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Abstract

We present an online algorithm for reconstructing a signal from a set of non-uniform samples.
By representing the signal using compactly supported basis functions, we show how estimating
the expansion coefficients using least-squares can be implemented in a streaming manner: as
batches of samples over subsequent time intervals are presented, the algorithm forms an initial
estimate of the signal over the sampling interval then updates its estimates over previous in-
tervals. We give conditions under which this reconstruction procedure is stable and show that
the least-squares estimates in each interval converge exponentially, meaning that the updates
can be performed with finite memory with almost no loss in accuracy. We also discuss how our
framework extends to more general types of measurements including time-varying convolution
with a compactly supported kernel.

1 Introduction

We introduce a framework for the online reconstruction of signals that are not necessarily bandlim-
ited from samples that are not necessarily uniformly spaced. We will consider reconstruction from
point samples and from more general linear functionals that are local in time (e.g. samples of a
convolution of the signal with a possibly time-varying kernel). The reconstruction problem is for-
mulated as a linear inverse problem, and we show that representing the signal block-wise allows us
to apply ideas from linear estimation to solve the associated system of equations using an efficient
online algorithm.

The discretization of the inverse problem, the connection betwenen the continuous-time signal we
want to estimate and the discrete representation that we compute, is provided by a set of basis
functions of a certain form. In particular, we will consider bases {ψk,n(t), k ∈ Z, n = 1, . . . , N}
that are naturally divided into packets of size N with a time index k. The idea is that each packet
represents the signal locally around a time interval [kT, (k + 1)T ] of length T , and the sum of all
these reconstitutes the signal over the entire real line:

x(t) =
∑

k∈Z
xk(t) =

∑

k∈Z

N∑

n=1

αk,nψk,n(t). (1)
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Good examples of such a representation, which we will discuss in more detail in Section 2 below,
are the lapped orthogonal transform (LOT), compactly supported wavelet transforms, B-splines,
and other shift-invariant bases that have been bundled together into packets. We allow the basis
functions to overlap between packets, but insist that they are compactly supported; we will assume
that ψn,k(t) is zero outside of [kT − η, (k + 1)T + η] for some η < T/2. Algorithmically, it is not
necessary that the ψk,n are orthogonal to one another, although some of our analysis will assume
this.

As we are interested in streaming reconstruction algorithms, we will not be too concerned with the
start and stop times of x(t) in (1). The equality in that expression is meant to hold pointwise,
and our assumptions dictate that for each t there are at most 2N non-zero terms in the sum.
The convergence results we present below are local, having to do with the recovery of the αk =
{αk,n, n = 1, . . . , N}. The energy of the entire signal x(t) does not play a role in our analysis (and
can be arbitrarily large, as the start and stop times are themselves arbitrary), but the energy of
the individual xk(t) will. Once the expansion coefficients αk are estimated it is straightforward to
compute a set of uniformly-spaced samples of x(t) by applying a matrix to the recovered coefficients
(and adding the overlapping samples); for many of the bases we consider below, there are fast
algorithms for doing so.

Samples of the signal are taken at arbitrary locations and are processed in groups that we call
batches. A batch consists of all samples taken in an interval of length T , but these intervals are
offset slightly from the packets of basis functions; sample batch k consists of all samples in the
interval Tk = [kT − η, (k + 1)T − η] (this is illustrated in Figure 4 in Section 3.1 below). By
construction, each sample “touches” the basis functions in at most two packets. The samples in
overlapping intervals tie the estimates of the xk(t) together; observing the samples in Tk affects not
only the estimates of xk(t) and xk−1(t), the parts of the signal that they touch directly, but also
every other part of the signal by extension.

We use a streaming least-squares approach to reconstruct the signal from the samples. The al-
gorithm works online, continuously updating the estimate as new samples arrive. The workflow,
which we will discuss in detail in Section 4 below, can be outlined as follows. After observing
sample batches through index K, we are holding signal estimates {x̂k(t), k ≤ K}. When we are
given the samples in frame K+ 1, we form an initial estimatate x̂K+1 of packet K+ 1 of the signal,
then update the estimates x̂K , x̂K−1, . . .. These updates consist of matrix-vector multiples, and
correspond to updating the solution to a least-squares problem that changes as samples are added.
We show that under mild conditions on the basis functions {ψk,n} and if we receive a sufficient
number of generically located samples in each batch, the packet estimates converge very quickly
as K increases. This means that in practice, only a small number of previous packets need to be
updated when a new frame of samples is introduced.

Our streaming reconstruction framework can also be applied to recovery form more general types of
local linear measurements. As we detail in Section 3.2, our algorithm can accommodate any type of
linear measurement functionals that operate on the signal only on the intervals Tk. This allows us
to use the same algorithm for streaming recovery from convolution with a (possibly time-varying)
short kernel, for example.

After reviewing related work below, Section 2 will overview different representations for separating
the signal into overlapping packets. With this representation in place, Section 3 shows how the
reconstruction problem can be formulated as a linear least-squares problem with block diagonal
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structure. Section 4 shows how the structure of this least-squares problem allows an online solution
from streaming samples. In Section 5 we derive conditions under which the streaming least-squares
algorithm is stable, and show that these conditions are met for problems that involve random
sampling patterns. Section 6 shows that under these same stability conditions the streaming least-
squares estimates will converge exponentially fast. Intuitively, this says that samples in batches that
are far away from the support of a signal packet do not have a significant influence on the packet
estimate, and so the streaming least-squares reconstruction can operate with limited memory while
suffering almost no loss in accuracy. Section 7 applies the streaming least-squares algorithm to two
stylized applications: reconstruction of a bandlimited signal from its level crossings, and estimating
a communications signal after it has passed through a (known) delay-doppler channel.

Related work

The streaming least squares algorithm, along with an extension to a more general class of opti-
mization problems, was presented in previous work by the author along with a collaborator [15].
A version of the fast convergence result of Theorem 6.1 in Section 6 is contained in that paper.
Here we have taken this general result and applied to the nonuniform sampling problem, providing
significant discussion about different discretization strategies (Section 2), extensions to different
measurement scenarios (Section 3) and a mathematical guarantees for the sampling rate needed
for stable reconstruction and fast convergence (Section 5). We also provide below more context for
the non-uniform sampling problem and discuss the relationship of our approach to previous work.

There has been an enormous amount of work in the digital signal processing community on recon-
structing signals from non-uniform samples. Classical results date to the 1950s and 1960s [6, 9].
Great overviews of what is known in this domain can be found in the reviews [7, 10, 23] and the
books [4, 24]. Fundamental results on this problem essentially put conditions on the density of
the sampling pattern so that the observed samples can be interpreted as a stable frame expansion,
giving a general but abstract method for signal reconstruction [5, 9, 16].

Various reconstruction methods have also been proposed. Early methods, some of which are
overviewed in [12], include projection onto convex sets [25, 33]. The “adaptive weights” method is
also described in [10], which treats the reconstruction as a linear inverse problem and then gives
convergence guarantees on a fixed-point algorithm for solving the system (the name comes from
a re-weighting of the samples based on the distances between them). In [14], it is shown how
recovering the Fourier series coefficients of an irregularly sampled signal on an interval amount
to solving a linear system with Toeplitz structure, and give a guarantee on how many conjugate
gradient iterations are needed for convergence within a certain tolerance.

