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Abstract—In this paper, we investigate power-constrained sens- a known bas& vector with a size higher than that of the
ing matrix design in a sparse Gaussian linear reduction frarework.  measurement vectoy € RM. Further,A ¢ RM*N s afat

Our study is carried out in a single-terminal setup as well as ganging matrix (i.ef < N), andn € RM is the measurement
in a multi-terminal setup consisting of orthogonal or coheent noise vector

multiple access channels (MAC). We adopt the mean square er .
(MSE) performance criterion for sparse source reconstrudon in For the purpose of reconstructing the sparse vector from
a system where source-to-sensor channel(s) and sensoreteeoder the CS measurements, several techniques have been delelope

communication channel(s) are noisy. Our proposed sensingatrix  hased on convex optimization methods (see &lg. [4], [5); it
design procedure relies upon minimizing a lower-bound on tk ative greedy search algorithms (see €.g. [6]-[9]) and Bages

MSE in single— and multiple-terminal setups. We propose a ttee- . .
stage sensing matrix optimization scheme that combines sem €Stimation approaches (see elg.][10}+{14]). It should be-me

definite relaxation (SDR) programming, a low-rank approximation ~ tioned that a careful design of the sensing matkixs crucial
problem and power-rescaling. Under certain conditions, wederive in order to achieve good performance of sparse reconstructi
closed-form solutions to the proposed optimization procedre. a|gorithms. Moreover, as shown analytically[in[15], thesiag
Through numerical experiments, by applying practical spase a4y has an important role not only in determining the antou
reconstruction algorithms, we show the superiority of the po- . - . P .
posed scheme by comparing it with other relevant methods. Tk of estlmatlon_errpr, but also in d_eCI_dlng the amount of dista
performance improvement is achieved at the price of h|gher am- due to quantlzatlon and transmission of CS measurements ove
putational complexity. Hence, in order to address the comgxity —digital communication channels. Therefore, in this papes,
burden, we present an equivalent stochastic optimization ethod are interested in the optimized design of the sensing matrix
to the prpplem of interest that can be solved approximatelywhile with respect to an appropriate performance criterion. Réigg
still providing a superior performance over the popular methods. L . .
the theory and applications of CS, sensing matrices arergene
Index Terms—Compressed sensing, sparsity, sensing matrix, ally divided into two main groups: deterministic or random.
oracle MSE, orthogonal MAC, coherent MAC. Although most early work in CS was based on stochastic
sensing matrix generation, such matrices are often noibleas
in practice for hardware implementatioris [16]. Motivateg b
I. INTRODUCTION this fact, we focus on deterministic sensing matrices, drovs
that an optimized design of a sensing matrix can substantial

improve the performance of CS.
Sensor networks have recently attracted much research |n-p P

terest due to their practical popularity in accomplishing a

tonomous tasks, such as monitoring, sensing, computatfonBackground

and communication. Diverse applications of sensor nets/ork In the literature, available approaches for designingrdste
motivate the deployment of new techniques and algorithmgic sensing matrices for estimation purposes can be efivid
due to systems’ limited resources, computational complexinto (but not limited to) three broad categories as desdribe
and power consumption. In this regard, compressed sensiEgjow.

(CS) []-[3] can be considered as an emerging tool for signal1) In the first category, the sensing matrix design is linked t
compression and acquisition that significantly reducesscog fundamental feature of the sensing mathix called mutual
due to sampling, leading to low-power consumption and lowoherence[[17], which is defined as follows

bandwidth communication. ATA.

CS is a framework for simultaneous signal acquisition and p 2 max M,
compression, which is based on linear dimensionality rédoic iz [ Adll2f Al
The CS framework guarantees accurate (or, even exact)lsiggBere A; denotes the!" column of A. For a sensing matrix,
recovery from far fewer number of acquired measurementssmaller value of the mutual coherence is desired in order fo
under the condition that the source signal can be representge matrix to behave similar to an orthogonal transform. The
by a sparse form. Indeed, CS builds upon the fact that mamytion of mutual coherence is important since many worseca
types of physically-observed signals (such as voice, imeige)
can be represented by only a few few non-zero components ifin a more precise manner, the CS measurement vector is mwritte

