.
Nevertheless, we find empirically the LEnKF ensemble covariance matrices are localized. In
Figure 3.2, we demonstrate this by plotting

®(z) = éE (2_: [Colisial + Z |[an]i,i+m—d\>

i=d—x+1
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Figure 3.3: Filter performance in stable regime II.

using empirical average from 1000 samples with d = 100,n = 100. The clear covariance
strength transition around x = 4 indicates that the ensemble covariance is localized. There-
fore Theorem 2.4 applies and predicts that LEnKF will have a good performance.

This is indeed the case. In subplot a) of
Figure 3.3, we see that LEnKF has a forecast oss

skill. The MSE is around 1.63 for d = 100, ol

where the optimal Kalman filter MSE is g

1.06. This performance does not change % T

much with the dimension, MSE=1.42 for g8 \ ]
d =10, MSE=1.72 for d = 1000. The EnKF o3y \/\\/\/\,AA,/\A/\,/\/’
on the other hand is highly unstable except T T T I T S
for the low dimension d = 10 case. In sub- Distance

plot b), we see for d = 100 and 1000, the Figure 3.2: Localization structure

DSE of EnKF grows exponentially to 10'°.

This is a phenomenon known as EnKF catas-

trophic filter divergence, previously studied by [6, 43]. Now this also demonstrates how
important is the localization technique. Such divergence can be resolved by introducing an
adaptive additive inflation, where the stability can be rigorously proved [42].

In this unstable regime, LEnKF retains its stability and accuracy. Since the localization
structure does not have a theoretical ground in this regime, Figure subplot c) plots only
the largest matrix component of @L From it we see the LEnKF ensemble covariance is
stochastically stable for all three dimensions. Like in Regime I, we also test LEnKF with
small scale system noises ¢ = y/eo,,05 = \/eo,, where € = 1, %, i, ey 3—12 Subplot d)
indicates the LEnKF has the correct MSE scaling with e.
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4 Concentration of localized random matrices

In this section, we present the proof of Theorem 2.1. While part a) is more useful, it can be
established easily from part b), using a similar argument as in [21].

4.1 Entry-wise concentration

It is well known that the averages of independent Gaussian variables concentrate around
their expected values. In specific, a simplified version of theorem 1.1 from [44] is:

Theorem 4.1 (Hanson-Wright inequality). Let & ~ N(0,1,) and A be an n x n matriz.
Then for any t > 0

2
P (1T Af — BT A t§2x<— ‘<7t L))
(16748 ~EE7AG) > 1) < 2exp { —emin | 1o oy

Here c is a constant independent of other parameters. The Hilbert-Schmidt (Frobenius) norm
is denoted by ||Allus = [3, ;[A]2;]2.

i,

This provides us a straight forward way to control the random matrix entries [Z];; in
Theorem 2.1.

Lemma 4.2. Under the conditions of Theorem 2.1, let A = Z —EZ. There is an absolute
constant ¢ such that for any t > 0,

P(|[A]; ;] > 04.t) < 8exp(—cK min{t, t*}).
Proof. For any vector u, denote A, = u’[Z — EZ]u. Then by symmetry,

1

n (Aei+ej - Aei—ej )

[Alig =

Recall that e; is the i-th standard basis vector. So it suffices to find a concentration bound
for A, with u = e; = e;. To do that, note that u”>,u = Eu’z;2] u, so we can decompose
A,

— K~ 12 [(u, ap + 2)(u, ar + 2) — (U, ag) (u, ag) — E(u, 21,) (u, 2)]

N)—l

]~

= 2K (w,ar)(u, z) + K7 ((u, 2w, 20) — Eu, 2) (u, )

k=1

We denote (a,b) = a’b as the inner product, and the two summations above as I and II in
the following. Notice that (u, z;) ~ N (0, u? ¥, u), K1 Z,[::l(ej, ay)? = u'S,u. Moreover for
u=e; te;,

W =[S+ [Ba]yy £ 28] < 2([Bx)i + [B2]5) < 40, (4.1)
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We have the same conclusion for u” ¥, u. Because (u,a;) is a deterministic scalar,
T T T
(u, ag){u, z) ~ N(0,u" apapu - u X,u)
and

[=2K"") (u,ap){u,z) ~ N(0,4K u"Su - u' S, u).

[M] =

k=1

Because by definition of o, ., uWI'Sou-u'Su < 16027Z, by the Chernoff bound for Gaussian
distributions, there is a ¢; > 0 so that

P(|I| > 0,.t) < 2exp(—c1K1).

In order to deal with II, notice that
1

._ T
£ = WKU’ z1), 5 (U 2i)] ~ N(0, I ).
So
K
1= K_l Z((ua Zk>2 - E<ua Zk>2) = gTAg - EgTA€>
k=1
where 4 = L (uTS,u)I. Clearly, ||A|| < 2222, and ||A]|%¢ < 16902 Therefore, by Theorem
K K HS K

4.1 there is a constant ¢y so that for all s > 0

s2

P(|1I| > 1s) < 2exp(—cy min K {75, - 1).

Let t = o, 1s, the inequality can be written as
P(I1| > 10,..t) < 2exp(—c, K min{t, t*}).
Because |A,| < |I] + |II|, by the union bound, if we let ¢ = min{c;, 2} ,
P(|A,| > 04.t) <P(JI| > 10,.t) + P(|II| > 10,.t) < 4exp(—cK min{t, t°}).
Finally, recall the bound above holds for all u = e; & e;, so by (4.1)
P(Ali] > 0st) < P(Barie,] > 0ast) + Pl|de,o)| > 70:t) < Sexp(—cK minft, }).
U

Entry-wise concentration now comes as a direct corollary.