There is also a rich theory of reconstruction from nonuniform samples of signals that belong to
shift-invariant spaces. Shift-invariant spaces are a generalization of bandlimited signals that are
generated by linear combinations of equally spaced shifts of one or more functions (bandlimited
signals are generated using sinc functions). The discretization models we discuss in Section 2
are actually special cases of such spaces. An overview of nonuniform sampling results for shift-
invariant spaces, along with an general fixed-point algorithm for recovery, is provided in [3]; other
key references include [1, 2, 19].

All of these numerical reconstruction methods work in “batch mode”, where a set of samples is
given over an interval and the reconstruction is treated as a single static event. In contrast, in

3



Sections 2, 3, and 4 below we develop an “online” algorithm that operates continuously with no
particular stop time; as new samples are observed, the signal estimate is extended and updated.
The results in Section 6 show that these updates can be finalized for a particular part of the signal
support with only a very small loss in accuracy after samples only a small amount of time in the
future have been observed.

There is a generalized sampling theory based on filtering and interpolation that is fully dynamic.
In this framework, both the sampling operators and the signal representations are time-invariant
— the measurements are uniform samples of a signal convolved with one or more time-invariant
kernels, and the signal is reconstructed by passing these measurements through an interpolating
filter (the basis functions are hence all shifts of a template function). Early work on this framework
includes [27,31] and a thorough overview of these ideas can be found in [30].

This work combines the online nature of the filter-and-interpolate approaches with the flexibility
afforded by the use of linear algebra in the batch approaches. We replace the time-invariance
requirements of filter-and-interpolate with locality; the framework below applies to any kind of
sampling that combines information from a compact interval of time, and any representation where
the basis functions are compactly supported. Under these assumptions, we can reconstruct the
basis coefficients (and hence a set of uniform samples at any spacing) using streaming linear algebra
computations similar to those found in classical linear estimation theory [17]. The core algorithm
has a structure that parallels the Kalman filter, as it also relies on the dynamic LU factorization
of a block tridiagonal matrix.

2 Discretization

We discretize the signal by breaking it into overlapping packets and representing each packet as
a superposition of basis functions. We give three particular examples of how this might be done
below, but all that is really required for our framework is that the basis functions have finite support
in time and can naturally be arranged into groups that represent the signal locally.

In Section 2.1, we give a short overview of the Lapped Orthogonal Transform (LOT) [22, 26]; this
is a type of local Fourier series that provides a packet decomposition of the signal as in (1) where
each of the xk(t) are orthogonal to one another. While limiting the depth (the N for each packet
in (1)) is similar in spirit as modeling the original signal x(t) as being bandlimited, it is not exactly
the same thing. In Section 2.2 we will look at another representation that uses the same packets
xk(t), but decomposes them locally using a different basis that allows for an extremely efficient
representation for bandlimited signals. In Section 2.3, we discuss a third alternative model based
on shift-invariant subspaces that can be used to capture signals that are polynomial splines.

We place an emphasis below on {ψn,k} that are orthonormal. While we use this property in the
sampling bounds we develop in later sections (see Proposition 5.2 in particular), it is not strictly
necessary for our streaming reconstruction algorithm — the representation need only be stable,
meaning that a reasonable amount of correlation can be tolerated between the basis functions as
long as they can stably represent any signal in the prescribed class.

Once fixed, these representations can be used in exactly the same way in our streaming reconstruc-
tion framework. We will fix the effective time extent of each packet to be T = 1; everything below
is easily generalizable to different values of T and even different lengths for each packet. With this,
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all that we require for our formulation is that there is an η ≤ 1/2 so that the {ψk,n(t)}Nn=1 are
supported on [k−η, k+1+η]. Of course, the choice basis functions ψk,n is a choice of signal model;
we want signals that we are interested in to be well-approximated using the N basis functions in
each packet. We will also use the notation

VNk = Span (ψk,1, . . . , ψk,N ) ,

in the sequel.

2.1 The Lapped Orthogonal Transform

The LOT is essentially a windowed Fourier series, where the windowing function and the spacing
of the frequencies are carefully chosen to keep all of the basis functions orthogonal [21,22]. We will
discuss it below for the special case of T = 1; the basis can be adapted for general T through a simple
scaling and renormalization. The first ingredient is a windowing function that is approximately
localized to the interval [0, 1]. Given a relative transition width η ≤ 1/2, we start with a prototype
function g(t) that is monotonically increasing on [−η, η], monotonically decreasing on [1− η, 1 + η],
and obeys ∑

k∈Z
|g(t− k)|2 = 1 for all t ∈ R.

There are many examples of window functions which obey these properties; one popular example
(and the one used in all of the figures and numerical examples below) is

g(t) =





β
(
t+η
2η

)
−η ≤ t ≤ η

1 η ≤ t ≤ 1− η
β
(
−t+1+η

2η

)
1− η ≤ t ≤ 1 + η

, with β(t) = sin
(π

2
sin2

(π
2
t
))

.

We form the basis {ψk,n(t)} by modulating and shifting g(t); it is a fact that the set of signals

ψk,n(t) = g(t− k)
√

2 cos

(
π

(
n− 1

2

)
(t− k)

)
, k ∈ Z, n = 1, 2, . . . (2)

form an orthobasis for L2(R). An illustration of the g(t−k) and some of the basis functions ψk,n(t)
is shown in Figure 1.

By using an infinite number of basis functions in each packet, we can decompose any square-
integrable signal as

x(t) =
∞∑

k=−∞
xk(t), where xk(t) =

∞∑

n=1

αk,n ψk,n(t), and αk,n =

∫ k+1+η

k−η
x(t)ψk,n(t) dt. (3)

We can interpret the LOT decomposition as first decomposing the signal x(t) into packets {xk(t), k ∈
Z}, and then decomposing these packets using local cosine functions. As the {ψk,n(t)} are orthonor-
mal, each of the xk(t) are orthogonal to each other; each packet xk(t) is the projection onto one of
a series of mutually orthogonal subspaces Wk.

The signal packet xk(t) is perfectly localized to [k−η, k+η], but it is not quite a windowed version
of x(t); we stress that xk(t) 6= g(t− k)x(t). The packets xk(t) can be related directly to a part of
x(t) by taking a special kind of local symmetric extension and then windowing:

xk(t) = PWk
[x](t) = g(t− k)zk(t), (4)
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Figure 1: (a) The window function g(t− k) for k = −2, . . . , 2 and η = 1/4. (b) The basis functions ψk,n(t)
for k = 0 and n = 1, . . . , 5.

where

zk(t) =





g(t− k)x(t) + g(−t+ k)x(2k − t), k − η ≤ t ≤ k + η,

x(t), k + η ≤ t ≤ k + 1− η,
g(t− k)x(t)− g(k + 2− t)x(2k + 2− t), k + 1− η ≤ t ≤ k + 1 + η.

Our signal model in this case is to simply truncate the sum over n in (3) to N terms. We recover

the signal by estimating the vectors {αk ∈ RN}k∈Z, where αk =
[
αk,1 · · · αk,N

]T
. We also note

that there are fast O(N logN) transforms that can map αk to N equally spaced samples of xk(t)
(see [20, Chap. 8]).

2.2 The LOT for bandlimited signals

The most widely used model in signal processing, and the model that serves as the starting point
for all of sampling theory, is that the signal in question is bandlimited: its Fourier transform is
supported on an interval [−Ω,Ω]:

∫ ∞

−∞
x(t)ejωt dt = 0, |ω| > Ω. (5)

As the LOT representation consists of windowed sinusoids at increasing frequencies, limiting the
sum over n in the expansion (3) is in spirit the same as modeling the signal as bandlimited. Indeed,
finite LOT expansions have been used in music and speech coding, applications traditionally thought
of as signal processing on bandlimited signals. Nevertheless, restricting the signal to a finite support
does cause “spectral leakage”, meaning that the expansion coefficients in the trignometric series
fall off slowly. The cosine expansion in (2) is not the most efficient if we are truly interested in
sampling bandlimited signals.