; Ax + n, wherex is a non-sparse input vector. We assume thdtas
a known basis, where these few components convey the mg)grt)arse representatighin a known basis¥ such thatx = ¥6. Then, the

informative portion the signal. CS measurements equation can be writtery as A¥6 + n. Hence, if & is
In order to cIarify the concept of CS in relation to the&nown at the time of reconstruction, the original non-sparsctorx can be

biecti h K let ider the i ducti recovered from the reconstruction of the sparse ve@tdirectly. In this paper,
objectives Of our work, let us consider the linear reductioy, simplicity of presentation, and without loss of geniyalwe assume that

model y = Ax +n, wherex € RY is a sparse signal (in ¥ is equivalent to the identity transform, and therefarés sparse.

1<i,j<N, )
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performance guarantee bounds developed for sparse raaonsB. Contributions

tion algorithms often build upon its quantity (see elg.][18ne o contributions, in this paper, lie in the third category
of the early works within this category i5 [19] that studié®t yescrined above. In particular, they are as described below
optimal design of sensing matrix in the sense of minimizing ;- gingle—terminal ScenaridiVe consider a correlated Gaus-
the mutual coherence (or average mutual coherence forgwerg, sparse source vector (i.e., the non-zero componetiite of

signal recovery performance). _ source signal are correlated Gaussian random variables), t
2) In the second category, in order to analytically addregsscaled linearly and subsequently corrupted by additoieen
the sensing matrix design problem in a more tractable manng&tore compression/encoding via a CS-based sensing matrix
the sensing matriXA is optimized by minimizing the distanceThe resulting CS measurements are transmitted over a noisy
(in Frobenous norm) between the Gram matrix of the sensi@namg) communication channel, modeled by channel gain
matrix (or, the product of the sensing matrix and a given atr g additive noise, under an available average transmiepow
and an identity matrix. This method, indeed, reveals howtfar constraint. At the receiving-end, the source signal is dedo
sensing matrix can be from an orthogonal transform. FOW'albsing an estimator (e.g., linear or non-linear estimatparse
in this line of work, the following optimization problem isped  reconstruction algorithm, etc.) in order to reconstruetsparse
under relevant constraints: source.
ii. Multi—terminal Scenario:We consider a correlated Gaus-
sian sparse source vector that is scaled linearly and dedup
by additive noise, via separate terminals prior to compres-

. > L ) i . sion/encoding via CS-based sensing matrices. The CS mea-
trix (e.g., a sparsifying dictionary) with appropriate @nsion. g rement vectors are transmitted over orthogonal or cahere

Although the optimal sgnsmg_m_atnx with respect to miniimee multiple access channels (MAC's), under an available aver-
(2) does not necessarily minimize the mutual coherenceast ha

b h h . hi hod. th | coh e transmit power constraint. The fusion center (FC), at th
een shown that, using this method, the mutual co erencerg eiving-end, decodes the sparse source signal.

the sensing matrix can be considerably reduced. Some egamp In the above scenarios, we aim at optimizing the sensing
within this category are [20]=[23]. Further, in]24], sintaneous

A ) ; . i matrix (or, matrices) by minimizing dower-boundon the
optimization of sensing matrix and sparsifying dictiondngs MSE incurred by using the MMSE estimator (which by def-
been studied which follows the ideas In[25].

T ’ - ) inition minimizes the MSE) of a sparse source signal. We
3) While in the first and second categories, the sensing )(ﬂf;ltgdopt the MSE of the oracle MMSE estimator as the lower-

is designed to address the worst-case performance of SP§gnd on the MSE to be minimized under an average transmit
reconstruction, the actual performance, such as estimetiwr power constraint. We propose a three-stage sensing matrix
or mean square error (MSE) of sparse source reconstructighyimization procedure that combines semi-definite relara
can be typically far less. Exploiting randomness in the SparspRr) programming, a low-rank approximation problem and
source vector, one might consider minimizing power-rescaling. The solution to the low-rank approxiati
problem can be derived analytically, and the SDR progrargmin
problem can be solved using convex optimization techniques
Further, in the multi-terminal settings with orthogonaldan

under relevant constraints. Hefe,||» denotes th&; norm, and L
~ . ._coherent MAC, we formulate and solve convex optimization
X represents the output of decoder (e.g., a linear or nomline

estimator, a sparse reconstruction algorithm, etc.) atebeiv- problems in order to optimally rescale the power. Underagert

ing end. MSE is one of the most commonly-used criteria 8P"‘.d'F'°”.‘~“" we derive closed-form SO'”F'OnS to _the pro;io_se
o . optimization procedure. For example, in the single-teahin
accuracy for estimation and reconstruction purposes. fagp . . .
A nario, we analytically show that if the non-zero compdsie
the MSE as a targeted performance criterion in CS systems
. . . of the sparse source are uncorrelated, and the sourceorse
called for redeveloping classical Bayesian methods forsgpa . .