.....

so using the previous lemma we have our claim by the union bound

P(|Z —EZ||eo > 0u.t) < ZP(HA]Z-J\ > 0,..t) < 8d* exp(—cK min{t, t*}).

Z‘?j
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4.2 Summation of entry-wise deviation

One simple fact of matrix norm is that ||A| < ||A|;. This is also exploited by [21]
Lemma 4.3. Given a matriz A, the following holds
a) If A is symmetric, then
d
IAI < 1Al = max {Z |[A]m|} -

j=1
b) Al < ||A|l always holds. If in addition A has bandwidth I, then ||Al < Bi||Al|so-
Proof. For a) part, recall that e; is the i-th standard basis vector. Notice that

j:(e,e +eje]) < ee] +e]§p

Therefore
A:Z[ ZZee + - Z ivj ele +eje el)
( Z#J
d d d
<> [Aliee] + 5 Z\ lislee! +eje) = > [[Alilee] <AL
=1 z;éj i=1 j=1
For the b) part, by the definition of operator norm, and ||e;|| = ||e;|| = 1, we have

leiAe] | < [|A]l.

Taking maximum among all ¢ and j, we have [|A|l < [|A].
Next note that Al = [JAAT|Y? < max; Y- [[AAT]; ], and if A is of bandwidth I, by

part a)
Z|AATZJ|< Y. D lALalllAlsl < BYA|E.

k:d(i,k) <ljd(]k<l

Therefore || Al < Bl||AHoo. O
Now the Theorem 2.1 a) comes as a direct corollary:

Proof of Theorem 2.1 a). Let A = Z —EZ. By Lemma 4.3 a),

d
[AeDy.[| < [[AeDy]x = mgx{Z[DL]i,jl[A]i,jl} < Dzl max |[Afij] = D[l 2 —EZ]w.

j=1
Therefore by part b) of this theorem,

P(|JAoDy|| > [|D||10a:t) <P (||Z —EZ||c > 04.t) < 8exp(2logd — cKmin{t,tz}).
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5 Error analysis of LEnKF

5.1 Localization inconsistency

Lemma 5.1. Fix an L > 1, if matriz A is of bandwidth [, the difference caused by commuting
localization and bilinear product with A

A = A[C o D

cut

JAT —[ACAT) o DE,

has nonzero entries only for indices (i,7) with |d(i,5) — L| < 2.
If in addition, matriz C follows an (M, ®, L)-localized structure, then

[Alijl < MO(L = 2D)[| A8, L —20<d(i,j) < L.
Recall that By is the volume constant given by (2.8).

Proof. By the matrix product rule,

Alig= D [ALulClus[Al — Lagssr D [ALulClus[Aljo- (5.1)

d(u,v)<L

If d(é,j) > L + 2l, note that [A]; ,[A];» # 0 only when d(i,u) < [,d(j,v) < [. But for
these terms, by the triangular inequality d(u,v) > L, and they are not included in (5.1).
Therefore (5.1)= 0.

If d(i,j) < L, it is easy to verify that [Al;; = — > 4., )~ [Aliu[Cluv[Alj0. Moreover,
[A}; u[A]j» # 0 only when d(i,u) < 1,d(j,v) <I. Soif d(,j) < L — 2l, then by triangular
inequality d(u,v) < L and [A]; ; = 0.

Next, we assume C' follows an (M, ®, L)-localized structure. If L < d(i,j), then among
the nonzero terms in [Ali; = > 40,.)<p[Aliu[Cluw[Alje, d(u,v) > L — 21 by triangular
inequality. This leads to

[A]] < > A2 M®(L — 21) < BY|| A2 M®(L — 21).

u,v:d(u,0)<L,d(4,u)<l,d(j,u)<l
Here we used that
#{(u,v) : d(u,v) < L,d(v,),d(u,i) <1} < #{(u,0) : d(v,7),d(u, i) <1} = B}.

If L—20<d(i,j) <L, then by [Al;; = =>4 0> 1 [AliulCluw[Al 0,

1ALl < MO(L) Y |[Alll[Alj] < MO(L)|AIZB,

d(u,v)>L
where we applied the inequality
#{(u,v) : d(v,3), d(u,3) < Ld(w,v) > L} < #{(u,0) : d(v, ), d(u, i) < 1} = B

In either case, we have the bound we claim, since ®(L) < &(L — 21). O
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Proof of Proposition 2.3. Since Schur product is a linear operation, we can decompose the
localization inconsistency as

Avoe =[An(I — K, H)][C, 0 DE (I — K, H)T AY]

cut

— [[Au(I = K,H)|C,[(I — K,H)"All] o D

cut

+ [02A, K, KTAT + %] — [02A, K, KT AT + 3,] o DX

cut

Since both K,, and %, are of bandwidth at most /, AnIA(nIA(g AT has bandwidth at most 41
by triangular inequality. Since L > 41, so
02 A K, KL AL + 5, = [02 A, K, KT AL +%,] o D

cut?