It is well-known that a (typical) Ω-bandlimited signal as in (5) that has been time limited to an
interval of length T can be (approximately) represented using 2TΩ basis functions [29]. If we simply
restrict a bandlimited signal x(t) to the interval [0, T ], we know that the Slepian basis provides the
optimal representation, and for “generic” bandlimited signals an overwhelming percentage of the
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Figure 2: (a) The eigenvalues, on a log scale, of the standard Slepian integral operator in (6) (shown in
blue) and the integral operator in (7) corresponding to restricting bandlimited signals as in (4) (shown in
red) for T = 1 and Ω = 16. In both cases, there is a steep roll-off at ≈ 2TΩ = 32, with the 40th largest
eigenvalue already a factor of 10−8 smaller than the largest ones. (b) The first five leading eigenfunctions of
the integral operator in (7). These would be a natural choice for the basis functions ψk,n(t) for k = 0 and
n = 1, . . . , 5 for representing a bandlimited signal using ovelapping basis functions with compact support.

energy in the restricted signal will be captured with slightly more than 2ΩT basis functions. This
is evidenced by looking at the spectrum of the linear operator

K[x](s) =

∫ T

0
K(s, t)x(t) dt, where K(s, t) =

∫ Ω

−Ω
ejωse−jωt dω. (6)

As shown in Figure 2(a), for Ω = 16 and T = 1, this operator has only ≈ 2ΩT eigenvalues of
appreciable magnitude; the corresponding eigenfunctions are the Slepian basis. We refer the reader
to [28] for a classical exposition of the above and [18] for precise non-asympotic bounds.

We can create a similar representation for bandlimited signals that have been divided into overlap-
ping packets using (4). We define eω(t) = ejωt and take fω(t) = PW0 [eω](t) as the projection of a
complex sinusoid onto the space W0 of symmetrized signals localized to [−η, 1 + η]. We can then
find the essential dimension of all sinusoids with frequencies in [−Ω,Ω] projected onto this space
by looking at the spectrum of an integral operator similar to (6) using

K(s, t) =

∫ Ω

−Ω
fω(s)fω(t)∗ dω. (7)

(The entries in K(s, t) will end up being real-valued, just as they are in (6).) The spectrum of this
operator is also shown in Figure 2; we can see that the eigenvalue behavior is almost exactly the
same as in the standard Slepian case. Even though the support of the bandlimited signal projected
onto Wk is length 3T/2, the number of degrees of freedom in the projection is ≈ 2TΩ.

This suggests that a natural way to represent bandlimited signals using basis functions that are
compactly supported in time is to use the eigenfunctions of the integral operator defined by (7)
as the basis functions ψ0,n(t), n = 1, 2, . . . and taking ψk,n(t) = ψ0,n(t − k). These eigenfunctions
are shown in Figure 2(b); unlike the standard LOT, they do not have a closed-form expression.
However, they are smooth and can be computed to high accuracy. This choice of basis results in
the same packets xk(t) as the LOT from Section 2.1 but with a different decompsition within those
packets, a decomposition desigend specifically to accurately capture bandlimited signals with the
shortest truncation (value of N) possible.
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0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

Figure 3: The N = 8 basis functions in (8) corresponing to a single packet at k = 0 when φ is a Daubechies-4
scaling function. Each of the basis functions are supported on an interval of length 3/8, and anything in
their span will be supported on [−1/8, 9/8].

2.3 Shift-invariant spaces

Our final example of a model for which a signal can be naturally divided into packets is a shift-
invariant space. A shift-invariant space is completely charaterized by a generator φ(t), and consists
of all functions in the span of {aφ(at − `), ` ∈ Z} for some scaling parameter a > 0. Examples
include polynomial splines (where φ(t) is a so-called B-spline), wavelet scaling spaces, and Gaussian
shift-invariant spaces where φ(t) = e−t

2
. The shift-invariant space model is a generalization of

bandlimited signals, and as we discussed in the introduction, there is a rich theory of sampling and
reconstructions in these spaces [3, 13,30].

This model is natually packetized when φ(t) is compactly supported. Again looking at the special
case of T = 1, we can take a = N and set

ψk,n(t) = N · φ(Nt−Nk − n+ 1/2). (8)

Then for fixed k, the basis functions {ψk,n, n = 1, . . . , N} will be (scaled) equally spaced translates
of ψ(Nt) at shifts k + (n− 1/2)/N on the interval [k, k + 1]. If the generator φ(t) is supported on
[−s, s] then the packet (the span of {ψk,n, n = 1, . . . , N}) will be supported on [k − η, k + 1 + η]
for η = s/N − 1/(2N).

An example for N = 8 using the Daubechies-4 wavelet scaling function [8] (which has s = 1.5 and
so η = 1/8) is shown in Figure 3. This choice also results in the packets xk(t), computed the same
way as in (3) using (8), being orthogonal to one another. These scaling functions can capture x(t)
exactly if it is polynomial of degree ≤ 2 over the support of the packet; comparable wavelet scaling
functions exist that capture higher-degree polynomials while having longer support.

3 Measurement

With the basis representation in place, we can now recast the problem of recovering the signal
as a discrete linear inverse problem in the expansion coefficients {αk}k∈Z. Below, we show how
to set up the linear equations in two important situations. In Section 3.1, we consider the case
where we observe non-equispaced samples of the signal. In Section 3.2, we show that we can use
essentially the same formulation when we observe a series of integrations of the signal against a
possibly time-varying kernel that is localized in time.
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Figure 4: The samples are divided into batches, whose support coincides (up to an offset) with the signal
packet supports. The red x’s above indicate samples in “batch k” with locations tm inside the interval
Tk = [k − η, k + 1 − η]. The Tk are carefully chosen so that they partition the real line but intersect the
supports of exactly two packets of the signal representation. The influence of signal packet k on the samples
in batch k is captured through the matrix Ak, while the influence of packet k − 1 in captured through Bk

in (10) below.

3.1 Non-uniform samples

We observe the signal at a series of irregular locations, {tm}m∈Z with 0 ≤ tm < tm′ for m < m′. We
divide these samples into batches, whose locality roughly coincides with the supports of each signal
packer, with the idea that we will update our estimate of the signal after observing all samples in
a batch.

The sample batches overlay the representation packets as follows. Let Tk = [k− η, k+ 1− η] be the
unit interval shifted to location k then offset by the overlap length η. Note that the {Tk} partition
the real line and that each interval Tk intersects the support of two of the signal packets xk(t); see
Figure 4. We will call the collection of samples whose locations are in Tk “sample batch k”, and
we use Mk = {m ∈ Z : tm ∈ Tk} to denote the indexes of these samples.