. . . . ) channels are perfect, then the optimal solutions to theethre
reconstruction which have been extensively studied récémt stage optimization procedure are tight fra%@] which are
[12], [13], [26]-{30]. Optimizing sensing matrix with respt o easg to F():onstruct aF;ld lay im ortar?t roles in si ,nal IS0
minimizing the MSE is not only effective in improving the per y ' play imp gnal prangs

. . . denoising, coding, etc. Through numerical experiments, by
formance of Bayesian-based sparse reconstruction digusit applying practical sparse reconstruction algorithms, @magare
but also of other types of sparse reconstruction algoritfsosh PP1YINg p P g » orejea

as greedy search or convex algorithms. [31], the authyr proposed scheme with other relevant methods. Expetahen

proposed a two-stage optimization procedure in order ttgdesreesr?cl)trs‘mzzg\g tt)ha; tlr;er gorr?gfeig 282:02::; q 'Epgxi |Err1]:thl\c/>|§sl,5
a sensing matrix with respect to minimizing a lower-boun y 9 9 P '

on the reconstruction MSE of a sparse source with knoqu1IS performance improvementis achieved at the price didnig

. . : X : computational complexity which arises from the fact that dib-
statistical properties. In the context of linear dimensidy . ctive function, i.e., the lower-bound, sweeps over aligiole
reduction models with linear decoding, the authors[inl [3 Y y P

[33] have investigated optimized design of sensing magrine .’parsity patterns of the source. In order tq tack!e t_he F:enilpl
a decentralized (multi-terminal) setting, where recartdion ISsue, we develop_an equwale_nt stochastic optlmlzatloﬂnmb
MSE of a given (not necessarily sparse) source with kn0V\th the problem of interest, which can be approximately shlve

. N . . .. __while still providing a superior performance over the cotinge
covariance matrix is considered subject to an averagerians P 9 P P

povyer CO_nStramt' AISO’_Yuaet_' al.in [34] _has studied the Sa_me IFormally, a frame is defined as a sequence of column vedtgrsf a matrix
optimization problem, in a single—terminal setup, undaedir A, and the frame is said to be tight if the associated makikas a singular-
decoding, but by constraining the volume of error covardano%?lue %e\tlfomposmqtn (SVDt) of thE_tfhorrﬁIa[IM_ toléf_x(NﬁM)]V;r » Where
matrix instead of a total power constraint. o 8N0 V., are unitary marices with appropriate dimensions.

N TAT
minimize [T A"AT —1Iy|F, 2

where||- || » denotes the Frobenius norm addis a known ma-

MSE £ E[|x - ]3], 3



methods. A. System Model and Key Assumptions
Our sensing matrix design for the oracle estimator is dffér  \We consider ak -sparse (in a known basis) vectere RY
with that of [31] in the sense that we minimize the oracl@hich is comprised of exactlx random non-zero components
MMSE estimator under a power constraint, while inl[31] thex <« N). We define the support set, i.e., the locations of
oracle least-square (LS) estimator is minimized. Furthe, the non-zero components for the vector2 [z1,...,zNn]T
propose our design in a more general framework (singlgs s 2 {n € {1,2,...,N} : &, # 0} with |S| = K. We
as well as multi-terminal settings) where observation®teef assume that the non-zero components of the source vector
compression/encoding are scaled and subject to noise Whigh distributed according to a Gaussian distributidfo, R),
is often the case in practice. Also, our optimization appawhere R = Elxsxg] € RE*K is the known covariance
is different with those of [[32], [[33] in the sense that Wenatrix of the K non-zero components of, andxs € RX
deal with sparse-structured sources, and formulate arctge denotes the components af indexed by the support sef.
function which takes into account the sparsity pattern @ thNote that the Gaussian sparse signal is compressible imenatu
source. Moreover, while the works_[32]._[33] consider linearhat is to say, the sorted amplitudes of a Gaussian sparse
estimation for source reconstruction, we mainly deal wibimn vector's entries, in descending order, decay fast with gesp
linear estimation for sparse source reconstruction. to sorted indices. Note thaR is a positive definite matrix
which is not necessarily scaled identity, i.e., the nonzefe
diagonal elements oR allow the non-zero components of
C. Organization x to be correlated. The elements of the support Seare