In other words, Ay, is

(A, (I — K,H))[C, 0 DY — K, H)TAL) = [[A,(I — K, H)C,[(I — K, H)TAT]] o DL

cut cut»

which can be applied by Lemma 5.1. Next, we try to bound ||A,(I — K, H)]||«. Recall that
|H|| =1, [|[A,]| < M4 and Lemma 4.3 b),

| An(I = KnH)loo < AT = KpH)|| < MallT = K J|| < Ma(1+ || K, H)
In domain localization (2.10), K, H has bandwidth {. To see this, note that
(Ko H)iy = K3 H)iy = [CLH (031, + HCLH) ™ H]
=Y (Cilial(o2l, + HCLHT) i ljzo, (5.2)
m,k

Since @fl has nonzero entries only in Z; X Z;,
(621, + HC.HT) pm = 05 My if d(0g,7) > 1 or d(0p, i) > L.
Also [Cii o, = 0 if d(0g, 1) > 1. Therefore, [K,Hl;; = 0 if (i, j) > . _
By Lemma 4.3 b), |[K,H|| < Bi|[K,H . Since the i-th row of K, H is the i-th row of
K! H, so by Lemma 4.3 b),
| B e < masc{ | KL H o} < mas{ | KLH]]}.
Moreover, by definition (2.9) and Lemma 4.3 a)
Il < IC3IIo2L + HOHT) | < 021Gl < 0721l
Note that 6}1 has nonzero entries only in Z; x Z;, by Lemma 4.3,

IC 1 < Bil|Cilloo < Bil|Col|oo-
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Moreover, since C,, follows an (M, ®, L) structure, ||6'n||Oo < M,,. Summing up, the domain
localized Kalman gain can be bounded by

|An(I — KpH)|loo < MA(1 + 0, 2B, M,,).
Then by Lemma 5.1, the localization inconsistency matrix is bounded entry-wise
[A]ij]| < M, M3(1+ 0,2B,M,)*Bi®(L — 21),

while [[A]; ;| = 01if |d(i,j)—L| > 21. So there are at most B, ; = max; #{7, |d(4,j) —L| < 21}
nonzero entries in each row.
As a consequence

| Asoe|] < [[Asoells < M, M3(1 + 0, 2B, M,,)*B} B, ®(L — 21).

5.2 Component information gain through filtering

One of the fundamental properties in Kalman filter is that the assimilation of observation
improves estimation. Mathematically, this can be represented by that the forecast covariance
matrix dominates the posterior covariance matrix. Unfortunately, with LEnKF, this natural
property, C,, = (I — K,,H)C,,(I — K,H)" + 02K, K!', may no longer hold. However, we can
still show the dominance at the diagonal entries.

Proposition 5.2. The assimilation step lowers the variance at each component:
(Colii > (I = K, H)Co (I — K, H)T + 02K, K )5, i=1,---,d.

Proof. Recall that the i-th coordinate of AXP s updated through the Kalman gain matrix
K. Therefore,

(1 = KnH)Co(I = Ky H)T + 03K K s = (1 = K H)Co(1 = K H)T + 0 (K3 s
Moreover, in (5.2) we have shown that [IA(;H]” # 0 only when d(7, ) <, so
(I = Ky H)Co(I = K H)' + 02K (K)o = (T = Ky H)Co(I = K H)T + 00K () e

Note that the right side is the posterior Kalman covariance with the forecast covariance
being C?. Therefore by

(I = K H)Co (I = Ky H) + 03K ()T = G = CLHT (031, + HOLHT) T HC, 2 G,

we have

~

(I — K,H)Co(I — KyH) + 02K, KT < [Clii = [Coliae
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5.3 Sampling error
First, we have the following general integral lemma
Lemma 5.3. IfY is a nonnegative random variable that satisfies
P(Y > Mt) < 8d* exp(—cK min{t,#?)), ¢>0,M > 1.
Then for any 6 € (0,1), if K > T(Mé~',d), where
['(z,d) = max{92?, 2z, B2?log d}.
We have EY < § and EY? < 2M§.
Proof. Let € = ﬁ, and X = Y/M, we have K > max{e 2, 08_57 6%2 log d}, and
P(X > t) < 8d? exp(—cK min{t, t?)),
We will show that EX < 3¢ and EX? < 6¢, which are equivalent to our claims. Recall the
integration by part formula for nonnegative random variables, EX = [~ P(X > z)dx,
EX = /EIP’(X > x)dz—l—/OOIP’(X > x)dx
0 ¢
< e+/wIP>(X > t)dt

oo 1
<e-+ 8/ d? exp(—cKt)dt + 8/ d? exp(—cKt*)dt
1 €

<e+ 8/ d? exp(—cKt)dt + 8 d? exp(—cKt?)dt.

€

Note that with our requirement on K, d* exp(—cKe) < 1,
o 8d> 8
?exp(—cKt)dt = — exp(—cKe) < —
/E 8d” exp(—cKt)dt e exp(—cKe) < e
And for t > €, 8 < 2ecKt, so
/ 8 exp(—cKt*)dt < e/ 2cKtexp(—cKt?)dt = eexp(—cKe®) < .
As for EX?, we again apply the integration by part formula

EX? = / 2AP(X > t)dt
0
<92+ / UP(X > t)dt

§2€—|—8d2/ 2texp(—cKt)dt+8d2/ 2t exp(—cKt?*)dt

€

= 2¢ + 16d” exp(—cKe) (=% + =) + % exp(—cKe?)