A single sample x(tm) in batch k (so tm ∈ Tk) can be written in terms of the expansion coefficients
in frame bundles k − 1 and k as

x(tm) = xk−1(tm) + xk(tm)

=

N∑

n=1

αk−1,nψk−1,n(tm) +

N∑

n=1

αk,nψk,n(tm)

= 〈αk−1, bm〉+ 〈αk,am〉, (9)

where αk−1,αk ∈ RN are the coefficient vectors (across all N components) in bundles k− 1 and k,
and am, bm ∈ RN are samples of the basis functions (and are independent of x(t)):

am =




ψk,1(tm)
ψk,2(tm)

...
ψk,N (tm)


 , bm =




ψk−1,1(tm)
ψk−1,2(tm)

...
ψk−1,N (tm)


 , m ∈Mk.
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We can collect the corresponding measurement vectors ak, bk for all Mk = |Mk| samples in batch
k together as rows in the Mk × N matrices Ak and Bk. The observed sample values in batch k
can now be modeled using the matrix equation

yk =
[
Bk Ak

] [αk−1

αk

]
+ noise. (10)

Combining the sample batches 0, . . . ,K, we have the (possibly very large) system of equations




y0

y1

y2

y3

y4
...
yK




︸ ︷︷ ︸
y
K

=




A0 0 · · · 0
B1 A1 0 · · · 0
0 B2 A2 0 · · · 0
0 0 B3 A3 0 · · · 0
0 0 0 B4 A4 · · · 0
...

. . .
. . .

...
0 · · · · · · BK AK




︸ ︷︷ ︸
ΦK




α0

α1

α2

α3

α4
...
αK




︸ ︷︷ ︸
αK

+noise. (11)

Given all of the observations through batch K, we will estimate the coefficients αK = {αk}Kk=0

(and hence the signal packets xk(t) for k = 0, . . . ,K) by solving the least squares problem

minimize
β

‖ΦKβ − yK‖
2
2 +

K∑

k=0

λk‖βk‖22, (12)

where β = {βk}Kk=0. The λk above are Tikhonov regularization parameters that can vary from
bundle to bundle. If there are a sufficient number of samples over the support of signal packet k,
then we can take λk very small (or even zero). Note that the samples in batch 0 and the samples
in batch K are not spread over the entire support of the basis functions in the respective packets,
and so it may very well be the case that we will want λ0 and λK to be appreciably larger than
zero. In Section 5.2 below, we will discuss conditions under which we can expect a generic set of
samples to result in good conditioning for the packets on the interior.

The off-diagonal terms in ΦK couple the estimates for each of the frame bundles together. As K
varies, so will the least-squares estimate in each previous bundle. To emphasize this, we write the
solution to (12) as

α̂K =




α̂0|K
α̂1|K
α̂2|K

...
α̂K|K



.

The term α̂k|K should be interpreted as “the least-squares estimate for basis coefficients in bundle
k after samples batches 0, . . . ,K have been observed”.

In Section 4, we show how this system can be solved in a streaming fashion.
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Figure 5: Measurement by local integration as in (13) for hm(t) = h(tm − t) and three values of tm. If the
support of the hm is less that T (1−2η), then only signal packets k−1 and k will influence the measurements
in batch k.

3.2 Local integration and deconvolution

Matrix equations with the same structure as (11) arise with a wide variety of measurement schemes.
All that matters is that each measurement only depends on the signal over a time interval that
does not overlap the support of more than two consecutive signal packets.

For example, suppose that each measurement consists of an integral against a known kernel that
has a support size of L:

ym =

∫ tm

tm−L
x(t)hm(t) dt+ noise. (13)

A typical example would be a convolution, where hm(t) = h(tm− t), where h(t) is non-zero only on
[0, L]; then the ym are (possibly irregular) samples of x(t) ∗ h(t). If L ≤ T (1− 2η) (see Figure 5),
then measurement ym can be written in the same form as (9),

ym = 〈αk−1, bm〉+ 〈αk,am〉+ noise,

where now

am =




∫
Im
hm(t)ψk,1(t)dt

...∫
Im
hm(t)ψk,N (t)dt


 , bm =




∫
Im
hm(t)ψk−1,1(t)dt

...∫
Im
hm(t)ψk−1,N (t)dt


 , Im = [tm − L, tm], m ∈Mk.

Now measurement “batch k” again consists of all ym with tm ∈ Tk = [k − η, k + 1 − η], and the
inverse problem we have to solve to recover the signal packets has exactly the same form as in (11).
Notice that we easily adapt to non-uniform tm and kernels that are time-varying (i.e. not constant
in m).

4 Streaming reconstruction

The matrix ΦK in (11) has only two block diagonals that are non-zero. In this section, we show
how this structure allows us to quickly update the current solution when a new sample batch is
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observed (and we take K → K+ 1). What follows uses a standard algorithm from numerical linear
algebra for calculating the LU factorization of a block-banded matrix (see [11, Chapter 4.5]), and
is closely related to the derivation of the Kalman filter.

4.1 Factorization

At time K, we solve (12) by

α̂K =




α̂0|K
α̂1|K

...
α̂K|K


 =

(
ΦT
KΦK + ΛK ⊗ I

)−1
ΦT
KyK , (14)

where ΛK is a diagonal matrix containing the {λk}Kk=0 and ⊗ is the tensor product. The matrix
to invert has block tri-diagonal structure,

ΦT
KΦK + ΛK ⊗ I =




D0 ET
0 0 · · · 0

E0 D1 ET
1 0 · · · 0

0 E1 D2 ET
2 0 · · · 0

0 0 E2 D3 ET
3 · · · 0

...
. . .

. . .
. . .

...

0 · · · EK−2 DK−1 ET
K−1

0 · · · 0 EK−1 D′K




, (15)

with

Dk = AT
kAk +BT

k+1Bk+1 + λkI, Ek = AT
k+1Bk+1, D′K = AT

KAK + λKI. (16)

Also, each entry of the right-hand side ΦT
KyK only depends on two consecutive batches of mea-

surements, as

wK = ΦT
KyK =




AT
0 y0 +BT

1 y1

AT
1 y1 +BT

2 y2
...

AT
K−1yK−1 +BT

KyK
AT
KyK




=:




w0

w1
...

wK−1

w′K



.

It is a fact (one that is easily verified through inspection) that this block tri-diagonal matrix can
be factored into a product of lower- and upper-triangular matrices with a block bandwidth of 2:




D0 ET
0 0 · · · 0

E0 D1 ET
1 · · · 0

0 E1 D2 ET
2 · · · 0

...
. . .

. . .
...

0 · · · 0 EK−1 D′K




=




Q0 0 · · · 0
E0 Q1 0

0 E1 Q2
. . .

...
. . .

. . . 0
0 · · · 0 EK−1 Q′K







I U0 0
0 I U1 0
...

. . .
. . .
. . . UK−1

0 0 I



,

(17)
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where the Ek are the same as in the original system, and we can compute the Qk and Uk using
an iterative “forward sweep” over k:

Q0 = D0

for k = 0, 2, . . . ,K − 1

Uk−1 = Q−1
k−1E

T
k−1

Qk = Dk −Ek−1Uk−1, meaning that Qk = Dk −Ek−1Q
−1
k−1E

T
k−1

end

Q′K = D′K −EK−1UK−1.

With this factorization in place, we can solve (14) by breaking it down into a a block lower-triangular
solve followed by a block upper-triangular solve:




I U0 0
0 I U1 0
...

. . .
. . .
. . . UK−1

0 0 I







α̂0|K
α̂1|K

...
α̂K−1|K
α̂K|K




=




v0

v1
...

vK−1

v′K




=




Q0 0 · · · 0
E0 Q1 0

0 E1 Q2
. . .

...
. . .

. . . 0
0 · · · 0 EK−1 Q′K




−1 


w0

w1
...

wK−1

w′K



.