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Se¢fionél, V\grawn unlformlly at randor]nv from the set of éﬂ?) p055|b|I|t]l[es,
describe the single—terminal system model, and provideesoffnoted by, i.e., Q] = (x)- In other wordsp(S) = 1/ ().
preliminary analysis. Our optimization procedure for tigie- Wherep(S) represents the probability that a support Sets
terminal scenario is proposed in Sectlod Ill, and closadhfo CNosen from the sef). The uniform distribution is chosen
solutions to the optimization procedure in some speciabsad®l SIMPIicity of presentation, however, extensions to evth
are derived in Sectiof V. We study sensing matrix desi ¥pes of dlst_r|but|0ns are stralghtfo_rward. We also dertbte
in multi—terminal systems for orthogonal MAC and coherert 0%/ covgnanceNsz\;[\trlx of the entire sparse source vegtor b
MAC in Section[W. We discuss computational complexity ofte = Epxx'] € R o _ ) _
the proposed design procedure in Secfich VI. The performanc We deeI the uncertainty or mismatch In some physpal
comparison of the proposed optimization schemes with ottfsfPECt Via a source-to-sensor channel described astEJt\lfom
competing methods are made in Sec{ionl VII, and conclusioﬁ%e source is linearly scaled via a fixed matkk € R

. 0 ) S
are drawn in Sectiofi VIIl. All proofs are relegated to th&/N0Se output is corrupted by an additive white nose R
Appendix. uncorrelated with the source, wheke ~ N (0,0.1.). For

transmission over a noisy channel, the noisy observatioosld

be compressed and then encoded. Here, we assume that the

bandwidth of the noisy observatien® Hx + v € R” is com-

pressed via a full row-rank compressed sensing transfaymat
We will denote vectors and matrices by bold lower-case amdgatrix A € RM*L where M < L. We also assume that

upper-case letters, respectively. The cardinality of anskétbe A < N. The compressed measurements are simultaneously

denoted by - |. The square identity matrix and the square alencoded under an available average transmit power camstrai

zero matrix of dimensiom will be denoted byI, and 0,, and then transmitted over a channel, represented by a fixed ch

respectively. The matrix operators trace and Frobeniusnnonel matrixG € RM*M and additive white noisev € RM. We

will be denoted byIx(-), ||- || », and matrix/vector transpose byassume that the channel matrix is given®y= gI,,, and we let

(-)T, respectively. For a vectot of sizen, diag(x) denote an the additive channel noise be distributedvas- N (0, 02 15),

n x n diagonal matrix whose diagonal elements are specifiadich is uncorrelated with the source and source-to-sensor

by the entries ofx. Further,blkdiag(Xy,...,Xy) denotes a noisev. The rationale behind the scaled identity assumption of

matrix whose diagonal blocks consist of matrié€s, ..., Xy, the channel matrix is that there is no inter-symbol intenfee

and off-diagonal blocks are filled with zero. We will uig] between message transmissions over the communication link

to denote the expectation operator. Thenorm of a vectorx and the channel is assumed to remain constant during each

of sizen will be denoted by||x||2. The notationX = 0 means observation period [32]. This technical assumption als&ema

that the matrixX is positive semi-definite. Also, the optimalityour design procedure tractable. The received vector at the

D. Notations

in some sense is shown kfy)*. decoder becomes
y=GAz+w=gAHx+ gAv +w. 4)
Il. SINGLE-TERMINAL SYSTEM MODEL Denoting the total noise in the system b2 gAv + w € R

then the covariance matrix associated with the total naise

We study the single—terminal setup shown in Fiddre 1. denoted byR,, ¢ RM*M  can be calculated as

A Ty 2 2 T 2
CS encoder Decoder R, =E{nn } = g0, AA " +o,1u ()
x - ,L z[ A G (Ly X Finally, at the receiving-end, the decoder which is charmact
T g N ized by a (potentially non-linear) mappif® — R provides

the estimate of the source from corrupted measurements. We
Fig. 1. System model for a single—terminal system. discuss the functionality of the decoder next.