c2K?
16¢ 16 8
<2+ F+ zpmt+ o < 0Ge

We used K > max{e 2, & 2 logd} in the last line. O

) ce’ ce?
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Corollary 5.4. Under condition 1) of Theorem 2.4, suppose C, follows (M,,, ®, L)-localized
structure. For any € € (0,1), if

a) K > T(Bre !, d), then the sampling error
Eo||(Crir — rRu(Ch)) 0 D

cutll < €(Bf MAM,, + Ms),
b) K >T(rCe ', d) for any C > 1, then the entry-wise sampling error
Enl|Crit = rRa(Co) oo < €C7H[Ra(Co) .
Eo|Copr — 1R (Co) 1% < 207 Ra(Co) |
Proof. We apply Theorem 2.1 with
ar = A, — K, HNAX® 2 = AR, (™ + /re®),

and D; = DL .. Then

cut*
Yo =rAn(I — K,H)Co(I — K,H)TAT, S, =102 A, K, KTAT 415,
Note that £, < ¥, + %, and 2, < 5, + ¥, = rR,(C,,), where recall
Ru(Co) = 4,QnAT + 5., Qu = — K,H)Co(I — K H)" + 02K, KT
Therefore

0oz < rmax{[Sali, [Salif [E:1}7"} < rmax(Se + Talii = vl Ra(Co) e

; 2,0
27.]

Moreover, since @, is positive semidefinite (PSD), so

1Qull = max|[Qui| < fma(@, T mal@u5 = max(Qulis < Qo

Moreover, by Proposition 5.2,
[Qn]l [ [ ] < M

Since Rn(én) is PSD, and by Lemma 4.3 || A, |loc < [|An]] < My,

IR (Co)loe < max[R(Co)i maX{ nm+z n)i,i[@nljp[Anli, }
< M3B'M,, + Mz.
Apply Theorem 2.1, since ||DL,|; = max; Ej:d(mKL 1 = By, we have that
Po([|(Cor = rRa(Cn)) 0 DL/ IR(Co)lloo > rBt) < 8d” exp(—cK min{t, °}).

P ([|Crst — 7R (Co)loo/ | Rn(C) |loe > rt) < 8d? exp(—cK min{t, £2}).

P,, denotes the probability conditioned on F,,. Apply Lemma 5.3 with the both of them,
but using & = € for the first inequality and § = eC'~! for the second, we have our claimed
results. O
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5.4 Error analysis
Next, we proceed to prove Theorem 2.4.

Proof of Theorem 2.4. For each time n, let r,, be the smallest number such that the following
hold, R
Esé, ® é, = 1,(Cp 0o DL+ ply), 7, > 1.

We will try to find a recursive upper bound of 7, in term of r,,.
Step 1: tracking the filter error. Recall that the forecast error at time n + 1 is provided
by the (2.15), and its covariance conditioned on sample noise realization is

Eséni @ éne1 = An[(I — K, H)Egé, ® é,(I — K,H)" + 02K, KIAT + %,
< rnAn(I — K H)(C, 0o DL (I — K, H)T AT
+ (02 A K KT AT 4 v p A, (I — Ko H)(I — K H)TAL +3,].
By Young’s inequality (a + b)(a + b)T < 2aa” + 2bb", and that HHT = I,
A (I = K, HYI — K, H)" AT < 2(A,A” + A, K, HHT KT AT)
< 2(A, AT + A, K, KT AT).

Moreover, A, AT < M%1; < %_52"' Denote Dy, = max{%, 02—2}, then
A, (I = K, HYI = K, H)T AT < Dy (S, + 02A, K, KT AT).
Furthermore,

Eséni1 ® éni1 < rnAn(I — K H)(Cp o DE NI — KoH)TAT + (1 + ropDs ) (02 A, K, KE AL +53,).

cut

Recall that R/, (C,) in (2.16) is

R.(C) = Ap(I — K, H)(Cy o DE NI — K H)T AT + 024, K, KT AT +%,,.

cut

Therefore R
Esépi1 ® én1 < max{1l,r,/r, (1 +r,pDs)/r} - rR.,(C,).

With our condition 2) on p,

)

SO ESén+1 ® én-‘,—l j max{l, TTL/T}T,R’;L( n)

Step 2: difference between filter error covariance and its estimate.
The EnKF estimates the error covariance by the ensemble covariance C), ;. Its conditional
expectation is

~

EpChi1 = 1Rn(C) = r(A,(I — K,H)C,o(I — K H) AL 4+ 62A, K, KTAT +%,).  (5.3)
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In order to establish a control of the new filter error using localized ensemble covariance
matrix, consider the difference

Cus1 0 DLy = rR;(Cr) = (Cuyr 0 DLy = EnCryr 0 L) + 7(Ru(Cn) 0 D, = R (Ch)).

cut

The first part of (5.3) is the error caused by sampling. By Corollary 5.4, if we denote

Hn+1 = ”an-i-l © DcL —E Cn—i-l oD

cut”

then E, 11 < (B?M2%M,, + Msx)d/r if K satisfies condition 5).
The second part of (5.3) is the localization inconsistency. By Proposition 2.3, we have

|RA(C,) o DE, — R(C)|| < MpM3(1+ 0, 2B,M,)* BB, (L — 21) =: v 1.

cut

Summing these two parts up,

Ry, (C) = Crss 0 DLy + 1 (g + vng1) L.