The system solve is thus naturally broken down into a forward sweep which calculates the vk (which
can be performed simultaneously with the forward sweep that computes the Qk,Uk):

v0 = Q−1
0 w0

for k = 1, . . . ,K − 1

vk = Q−1
k (wk −Ek−1vk−1)

end

v′K = Q
′−1
K (w′K −EK−1vK−1),

followed by a backward sweep which computes the α̂k|K :

α̂K|K = v′K

for k = K − 1,K − 2, . . . , 0

α̂k|K = vk −Ukα̂k+1|K

end.

Note that we are assured of the invertibility of all of the Qk if λk > 0 for all k. Under this condition,
the original system that we are trying to solve on the left of (17) is invertible, which means both
matrices on the right must also be invertible. As a lower (block) triangular matrix is invertible if
and only if the blocks along its diagonal are invertible, we know that the Q−1

k exist. We will see
in Section 6 that the conditioning of the Qk play a central role in whether and how fast the α̂k|K
converge for fixed k as K →∞.
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4.2 Streaming updates

The iterations above can be combined to update the least-squares solution dynamically. Suppose
we have solved the least-squares problem for sample batches 0, . . . ,K. We now observe

yK+1 = AK+1αK+1 +BK+1αK + noise,

and want to compute the new solutions {α̂k|K+1}K+1
k=0 . We will show that this can be accomplished

with a single backward sweep over k. The discussion below is summarized in Algorithm 1.

First, we update the factorization — along with AK+1 and BK+1, this requires the previously
computed matrices UK−1,EK−1,Q

′
K , and D′K . We set

DK = D′K +BT
K+1BK+1,

D′K+1 = AT
K+1AK+1,

QK = DK −EK−1UK−1,

Q′K+1 = D′K+1 −EKUK ,

EK = BT
K+1AK+1,

UK = Q−1
K E

T
K .

From here, we can update the state vk using the vectors v′K and w′K along with yK+1,

wK = w′K +BT
K+1yK+1,

w′K+1 = AT
K+1yK+1,

vK = Q−1
K (wK −EK−1vK−1),

v′K+1 = Q
′−1
K+1(w′K+1 −EKvK).

The initial estimate for the expansion coefficients in packet K + 1 is simply v′K+1; expansion
coefficient estimates for k ≤ K are computed by working backwards:

α̂K+1|K+1 = v′K+1

for k = K,K − 1, . . .

α̂k|K+1 = vk −Ukα̂k+1|K+1

end.

In theory, every new batch of measurements effects the coefficient estimates for all previous frame
bundles. In practice, the effect is local, and the estimates will converge after relatively few updates.
In Section 6 below, we show that under mild conditions on the system of equations this convergence
is exponential. This means that the updating above needs to backtrack only a small number of
steps. We demonstrate this numerically in Section 7.

5 Stable computations

The algorithm presented in the last section relies on the Qk being invertible for all k, and we gave
a brief argument (based on the invertibility of the system in (15)) for why we expect this. It is not
immediately clear, however, that the conditioning of the Qk is controlled for arbitrary k, meaning
that there is no guarantee that the computations in Algorithm 1 remain stable as k increases.

In Section 5.1 below, we show that if the matrices Dk along the block diagonal in (15) are well-
conditioned and off-diagonal matrices Ek are small, then the recursively computed sequence of Qk

will also be well-conditioned. This is intuitive, since if we were reconstructing packet k in isolation,
then the conditioning of Dk = AT

kAk + BT
k+1Bk+1 is the only thing that would matter. That

the Ek are small means that the least-squares problem is approximately decoupled from packet

14



Algorithm 1 Streaming updates for reconstruction from non-uniform samples. At each time step k, a
batch of samples is observed along with the generating matrices Ak,Bk. The factorization in (17) is updated
using a series of simple matrix operations and the new estimates are computed using a backwards sweep.
The α̂k hold the exact least-squares solution at time k when we use Lmax = k. In practice, as discussed in
Sections 6 and 7, taking Lmax to be a small constant results in a very accurate approximation of the solution.

[y0,A0]← GetSampleBatch(0)
Q′0 ← AT

0A0 + λ0I
w′0 ← AT

0 y0

α̂0 ← Q
′−1
0 w′0

for k = 1, 2, . . . do
[yk,Ak,Bk]← GetSampleBatch(k)
Qk−1 ← Q′k−1 +BT

kBk

wk−1 ← w′k−1 +BT
k yk

vk−1 ← Q−1
k−1(wk−1 −Ek−2vk−2)

Ek−1 ← AT
kBk

Uk−1 ← Q−1
k−1E

T
k−1

Q′k ← AT
kAk + λkI−Ek−1Uk−1

w′k ← AT
k yk

α̂k ← Q
′−1
k (w′k −Ekvk)

for ` = 1, . . . , Lmax do
α̂k−` ← vk−` −Uk−`α̂k−`+1

end for
end for

to packet, something we expect from the orthogonality of the packet spaces VNk . We will also see
in Section 6 that the Qk being well-conditioned also results in rapid convergence of the estimates
α̂k|K as K increases.

Then in Section 5.2 below, we show that we can expect the conditions for the Qk to be well
conditioned to hold for “generic” (i.e. randomly drawn) non-equispaced sampling patterns (with
Ak,Bk described in Section 3.1 above) of sufficient size. That is, we show that if the number
of samples in each batch is on the order of N and the basis functions ψk,n(t) obey some mild
conditions, then we can expect the Dk to be well conditioned and the Ek to be small.

5.1 From local to global: relation between the conditioning of Dk and Qk

In this section, we provide a quick argument about the matrices that appear in the factorization
(17): if theDk are well-conditioned and the Ek are small, then theQk will also be well-conditioned.

Recall that the Qk are formed recursively:

Qk = Dk −Ek−1Q
−1
k−1E

T
k−1.

This relation yields an immediate bound on the largest and smallest eigenvalues of Qk:

λmin(Dk)−
σ2

max(Ek−1)

λmin(Qk−1)
≤ λmin(Qk) ≤ λmax(Qk) ≤ λmax(Dk) +

σ2
max(Ek−1)

λmin(Qk−1)
, (18)
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where λmax(·) and λmin(·) return the maximum and minimum eigenvalues of a symmetric matrix,
and σmax(·) returns the largest singular value of an arbitrary matrix. This recursive expression
leads immediately to the following.

Proposition 5.1 Suppose that there exists a κ ≥ 1, δ < 1 and θ ≤ (1 − δ)/2 such that for all
k ≥ 0,

‖Dk − κI‖ ≤ κδ and ‖Ek‖ ≤ κθ.
Then for all k ≥ 0,

‖Qk − κI‖ ≤ κε, with ε =
1 + δ

2
−
√

(1− δ)2

4
− θ2. (19)

To prove the proposition, we see the assumptions stated along with the recursive estimate (18)
mean that ‖Qk − κI‖ ≤ κεk, where

ε0 = δ, and εk = δ +
θ2

1− εk−1
, k = 1, 2, . . . .

It is straightforward to establish that the εk form a monotonically non-decreasing sequence that
converges to ε in (19) as k →∞.

Notice that δ < 1⇒ ε < 1 when θ ≤ (1− δ)/2.

5.2 Non-uniform sampling: example spectral estimates for Dk and Ek

In the previous section, we were able to characterize the stability of the reconstruction process given
that the matrices Dk and Ek have certain spectral properties. Whether or not these properties
hold depends on the number and types of measurements taken, their locations, and properties of
the subspaces VNk .

In this section, we will show how spectral estimates for these matrices can be derived for streaming
reconstruction from non-uniform samples (as described in Section 3.1). We argue that a “generic”
set of sample locations of size within a logarithmic factor of N per batch will generally work. That
is, if sample locations are generated randomly for a fixed batch k, then with high probability Dk

is appropriately well-conditioned and Ek is appropriately small.