B. Developing MMSE Estimation I1l. DESIGNMETHODOLOGY IN A SINGLE—TERMINAL

Based on the aforementioned assumptions in Se€fion 1I-A,Scenario In this section, we offer a design procedure for
it would be possible (see e.g. [12]) to find a closed-forM@ptimization of the sensing matriA with the objective of
expression for the MMSE estimation of the source given ttginimizing the lower-bound{9). The optimization is perfeed
received signal vectoy. The MMSE estimator, denoted byat the decoder, and we assume that the decoder knows the
x* € RM, minimizes the MSE by definition, and inherits thesensor observation models and the source-to-sensor asarsen

following structure (see e.d. [12]. [13]) to-decoder channels.
We assume that the bandwidth is constrained, i.e., we have
X" = Z B(S,y)E[x]y, S, (6) M < N number of observations. Further, 1ét be total
ScQ available power, then the average transmit power constraim

... be written as
where() represents the set of a(lg) support set possibilities,

and 3(S, y)'s are the weighting coefficients (non-linearjn  EllAHx + Av]3] = E[Tr{(AHx + Av)(AHx + Av)" }]

such that}" s 8(S,y) = 1. Further,E[x|y,S] € RY is the = Tr{AHR,H AT + 02AA"} < P.
conditional mean of the source given a possible supporSset (20)
and observatioy. The conditional mean ifi]6) given a possible Minimizing the lower-bound{9) subject to the average power
support setS can be expressed as (seel [1B]x|y, S] = constraint[(ID) yields

_ A (ib)
g (Rfl_*_gQ (HTAT)S R;l (AH)S) 1 (HTAT)S R;ly, mlnkmlze MSE 1)

o subject to Tr{A(HR,H' + ¢2Ixy)AT} < P.

where (-)s denotes the columns of a matrix indexed by the ] ) o o
support setS, and R,, denotes the covariance matrix of thel "€ optimal solution of the optimization problem[11) is eu
total noise in the system shown [d (5). The MMSE estimdibr (gjent to that of the optimization problem given by the follog
gives the lowest possible MSE for a sparse source in therayst&'€0rem-
of Figure[1. However, the MSE, itself, does not have a closefiheorem 1. Let Q 2 ATA € RLXL| then the optimization
form expression, which makes it difficult to find a tractableyw problem (@) can be equivalently solved by
in order to optimize the sensing matrix. Thus, we propose an
alternative sensing matrix optimization method by minimgz MiniMize ZTI"{XS]’

Q.Xs,Y
a lower-bound on the MSE. S

R+ £ DIQDs-DLYDs I
subject to 7DsQDs —DsYDs I |
C. Developing a Lower-bound on MSE i Xs

Y 9

In order to analytically tackle the sensing matrix design , 0w
problem, we consider a lower-bound on the MSE, and adopt the %Q g;’—ggIL +Q
E;)(;Jcneddirset.he performance objective for the design optimoizat Te{(HR,H + 021,)Q} < P
We bound the MSE of the MMSE estimator by that of the Q= 0, rank(Q) = M,
oracle MMSE estimator, i.e., arideal estimator which has
perfect knowledge of the support satpriori. By definition,
the oracle estimator is calculated as the conditional espiea
x(o") £ E[x|y, 8], as shown in[{7), givem priori known (but Remark 2. The last two constraints ifI2) appear due to
random) support se§ and noisy observationg. Notice that the variable transformatior@ = ATA which is a rankd/
the conditional expectation given the support set is Gaunsspositive semi-definite matrix. The difficulty ¢E2) is due to
distributed, resulting in the following MSE the rank constraint which makes the optimization problem-no
) “(or) (121 _ (o)) 2 convex in general. However, the constraint can be relaxed, a
MSE™ = E[[[x — x'"[3] = E[[[xs — X5 [|3] the remaining problem becomes convex - a technique known as
(@) “1, 2T AT -1 -1 semi-definite relaxation (SDR). Note that the optimal valfie
- Z p(S)Tf{(R T (H ADs R, (AH)S) }’ the SDR problem can only be used to give a lower-bound on
(8) the optimal cost of the original objective function.
where(a) follows by averaging over all random supports sets
and the results in Bayesian estimation (see, €.dl, [36]thEy

p(S) = 1/(%) represents the probability of random selection,' the non-convex optimization proble{12).