Then R R
IR, (C ) (1 + - (:un+1 + Vn+1)>(Cn+1 © Dfut + pId)’

Recall that in step 1, we have Egé, 1€ ; < max{1, TT”}TR;L(@\“), so if we let r,41 be the
smallest number such that

A A ~ L
Es€n+1 & €n+1 j Tn—i—l(cn-i-l o Dcut + PId)> Tn+1 2 ]-7

then
et < max{l, 2} (1 + 2 (tnt1 + Vng1))- (5.4)

Step 3: long time stability analysis. Since r, <r
max{0, log(r,/r)} < max{0,log(r,/r.)} <logr, —logr.l, >.,.
Taking the logarithm of (5.4), and using that log(1 + z + 3®) < z + 2y for all z,y > 0,

logrpi1 < logr, —logr.d,, >, +log(l+ % (/~Ln+1 + Vny1))
< logrn — lOg’l"* PRy —|— ,Un-l—l + 2( l/n+1)l/ .

Sum this inequality from n =0,...,T7 — 1, we have
=1 -1
log 7 Z ]lran* <logry —logry + Z(i’u’”"'l + 2(%Vn+1>1/3).
n=0 n=0

Because rr > 1,

T-1

logr 1
Z ]lTn 0 + Z( Hn+1 + 2( Vn+1>1/3>‘

2re S logr, logr, —~

28



Take expectation,

T-1

T-1
log rg 1 1
Pir,>7r)=EY 1, 5. Einy1 + 2E(Zv,40)3). 5.5
D Pl =1 E:n>_m”+m”§<uﬂ+<vﬂ>> (5.5)

Step 4: Upper bounds for (5.5). Recall in step 2 we have that

T-1 T-1
Y LB <Y LBIMAEM, + My).
n=0 n=0

Next, note the following holds because B; > 1
Uny1 = MAB?BL,®(L — 20) M, (1 + 0,2 BM,)* < M302B}Br,®(L — 21)(1 + 0, *B,M,,)>.
With condition 4), we have
MBI B} (L —21) < 4,

SO
]El/if)l <EM2/3 2/381/38 @1/3( QZ)(].‘I—O' 2Bl ) < 5( 2/3+U(:1/3EMn).
In conclusion,
1/3

2E<pyn 1)1/3 < 257"1/3( 2/3_'_0. 1/3EM)

Plug these bounds to (5.5), and then use (2.20)

TO 5 -1 2 1/3
— P(r B M? -
Z Tlogr* + Tlog 7,*( l A pOo 1/3

o 6(Bol|Coll + Do)
— Tlogr, T logr,

(( “BIM; + (zl)/ls/s)Mo +p "My + QTﬁ 3/3> :

<w@m+ﬁﬂ>

(poo)t/3

log r,
For our result, simply notice that

ro <1 & B, @6y 21.(Co+ ply).

6 Localized covariance for linear LEnKF systems

As discussed in the introduction, the existence of a localized covariance structure is often
assumed in practice to motivate the localization technique. Our result, Theorem 2.4, shows
that such a structure indeed can guarantee estimated performance, assuming the parameters
and sample size are properly tuned. Then it is natural to ask when does a stable localized
structure exist. This is an interesting and important question by itself, but to answer it
for general signal-observation systems with rigorous proof is beyond the scope of this paper.
Here we demonstrate how to verify a stable localized covariance for simple linear models.
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6.1 Localized covariance propagation with weak local interactions

As discussed in Theorem 2.4, we require A,, to be of a short bandwidth [. In other words,
interaction in one time step exists only for components of distance [ apart. When [ = 1,
this type of interaction is often called nearest neighbor interaction, and it includes many
statistical physics models with proper spatial discretization.

Generally speaking, localized covariance is formed through weak local interactions. With
linear dynamics described by A,,, one way to enforce a weak local interaction is through
(2.22). We will show in this subsection that weak local interaction propagates a localized
covariance structure of form [6,1]” x )\j(i’j ), from diagonal entries of the covariance matrix
to entries further away from diagonal. R

To describe the state of localization in covariance matrices C,, and C,, we define the
following quantities

Moy = max {I[Cls D2 Mg = max { IGO0 (6)
i i
Then clearly, the forecast covariance matrices follow the (M, A%, L) localized structure with

M, = M\n - The goal of this section is to show that M\n 1, is a stable stochastic sequence.
The following properties hold immediately because the matrices involved are PSD.

—~

Lemma 6.1. Given positive semidefinite (PSD) matrices C’n,an, define M, M,; as in
(6.1), we have M, o = max;[Cy)i,,

]/\Jn,o S ]/\Zn,l S e S ]/\Zn,k S ]/\Jn,(])“:}k-

The same properties also hold for M, j as well.

Proof. Recall that [@L]” is the ensemble covariance, so for ¢ # j

Culesl < VI A[C]s] < maxiCus

Therefore e R .
Mn,O = max |[Cn]z,]| = maX[On]M

,

The monotonicity of J/\/[\nk in k is quite obvious since d(i,j) Ak <d(i,7) A (k+ 1), and

My = max {[[Colig 3™ b < A7 max (G
2y

Z?]

Next, we investigate how does the forecast step change the state of localization.

Proposition 6.2. Suppose X, = 051d and the linear dynamics admits a weak local interac-
tion satisfying (2.22), the forecast step propagates the localization in covariance. In partic-

ular, given any covariance matriz C,, and let C, 11 = A,C,AL + 3, then the localization
states described by (6.1) follows

Mn+l,0 S )\?4Mn,0 + 0?7
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—_~ 2 —_
Mn—i—l,k S max{)\AMmk, Mn+l,0}>

Mn+1,k+1 S max{)\AMn,k, Mn+170}.