We assume as above that the packet spaces VNk are orthogonal to one another and that signals in
VNk are supported on the compact interval Ik = [k − η, k + 1 + η]. We also assume for simplicity
that the VNk consist of the same functions but shifted to the appropriate interval; all three of our
examples in Section 2 meet this criteria. We will use the following quantity to capture how spread
out signals in VNk ∪ VNk+1 are over the interval Ik ∪ Ik+1:

β =
1

N
max

t∈Ik∪Ik+1

N∑

n=1

|ψk,n(t)|2 + |ψk+1,n(t)|2, (20)

where {ψk,n(t)}Nn=1 is any orthobasis for VNk (it is a fact that β will be the same for any orthobasis
for the same space). Due to our assumptions, β does not depend on the packet index k, but it
does in general depend weakly on N . Most spaces of interest will have β ≈ 1. For the LOT in
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Figure 6: (a) The quantity 1
N

∑N
n=1 |ψ0,n(t)|2 + |ψ1,n(t)|2 versus t for N = 32 for (a) the lapped orthogonal

transform from Section 2.1 and Figure 1, (b) the “bandlimited LOT” from Section 2.2 and Figure 2, and (c)
the collection of Daubechies-4 scaling functions at N = 32 different shifts from Figure 3. In each of these
cases, we can safely bound β in (20) by a constant factor.

Section 2.1, for examples, we have β ≤ 2 for all N and β → 1 as N gets large. The flatness for the
three examples discussed in Section 2 are shown in Figure 6.

The following proposition shows us that if we draw a sufficient number of randomly placed samples
on the interval [k − η, k + 2 + η], then both Dk and Dk+1 will be well-conditioned while Ek will
be be small even when there is no regularization (λk = 0).

Proposition 5.2 Let t1, . . . , tM ′ be sample locations on [−η, 2 + η] whose values are chosen in-
dependently and uniformly at random on that interval, and set M = M ′/(2 + 2η) (so that M is
the effective sampling rate on an interval of length 1). Define Dk and Ek as in Section 3.1 and
equation (16) with λk = 0. Then with probability exceeding 1− 3p,

M(1− δ) ≤ λmin(Dk) ≤ λmax(Dk) ≤ M(1 + δ), (21)

with tbe same holding true for Dk+1, and

‖Ek‖ ≤ 2M · δ, (22)

when

M ≥ C

δ2
N log

(
4N

p

)
, (23)

where the constant C depends on η and β.

The immediate implication of Proposition 5.2 is that the signal packets on VNk and/or VNk+1 can be
stably reconstructed in isolation. But it also says that the coupling between consecutive packets
will grow weaker as M increases. Note that if we choose M such that δ < 1/5, then 2δ < (1− δ)/2
and we have the conditions consistent with Proposition 5.1 above and Theorem 6.1 in the next
section which guarantees the fast convergence of the estimates.

The proposition above only gives us direct guarantees for reconstructing two packets under a
uniform sampling model. There are, however, many different ways it could be extended to an
arbitrary number of packets. For example, if the sample locations are being generated using a
Poisson process with rate ρ over the entire real line, then K packets can be analyzed by replacing
p with Kp above. If sample locations are generated high enough rate ρ ∼ N logN , then simple
concentration arguments can be used to show that the number of samples over a particular interval
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will obey (23) with high probability. Conditioned on the number of samples in an interval, the
sample locations will be iid uniform (this is a property of a Poisson process) and Proposition 5.2
can be applied.

The conditions in Proposition 5.2 dictate a kind of block diagonal dominance; if they are met,
the signal packets can be reconstructed in isolation and their interaction is weak enough that we
have the stability of the Qk as in Proposition 5.1 which we will see (Theorem 6.1 below) leads to
the rapid convergence of the streaming least-squares algorithm. Note that if not enough samples
appear in a given batch, the associated signal packets that touch that batch can be regularized by
introducing λk > 0. This of course introduces bias into the solution, but there will always be λk
large enough to ensure block diagonal dominance.

Proof of Proposition 5.2

The proof of Proposition 5.2 is an application of the following result from random matrix theory.

Theorem 5.3 [32, Thm. 5.41] Let C be a M ′×N random matrix whose rows cm are independent
random vectors in RN that obey E[cmc

T
m] = γ2I and ‖cm‖22 ≤ B. Then for every u ≥ 0,

γ(
√
M ′ − u

√
B) ≤ σmin(C) ≤ σmax(C) ≤ γ(

√
M ′ + u

√
B)

with probability exceeding 1− 2Ne−cu
2
, where c > 0 is an absolute constant.

We first apply Theorem 5.3 by taking1

C =

[
Ak

Bk+1

]
=




ψk,1(t1) ψk,2(t1) · · · ψk,N (t1)
ψk,1(t2) ψk,2(t2) · · · ψk,N (t2)

...
. . .

ψk,1(tM ′) ψk,2(tM ′) · · · ψk,N (tM ′)


 ,

and noting that CTC = AT
kAk +BT

k+1Bk+1 = Dk, meaning that the eigenvalues of Dk are the
squares of the singular values of C. C is a random matrix whose rows cm are independent of one
another and are uncorrelated in that

E[cmc
T
m] =




E[|ψk,1(T )|2] E[ψk,1(T )ψk,2(T )] · · · E[ψk,1(T )ψk,N (T )]
E[ψk,2(T )ψk,1(T )] E[|ψk,2(T )|2] · · · E[ψk,2(T )ψk,N (T )]

...
. . .

E[ψk,N (T )ψk,1(T )] E[ψk,N (T )ψk,2(T )] · · · E[|ψk,N (T )|2]


 =

1

2(1 + η)︸ ︷︷ ︸
γ2

I,

where T is a uniform random variable on [−η, 2 + η]. We also have the deterministic bound

‖cm‖22 =
N∑

n=1

|ψk,n(tm)|2 ≤ βN. (24)

1After the tm are drawn, they can be sorted in order without changing the spectral properties of C. As before,
Ak consists of the rows where tm ∈ [k− η, k+1− η] and Bk+1 consists of the rows where tm ∈ [k+1− η, k+2+ η].
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Choosing u so that 2Ne−cu
2

= p, we can say that with probability exceeding p the singular values
of C are in the range

√
M

(
1± γ

√
β

c

N

M
log(2N/p)

)
,

meaning that (21) holds for δ < 1 when2

M ≥ γ2β

0.16c
· 1

δ2
N log(2N/p). (25)

The same bound follows for the eigenvalues of Dk+1 using an identical argument.

We can also use a the same line of argumentation to bound the singular values of the M ′ × 2N
matrix3

C2 =



Ak 0
Bk+1 Ak+1

0 Bk+2


 =




ψk,1(t1) ψk,2(t1) · · · ψk,N (t1) ψk+1,1(t1) ψk+1,2(t1) · · · ψk+1,N (t1)
ψk,1(t2) ψk,2(t2) · · · ψk,N (t2) ψk+1,1(t2) ψk+1,2(t2) · · · ψk+1,N (t2)

...
. . .

...
. . .

ψk,1(tM ′) ψk,2(tM ′) · · · ψk,N (tM ′) ψk+1,1(tM ′) ψk+1,2(tM ′) · · · ψk+1,N (tM ′)


,

where now

CT
2C2 =

[
Dk ET

k

Ek Dk+1

]
.