of the source from the set of all pQSS'b”.'tIéB . The following remarks can be considered for implementation
To be able to formulate the MSE il (8) in terms of the sensing brocedurdll

matrix A, we define, as i [31], the matriRs € RV *X which
is formed by taking an identity matrix of orde¥ x N and
deleting the columns indexed by the support SefThen, we
rewrite

=0, S§CQ

(12)
whereDs £ HEg, and the matriceQ, Xs € Rf*K and
Y € REXE are optimization variables.

ScQ

" Next, we develop a three-stage optimization procedure,
shown in Procedurgl 1, in order to approximately solve 4or

o The SDR problem in step (2) is convex @, and can be
solved using, for example, the interior point method [37].
Further, in some cases, closed-form solutions exist which
we discuss later in this section.

MSE(“’):Z%Tr{(R*1+92E§HTATR;1AHE5)71}. o Step (3)_gives an approximate solution for the orig_inal

S (K) problem in Theoreri]1. It can be shown that the optimal
(9) sensing matrixA* (with respect to[(1I3)) has a closed-form



Algorithm 1 Three-stage optimization procedure for solving ™%

). n " -13.2¢ : ——Full-rank optimization ,
1. input: measurement vectoy, sparsity levelK, covariance |
v - %- Rank-constrained optimization (Procedure 1)

matricesR, andR, channel gairy and noise variances’ 134l ]

and 0.2 \ —6—Rank-constrained optimization (randomization)
w*

2: Semi-definite relaxation (SDR): Solve [12) by dropping -3¢ * .
the rank constraint for the optim&)*. \

3: Low-rank reconstruction: Solve g 138 : , : 8
i E
A*=arg min |[ATA - Q7. (13) £ *.
N £ e . : ; |
. . . -142 \*\ P
4: Power-rescaling: ScaleA* to satisfy the power constraint %
. ‘*~
by equality. ol o |
ke
JalE
ke
-14.61 TR
solution. Let the eigen-value decomposition (EVD)@f
be 1485 10 12 14 \ 1 1(‘8 ) P 2 24
T Number of measurements (M
Q= UqI‘qu , (14)
. . Fig. 2. A comparison between the minimum cost of the objediiv[I2) with
whereI'; = diag(vg,, -, Vg )y With 75, > ..., > Y4y, and without rank constraint.

and U, € REXL is a unitary matrix whose columns are
the eigen-vectors associated with the eigen-valueQof |t is observed that the proposed method (i.e., Procefllire 1)
Then the optimal solution of (13)A*, has the following provides a lower MSE than the randomization technique. More
structure [38] over, Procedurd]l has a lower-complexity in step (3) since
N . T the randomization technique compares all possible valdes o
A" = U, [diag(y/Tars- s vTan) Onrx(z-an] Uy 15 MSE®™ due to the random realizations of the sensing matrix.
whereU, € RM*M is an arbitrary unitary matrix (15) 'I_'he_z gap between the curves labeled by ‘ra}nk-cqnstrained op-
W noteathat the resuting docs not generaIIy. satisfy timization (Procedgrd;:ll)’ and ‘full-rank 0pt|m|zat|o_n’, hich
the power constraint by equality since the eigen—valu's not a large margin, shows the loss due to imposing the rank
- ~o are dropped in[{15). Therefore, in ste %gnstral_nt. As can be seen the_ loss reduceMa_lsncrease_s. One
(Zﬁfgf’ .F;r.(;cquureﬂl we rescale the' resultig t;y the Ffeason_|s that _the appro_xw_natl_on of the sensing mafkixrom
constant\/P/Tr{(H,R HT + 021,)A A} in order to the variableQ in _the optimization problenﬂ}) becomes more
satisfy the power conztraint b; eLquaIity accurate. As a final remark, we note that if the optimization
: problem (I2) with the rank constraint is exactly solved using
Example 1. In order to offer insights into the effect of thesome technique, then the minimum cost would lie betweea thes
rank constraint (in the optimization problerfd)) on the two curves.
performance, we illustrate, in Figuigd 2, the value of the dow
boundMSE in @) as a function of number of measurements IV. SPECIAL CASES
M by comparing three methods. In the first ideal method, Here, we investigate the optimization probléml(12) for save
labeled by ‘full-rank optimization’, we only solve the SDRpecial cases.
problem in step (2) of Procedufd 1, and evaluate the value
of MSE("™). Therefore, the optimization variablg) is ideally A, Special Case IR = 021, H = Iy)
assumed to be full rank, and the value BISE! using :
the resultlng SDR gives a I_ower-b_ound on the optimal COzc‘éro components of the sparse source are uncorrelate®. i-e.
provided th? rank constrgunt IS appllled.. In the second mda,thoUQIK and the observations before encoding are only subject to
labeled by ‘rank-constrained optimization (Procedlie, hye azditive noise, i.e.H = I. Under these conditions, we have
exploit the proposed Procedufé 1, where the rank constrai{h?e following r’es.uit N '
is taken into consideration. In the third method, we use the '
randomization techniqué[39] instead of step (3) in Proaedli Proposition 3. Let R = 02Ix and H = Iy, then the solution
which is labeled by ‘rank-constrained optimization (rangiaa- to Procedure]l is given by