Proof. Note that [énﬂ]m = [A,C AT ; + U?]li:j. Moreover

|[AnCnAZ:]i,j‘ < Z ‘[An]i,m[An]j,m’ [Cn]m,m"

m,m/’

—d(i,m —d(j,m’ d(i,m)+d(j,m’)+d(m,m')\k
< S 1A A5 (AL e G20 M, NG 32 rn

—dzm —d(j.m’ d(i,j)N\k
< A AL AR A M, A

d(i,j)\k —d(i,m) —d(j,m
= M 2§ (Zu olim A2 )(D A4 )

which by (2.22) is bounded by A3 M,, A5,
By Lemma 6.1, -

Mn+l,0 = m?x[on-‘rl]z 7> )\AMn o+ O-g
Moreover,

— A~

M1 x = max {m#ax[C’nH]”)\Ad(l’]) max[C’nH]i,i} < max {)\A ks max[@nﬂ]i,i} )
i#] i

—~ o~ .. ~

M, 41 41 = max {m;ix[cnﬂ]i,jAZd(ZJ)A(kH)a maX[Cn—l—l]i,i} < max {)\AMn,kv max[an-l-l]i,i} .
1%£] i 7

O

6.2 Preserving a localized structure with sparse observations

From now on, we require the observations to be sparse in the sense that d(o;, 0;) > 21 for any
i # j. Then for each location ¢ € {1,--- ,d}, there is at most one location o(i) € {oy,--- , 04}
such that d(z,0(i)) <. If such an o(i) doesn’t exist, we set o(i) = nil, the analysis step will
not update it, and we will see the discussion for these components are trivial.

With domain localization and sparse observations, the analysis step updates the infor-
mation at the ¢-th component using only the observation at o(7). This 51gn1ﬁcantly simplifies
the formulation of (HC!HT + 021,)~!, which is diagonal with entries (o2 + [On]oi7oi)_1 in
Z; x I;. As a result, the Kalman update matrix has entries

[Cnli o) VN
K - [I?Z H]Zﬁj — { 2+ [Cnlogiyo0)’ J= O(Z)’
0, else.

In fact, if we apply the covariance localization scheme instead of domain localization, the
Kalman gain remains the same in this setting.
In below, we investigate how does the assimilation step change the state of localization.
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Proposition 6.3. Given any covariance matriz én, define IA(n as the Kalman gain in (2.10),
and let R R R
Cp=(—EK,H)Co(I — K,H)" + 02K, K.
1).

Define the state of localization using (6. Then

Mn,O S Mn,0> Mn,k S ¢(Mn,k)
where

d(M) = M(1+0,2M)* +0,2M>.

—

Proof. Based on Lemma 6.1, M, = max; |[C’n],~7,~|,]\//7n,0 = max; |[6’n]“|, so My o < My
holds by Proposition 5.2. Next, we look at the off diagonal terms:

~ ~

[én]i,O(i [Cn]jp(i) [6 ]zo [C ]] o(7)
03+ [Culoiyotiy 5 + [Crlo().o0)
[Cn]Ai,oa) [Crlj.0() [Crlo(i) o)

[Culig = [Caliy —

2[Crli.o(i) [Cnl .00
(02 4 [Chogi) o))?

We have the following bounds for each term in (6.2)

[Cn]i,o(i) [Cn]j,o(i)
o+ [Caloyoty |

Logi)=o()- (6.2)

‘2M k)\d(z ,0(0))Ak+d (j,0(i) ) Ak < 052@7kkj(j’i)Ak-

[Colio)[Col 00 [Colotiy.oti)

(02 + [Chlotiy.o(i)) (02 + [Crlog).0())
< o BP0 Al >)Ak+d(o<a),o(i)>Ak < o T A

~

[én]i,o(i) [Cn]j,o(i)
(03 + [Caloti).of)

< 0,0—4M2 k)\A 1,0(1))Ak+d(f,0(1)) Ak < 00‘4M2 k>‘d(2 SN

In summary

[Colisl < Mup[(1+ 0,2 My )% + 0, 2M2 NG = o(M, ) MG

Proposition 6.4. Denote 0,1 = A\3"||Crit — rRon(Co)llo/ IRn (Co) [l sos and
U, (M,0) = (r + §) max {)\AM (1+ 00_2M)2 + Mg, 2 M? N3 M + O'g} .
Then for k < L —1,
j/\/[\nﬂ,o < (1 + 1) (N3 Mo + 0?), ]/W\m-l k1 < @DAA(An Ky Ong1)-
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Proof. Recall that
Ra(Co) = An|(I — K, H)Co(I — K H)' + 02K, KA + 5,
Following (6.1), we define its localized status:
Ro = mac{|[(1 = K, H)Co(I = Ko H)T 4 02K, K1 G100

~

Ry = II}E;X {|[Rn(én)]i7j|)\2d(i,j)Al} .