We can again write the rows of C2 as realization of a random vector cm where ‖cm‖2 obeys the
same deterministic bound (24) and also E[cmc

T
m] = γ2I for the same γ as above. The only difference

with the above is that we are replacing N with 2N , meaning that with probability exceeding 1− p,
the eigenvalues of CT

2C2 are in the interval M(1± δ) when

M ≥ 2γ2β

0.16c
· 1

δ2
N log(4N/p). (26)

We can use the eigenvalue bounds on Dk, Dk+1 and CT
2C2 to bound the spectral norm of Ek. For

arbitrary αk,αk+1 we have

[
αT
k αT

k+1

]
CT

2C2

[
αk
αk+1

]
= αT

kDkαk +αT
k+1Dk+1αk+1 + 2αT

kE
T
kαk+1.

If the eigenvalues of CT
2C2 are all less than M(1 + δ) and the eigenvalues of both Dk and Dk+1

are all greater than M(1− δ), then

2αT
kE

T
kαk+1 ≤M(1 + δ)

(
‖αk‖22 + ‖αk+1‖22

)
−αT

kDkαk −αT
k+1Dk+1αk+1

≤M
(
(1 + δ)

(
‖αk‖22 + ‖αk+1‖22

)
− (1− δ)‖αk‖22 − (1− δ)‖αk+1‖22

)

= 2Mδ
(
‖αk‖22 + ‖αk+1‖22

)
.

Taking the supremum over all αk,αk+1 with ‖αk‖2 = ‖αk+1‖2 = 1 gives us

‖Ek‖ ≤ 2Mδ.

Thus taking M as in (26) (which implies (25)) allows (21) and (22) to hold with probability at
least 1− 3p.

2If the singular values of C are in the range
√
M(1 ± 0.4δ) then the eigenvalues of CTC will be in the range

M(1± δ).
3Again, we have implicitly re-ordered the rows here so the samples are ordered.
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6 Convergence of the reconstruction error

In Section 5, we showed how good local conditioning led to the stability of the entire reconstruc-
tion process. In this section, we will show how this same local conditioning leads to exponential
convergence of the least-squares estimate. That is, although the estimate αk|K of the expansion
coefficients for signal packet xk(t) changes for every K ≥ k, the changes will be minuscule for K just
a little larger than k. This means that the length of the backward sweep in Algorithm 1 (specified
by the parameter Lmax) can be a small constant, and so each update takes a constant amount of
time and memory. In particular, we establish the following:

Theorem 6.1 Suppose that there exists a κ, δ, θ, λ such that for all k ≥ 0, ‖Dk − κI‖ ≤ κδ and
‖Ek‖ ≤ κθ ≤ κ(1−δ)/2 (and so by Proposition 5.1 there exists and ε < 1 such that ‖Qk−κI‖ ≤ κε),
and the smallest eigenvalue of Q′k is lower bounded so that ‖Q′−1

k ‖ ≤ κλ. Suppose also that the
local energy in the measurements is bounded by

My = κ−1/2 sup
k≥0

∥∥∥∥
[
yk
yk+1

]∥∥∥∥
2

.

Then there exist α̂∗k such that

α̂k|K → α̂∗k as k ≤ K →∞,
and there is a constant C(δ, θ, ε, λ) such that

‖α̂k|K − α̂∗k‖2 ≤ C(δ, θ, ε, λ) ·My ·
(

θ

1− ε

)K−k
for all K ≥ k.

We will see in the proof of the proposition below that the constant C(δ, θ, ε, λ) is easy to compute
and very manageable; for δ, θ, ε all less than 1/3, it is about 9. We also note that the κ term in the
proposition serves as a normalizing constant. By including it in the definition of My, we make the
result independent of the natural scaling in the energy of the samples as more measurements are
taken.

Note that the proposition requires a bound on the smallest eigenvalue of Q′k = D′k−Ek−1Uk−1. As
AT
kAk might be ill-conditioned by itself (since it is the system matrix for observing signal packet

xk(t) from samples that do not extend across its entire support), setting λk > 0 might be critical
for this condition to hold. Note, however, that we can set λk > 0 for k = K and then remove the
regularizer (λk = 0) for K > k; this can be accomplished with a straightforward modification to
the algorithm above.

In the next section, we will observe the exponential convergence that Theorem 6.1 guarantees in
two different stylized signal processing applications.

Proof of Theorem 6.1

We start with a simple relation that connects the size of the correction in signal packet k to the
correction in packet k − 1 as we move from measurement batch K → K + 1. From the update
equations, we see that for k ≤ K,

α̂k−1|K+1 − α̂k−1|K = −Uk−1

(
α̂k|K+1 − α̂k|K

)
,
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and so

‖α̂k−1|K+1 − α̂k−1|K‖2 ≤ ‖Uk−1‖ · ‖α̂k|K+1 − α̂k|K‖2

≤ θ

1− ε · ‖α̂k|K+1 − α̂k|K‖2.

Applying this bound iteratively, we can bound the correction error ` packets in the past as

‖α̂k−`|K+1 − α̂k−`|K‖2 ≤
(

θ

1− ε

)`
‖α̂k|K+1 − α̂k|K‖2.

This says that the size of the update decreases geometrically as it back propagates through previ-
ously estimated frames. We will show below that under the conditions of the theorem, we have a
uniform bound on the size of the correction term on the right above,

Mα̂ = sup
k≥0
‖α̂k|k+1 − α̂k|k‖2,

which is proportional to the bound on the measurement energy My. Thus we have

‖α̂k|K+1 − α̂k|K‖2 ≤Mα̂

(
θ

1− ε

)K−k
, k ≤ K.

This means that {α̂k|K}K≥k is a Cauchy sequence indexed by K, and hence converges — we will
use α̂∗k to denote the limit as K →∞.

We can get the rate of convergence by writing the telescoping sum

α̂k|K − α̂∗k =
∞∑

`=0

α̂k|K+` − α̂k|K+`+1,

and then using the triangle inequality,

‖α̂k|K − α̂∗k‖2 ≤
∞∑

`=0

‖α̂k|K+` − α̂k|K+`+1‖2

≤Mα̂

∞∑

`=0

(
θ

1− ε

)K+`−k

= Mα̂

(
1− ε

1− ε− θ

)(
θ

1− ε

)K−k
. (27)

It remains to replace the Mα̂ above with the bound My on the energy in the measurements. We do
this by deriving a uniform bound on the size of the “feed forward” vectors vk. First, notice that

‖wk‖2 =

∥∥∥∥
[
AT
k BT

k+1

] [ yk
yk+1

]∥∥∥∥
2

≤
√

1 + δMy,

‖w′k‖2 = ‖AT
k yk‖2 ≤

√
1 + δMy.

Then we can bound the size of v0 by

‖v0‖2 = ‖Q−1
0 w0‖2 ≤

√
1 + δ

1− ε My,
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and then use this to bound the size of v1

‖v1‖2 = ‖Q−1
1 (w1 −E0v0)‖2

≤
(

1

1− ε +
θ

(1− ε)2

) √
1 + δMy.

Continuing this recursion, we see that

‖vk‖2 ≤
(

k∑

`=0

θ`

(1− ε)`+1

)
√

1 + δMy

≤
√

1 + δ

1− ε− θ My, for all k ≥ 0.

This uniform bound on the size of vk yields a uniform bound on the size of reconstructed coefficients:

‖α̂k|k‖2 = ‖Q′−1
k (w′k −Ek−1vk−1)‖2

≤ λ−1

(
1 +

θ

1− ε− θ

)√
1 + δMy,

and

‖α̂k|k+1‖2 = ‖vk −Ukαk+1|k+1‖2

≤ ‖vk‖2 +
θ

1− ε‖αk+1|k+1‖2,

thus for all k

Mα̂ = sup
k≥0
‖α̂k|k+1 − α̂k|k‖2 ≤ sup

k≥0

(
‖α̂k|k+1‖2 + ‖α̂k|k‖2

)

≤
(

1 + λ−1θ

1− ε− θ

)√
1 + δMy.