Apply Proposition 6.3, . -
Rn,O S Mn,0> Rn,k S ¢(Mn,k)

Then apply Proposition 6.2, we find that
Roi10 = [[Ra(Co) oo < N2 Mno + 0, Rppipp < max{)\mb(ﬁn,k), Rpi10}-
Finally by Lemma 6.1,
Mar0= 1Cutilloe < rIRa(Co)llse + 1Cuss = rRa(Ca)lloe < (4 Aidusn) IR (C)ll

Since || R, (Co)llae < MM, o + 02, we have our bound for J/\/[\nﬂ 0. Likewise,
A ) 5 ’

Mn+1,k+1 = max | [@n+1]i7j|)\zd(z’,j)/\(k+l)
27]
<r max [[Rn(Cn)ls, j|)\_d(z7])/\(k+l) + maX il n+1] [Rn(cn)]mp\;f

= TRn+1 kt1 + Ong1]|Rn ( )|l
< rmax{)\A¢( n,k), n+1,0} + 5n+1HR ( )Hoo < ¢>\A( nk75n+1>-

6.3 Stability of localized structures

Lemma 6.5. Under the conditions of Theorem 2.5, when K > I'(re™!, d) with e = min{5——

3 2} the diagonal status defined by (6.1) satisfies:

Enﬁn—kl,o S )\Aﬁn,o + (’f’ + 5)0’? a.s..

r+0)%0f
’ ’ 1-— )\A
Therefore, by Gronwall’s inequality,
EOMnO S)\ZMOO_I—(T_‘_(S)UEZ)\ZS)\ZMOO‘FQ a.s..
’ ’ — ’ 1—Xa
2 .4
EOMn, < )‘AMO + m a.s..
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Proof. We apply Lemma 6.1, Proposition 6.3 to find that
|7 = K, )OI~ Ko H)' 4 02K Koo = Moo < Moy = |G
and by the first claim of Proposition 6.2,
IR (Co) oo < N4 = K H)Co( = Ko H)' + 02K K ||oo + 07 < N3[|Chl|oo + 02

Also by Young’s inequality, one can show that

4
< NG+ —2
® 1—-Xa

IRA(C)I% < VAIColloo + 02)?

With € = min{ﬁ — .2} when K > I'(re ', d), by Corollary 5.4 b),

202
Epl|Crit = Rn(Co)lloe < €| Ral(Co) oo a-5.,
Epl|Crst — rRa(Co)|% < 2er||Ra(C)|%  a.s..
By e +7 < A;" and [ Ru(Co)loo < A1Chllos + 02,
Enl[Critlloe < EnllCrtr = 7Ru(Co) oo + 7 Rn(C) oo
< (r+ ) Ra(Co)llse < Aal|Clloc + (r + 8)7
Likewise, because (r + 2¢) < A\,
Enl|Crial% < EnllCrtr — rRa(Ca) 1% +r2||72 (Co)ll%
+ 20 [ Rn(Co) B | Cg1 = 7R (Con) [l

< (2er+1%+ 26r)||7zn<6n>||§o
< (r +26)%|Ra(C)|1%

A (r+0)%c¢
< MlCall? + ————=
<Ml +
Lemma 6.6. Suppose the following holds
log 46, ¢ 1 1
L > 2L 6, <=, 0, < =\t =),
Ny > +10g)\21 =7 _2(A r)

and the sample size satisfies (2.24). Then

_ 1~
EoM,, 1 < §MO,L + (14 20,)M. a.s..
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T * 0'2
Ar40-)o¢ By Lemma 6.1

PTOOf Case 1: if ]/\4\07[/ > m
A

]\/4\1@,0 < J/\/f\k,L < AZLJ/\/[\k,o-
Then by Lemma 6.5

(r+0.)0f

(r 4 0.)0f
IBVITESW

< )\n—LJ/\Z A
= TN A

EoM,. <EoA;" Mo < Ny "My a.s..

By our choice of n, , )\Z*_L < i, so we have our claim, since

BT, < LTy, ¢ P00 g
0n, L > 4 0,L Ag(l_)\A) =9 0,L @.S..
— 8, )o2 )
Case 2: if M, < %. Consider the event

U = {6 < 6., Vk < n.}.

Denote its complementary set as U¢. Then the expectation can be decomposed as

Eo My, < EoMy, ply + BoMy, plye < BoMy, ply + /Po(U)y EoM;

where we applied the Cauchy inequality for the U part, and Py is the probability conditioned
on Fy. We will find a bound for each of the two parts.
If U holds, then 6,1 < 6, for n < n, — 1. By Proposition 6.4,

—~

Mpi10 < (r+ 5*)()\,24]\/4\n,0 +07) < AAJ\//TH,O + (r +d.)0;.
Then by the Gronwall’s inequality, under U,

(r+0.)0%

M, o < \" M,
0 S A Moo+ T

—~ —~ r . 0.2
Because Moo < My, < i(L(J;(S_))\Ag), so after ng =n, — L > L+ [—log(4rd; 1 +4)/log A4
A
— 5,02 — (r + 26,)02
ANOMyo < ¢ M,, L Te -
A 0,0_1_)\A> S0 0,0 T, =

In the next 1 < k < L steps, since 6, < d, when U holds, because ), is increasing, by
Proposition 6.4 . -
M’no—l—k,k S ¢)\A (Mn0+k—1,k—17 5*)7

we can derive that ]TJ\,WFL’L < M,. Therefore by n, =ng+ L,

—

EoM,, 11y < M,, a.s..
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In order to conclude our claim, it suffices to show that

Po(U)EM?2, < 82M?,  a.s.. (6.3)
—~ r " 0_2
Apply Lemma 6.5 with § = d,, recall that M, < % and 16AZ*_2L <1,
A

(r+40.)%0¢
(1 —Xa)?

16(r +0,)%0¢  (r+0.)%0¢

<\ + < 2M?2.

ANE1 =202 (1= Aa)?

Eo M2, <AZZPEGMZ, o < Ny P02, +

Moreover, by Theorem 2.1 b)

2

P(5n+1 > 5*|~Fn) < 8d2 eXp(_CK)‘,%lLéi) < 2(2 :

where the final bound comes with the sample K satisfying (2.24). Therefore, by the law of
iterated expectation,

Tox nx—1
1
Po(U) <Y Po(dr > 0.) = Y BoP(6p41 > 0| Fi) < 553,
k=1 k=0
and (6.3) comes as a result. O

Proof of Theorem 2.5. Recall that M, = ]\/4\n7L. So
EoM,, < %Mo + (14 0,) M,
has been proved by Lemma 6.6. This leads to the following using Gronwall’s inequality,
EoMj. < o5 My +2(1 + 6.)M..

Next, for k =1,--- ,n, — 1, apply Lemma 6.5 with § = 4,

(r + 6,)0?

EM, = ET\Z]@,L < )\ZLEMk,O < AZLE]\//TO,O By A a—
A1 =A4)

<A (E(Coll + M),
because ]\/4\070 = [|Collse < ||Col| by Lemma 6.1. Then if k + mn, < T,

m m m 1
> EMyijn, =Y EE Mo, <Y S EMy +2(1+ 0. M.,
j=0 j=0

=0
< 2EMyp, + 2(m + 1)(1 + 6,) M,
< 2AG(E||Coll + M.) + 2(m + 1)(1 + 6,) M,

Summation of the inequality above with k =0,--- ,n, — 1, we obtain our final claim. O
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6.4 Small noise scaling

Proof of Theorem 2.7. 1t suffices to verify the conditions of Theorems 2.4 and 2.5 under the
small noise scaling.

First, we check Theorem 2.5. Condition 1) is invariant except that %, = eagld. Condition
2) concerns only of A,,, so it and A4 are also invariant under small noise scaling. For condition
3), if it holds without small noise scaling, that is

(r+5*)max{)\AM* (]- ‘I‘Uo_zM) + )\AU_2M2 )\ M* +U§2} S M*
This leads to

(r + J,) max {)\A(EM*) (1+ (egg)_l(eM*))2 + Aa(ed?)"HeM,)?, NeM, + eag} < eM,.
Moreover, condition 3) requires that

+6,)0? + 6, )ec?
(r+d.)o¢ e, > T e

M, >
— 1—=X4 = - 1-=X4

Therefore, with small scaling, condition 3) holds with the same §,, while M, is replaced by
eM,. Condition 4) is invariant under the small noise scaling, since J, and A4 are invariant.
As a consequence, Theorem 2.5 implies the following:

—ZEMk EHCO||+6M)+2(1+5) M,. (6.4)

This yields the first claimed result, since M = M\k L > ||@C||OO by Lemma 6.1.

Next we check the conditions of Theorem 2.4. For condition 1), my and My need to
be replaced by eag since we assume Y, = eagld. Condition 2) still holds with (rg, p) —
(e71rg, €p) since

Eéo X éo = 7’0(60 + p[d) = Eéo & é() = (6_17“0)(60 + ep[d).

Condition 3) is guaranteed by (6.4) above, with M, = 2(1 + d,)eM,. Condition 4) and
condition 5) are both invariant, as it concerns only geometry quantities. Finally it suffices
to plug in all the estimates for the result, and find

T-1
1 _
1-= > P(Esén ® é, < 1.(Cp o DL, + €ply))
n=0
ro |, 20n.(ElColl + €M) s g
~ Telogr, * Telb logr, (p™ B M + W>
o (7B + 550 (14 GOM. + p'0F + 255700 )

Note that in above some € terms are upper-bounded by 1, so the inequality has a simpler
form. O
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7 Conclusion and discussion

Ensemble Kalman filter (EnKF) is a popular tool for high dimensional data assimilation
problems. Domain localization is an important EnKF technique that exploits the natural
localized covariance structure, and simplifies the associated sampling task. We rigorously
investigate the performance of localized EnKF (LEnKF) for linear systems. We show in
Theorem 2.4 that in order for the filter error covariance to be dominated by the ensemble
covariance, 1) the sample size K needs to exceed a constant that depends on the localization
radius and the logarithmic of the state dimension, 2) the forecast covariance has a stable
localized structure. Condition 2) is necessary for an intrinsic localization inconsistency to be
bounded. This condition is usually assumed in LEnKF operations, but it can also be verified
for systems with weak local interaction and sparse observation by Theorem 2.5.

While the results here provide the first successive explanation of LEnKF performance
with almost dimension independent sample size, there are several issues that require further
study. In below we discuss a few of them.

1. There are several ways to apply the localization technique in EnKF. We discuss here
only the domain localization with standard EnKF procedures. In principle, our results
can be generalized to the covariance localization/tempering technique, and also the
popular ensemble square root implementation. But such generalization will not be
trivial, as the Kalman gain will not be of a small bandwidth, and localization techniques
will have unclear impact on the square root SVD operation.

2. This paper studies the sampling effect of LEnKF and shows the sampling error is con-
trollable. Yet LEnKF without sampling error, in other words, LEnKF in the large
ensemble limit, is not well studied mathematically. The effect of the localization tech-
niques on the classical Kalman filter controllability and observability condition is not
known. This may lead to practical guidelines in the choice of localization radius.

3. Theorem 2.5 provides the first proof that LEnKF covariance has a stable localized
structure. But the conditions we impose here are quite strong, while localized structure
is taken for granted in practice. How to show it in general nonlinear settings is a very
interesting question.
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