Combining this with (27) establishes the proposition with

C(δ, θ, ε, λ) =

(
(1 + λ−1θ)(1− ε)

(1− ε− θ)2

)√
1 + δ.

Note that for λ = 1 and max(δ, θ, ε) ≤ 1/3, we have C(δ, θ, ε, λ) ≈ 9.24.

7 Numerical examples

We demonstrate how the streaming reconstruction algorithm presented above can be used in two
different stylized applications: reconstructing a signal from non-uniform samples where the sample
locations are determined by level crossings, and time-varying deconvolution of a communications
signal that has traveled through a delay-doppler channel.

Non-uniform sampling. In our first example, we consider the problem of constructing a signal
from its level crossings. This is inspired by the recent interest in level-crossing analog-to-digital
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Figure 7: Level crossing samples.

converters (ADCs). Rather than sample a continuous-time signal x(t) on a set of uniformly spaced
times, level-crossing ADCs output the times that x(t) crosses one of a predetermined set of levels.
The result is a stream of samples taken at non-uniform (and signal dependent) locations. An
illustration is shown in Figure 7.

The particulars of the experiment are as follows. A bandlimited signal was randomly generated
by super-imposing sinc functions (with the appropriate widths) spaced 1/64 apart on the interval
[−5, 21]; the weights on the sinc functions were drawn from a standard normal distribution. The
level crossings were computed for L = 16 different levels equally spaced between [−2.5, 2.5) in
the time interval [−0.25, 16.25]. This produced 4677 samples; roughly 292 samples per packet on
average. The signal was reconstructed using the lapped orthogonal transform (from Section 2.1)
with η = 1/4 over the same interval of time with N = 75 basis functions for each of the 16 signal
packets.

The results are shown in Figure 8 and Table 1. After recovering the LOT expansion coefficients,
samples of the signal at the Nyquist rate were computed and compared to those of the original
signal. Even though bandlimited signals cannot be perfectly captured by LOT coefficients, the
depth of N = 75 was good for a root mean squared error (square root of the sum of the squares
of the errors at the Nyquist samples divided by the sum of the squares of the values of the true
signal) of ≈ .01. This approximation of course has nothing to do with our streaming algorithm; it
is simply a function of the way we have discretized the inverse problem.

Table 1 shows how quickly the α̂k|K converge as K increases. The numbers there are relative errors
on a log 10 scale; in this particular example, we are within 10−7 for K ≥ k + 3. This means that
the backward sweep in Algorithm 1 can be limited to Lmax = 3 with effectively no loss in accuracy.

Time-varying deconvolution. In this experiment, we solve a time-varying deconvolution prob-
lem to restore a communications signal after it has traveled through a delay-doppler channel. We
created the signal by generating the portion on each interval of length T = 1 using an (unwindowed)
Fourier series with 64 components (32 cosine, 32 sine). The Fourier series coefficients were chosen
at random from a QAM-16 constellation; this is a stylized “OFDM” signal. The disontinuities in
this signal along the interval boundaries mean that it is not bandlimited.
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Figure 8: The original signal (blue) and the reconstructed signal (orange) at time steps K = 4, 5, 6. The
continuous-time signals are generated from the estimated LOT coefficients α̂k|K . We see that the streaming
estimate converges quickly to the true least-squares estimate, and this estimate closely matches the original
signal.

Table 1: The entries in the chart below tabulate how close our estimate of α̂k|K is to the final least-squares
estimate α̂∗k for the streaming reconstruction of a bandlimited signal from nonuniform samples generated by
level crossings. The numbers below are log10(‖α̂k|k − α̂∗k‖2/‖α̂∗k‖2). The convergence is extremely rapid;
after just three frames, we have achieved seven digits of accuracy. This means that terminating the loop in
Algorithm 1 at Lmax = 3 costs us almost nothing in terms of reconstruction performance, as it would match
the exact least-squares solution to within 7 digits.

k = 4 k = 5 k = 6 k = 7 k = 8 k = 9 k = 10

K = 4 -0.31 — — — — — —
K = 5 -3.39 -0.32 — — — — —
K = 6 -5.12 -3.24 -0.32 — — — —
K = 7 -7.28 -5.08 -3.46 -0.27 — — —
K = 8 -9.27 -7.08 -5.60 -3.44 -0.34 — —
K = 9 -10.84 -8.65 -7.17 -5.19 -2.48 -0.22 —
K = 10 -13.27 -11.08 -9.60 -7.62 -4.90 -3.44 -0.36
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Figure 9: The original OFDM signal (blue) and the reconstructed signal (orange) at time steps K =
4, 5, 6. The continuous-time signals are generated from the estimated LOT coefficients α̂k|K . Although
the reconstruction is occasionally inaccurate around the discontinuities in the signal, we see that again the
streaming estimate converges quickly to the true least-squares estimate.

Table 2: The difference of the streaming reconstruction α̂k|K and the limit α̂∗k, displayed as log10(‖α̂k|K −
α̂∗k‖2/‖α̂∗k‖2). We see again that the streaming estimate has essentially converged after a lag of K − k = 3.

k = 4 k = 5 k = 6 k = 7 k = 8 k = 9 k = 10

K = 4 -0.31 — — — — — —
K = 5 -2.91 -0.24 — — — — —
K = 6 -5.03 -2.89 -0.34 — — — —
K = 7 -7.02 -4.83 -2.83 -0.47 — — —
K = 8 -8.90 -7.05 -5.07 -2.83 -0.22 — —
K = 9 -10.76 -8.95 -6.99 -4.98 -2.98 -0.20 —
K = 10 -12.57 -10.78 -8.95 -7.04 -4.98 -2.84 -0.39

The signal was passed through a filter with 4 taps; the first tap had zero delay while the last three
lags were chosen uniformly between 0 and 1/2. The taps were given random amplitudes, and these
amplitudes oscillate at different frequencies; the expression for the measurements as in (13) is

ym =

3∑

d=0

ad cos(2πfd(tm − τd))x(tm − τd).

The particular values used in the experiments below were
[
a0 a1 a2 a3

]
=
[
1 .036 −0.3 066

]
,[

τ0 τ1 τ2 τ3

]
=
[
0 0.05 0.33 0.341

]
, and

[
f0 f1 f2 f3

]
=
[
0.001 1 2 3

]
. The mea-

surement times tm in this case were equally spaced as tm+1 − tm = .01.

We again measure and reconstruct 16 signal packets, again using the LOT but this time with
a depth of N = 85. The reconstructed sample error was higher at ≈ .07 than our first example,
simply because the discontinuities in the signal cause the LOT to represent the signal less efficiently.
The streaming reconstruction results are shown in Figure 9 and Table 2. We see again that the
streaming estimates αk|K converge very quickly to their final values α∗k, and limiting the backward
sweep in to Lmax = 3 results in essentially no loss in accuracy.
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[2] A. Aldroubi and K. Gröchenig. Beuling-Landau-type theorems for non-uniform sampling in
shift-invariant spaces. J. Fourier Analysis and Appl., 6:91–101, 2000.
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[12] K. Gröchenig. Reconstruction algorithms in irregular sampling. Mathematics of Computation,
59(199):181–194, 1992.
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