tion)’. More precisely, using this method, we assume that th %P
resulting se_nsing matrix is g_iven by = VFl/QU;, where A* = ST Ua[Inr Onrx(v—an]Va,  (16)
V € RM*L s a random matrix whose eleméi\];; is drawn (03 + Ko3)
from A(0,1/v/M) such thatE[ATA] = Q. Note that we
rescale each realization oA to meet the power constraint
and choose the one which gives the lowestE(®, _ o
In this illustration, we assume tha = I andv = 0, and Remark 4. The structure of the sensing matrix {@8) is
use the parametersN = 24, K = 3,0, = 0.1, = 0.5, P = normally referred to as tight frame. Such structure is also
10 dB, andp = 0.5 (i.e., correlation coefficient, see step 2 latePptimal in certain cases, for example, the optimality ofghti

in SectiorVI=A\.). Further, in the third method, we usgo0 frame-structured sensing matrix has been showrin [31] with
randomizations. respect to minimizing the LS-based oracle estimator.

Here, the motivation is to study a scenario where the non-

whereU, € RM*M and V, € RY*N are arbitrary unitary
'matrices.



B. Special Case IIR = 021, v = 0,H : square full rank)  Further, U, is the eigen-vector associated with the EVDQ,
Following the assumptions in this case, we have the propd?d 7=, is the smallest eigen-value &f.

sition below. Remark 9. From (@9), it can be observed if channel condition
Proposition 5. Let R = 02Ix andv = 0, and consider that degrades, ag*/o7, — 0, the sensing matrix has only one active
H is a square full-rank matrix such that its SVD can be writtefingular-value.

— T H
asH = UnI'yV,,, whereU,, and V;, are N x N unitary Up to this point, we have investigated the design of sensing

ma:r!ces at”‘?'r.h - dl“}g(Vhl’thW”"%N) is a diagonal auix for the single-terminal scenario. The techniques- pr
?r? X tﬁon a'I”'tf‘g stmgl;:u ar \(/jiléaefh'l < Vha b< -+ < Thv- sented so far will help us analyze and design sensing matrice
en, the solution 1o Froce IS given by for multi-terminal scenarios with orthogonal and coherd&C
KP N which are described in the next section.
A* = M—O'?C Ua [I‘a OM><(N7M)]U}“ (17)
V. DESIGNMETHODOLOGY FOR THE MULTI-TERMINAL

whereU, € RM*M is an arbitrary unitary matrix, andl’, =
diag(w}:ll, . ,7}:;[).

Remark 6. According to [I7) in Proposition[®, the effective In this section, we study sensing matrix design for a multi-
received measurement matrix at the decoder, A H, has a terminal system consisting of orthogonal and coherent MAC.
tight-frame structure. Interestingly, it can be also shogee In orthogonal MAC, the sensors are scheduled orthogonally i

e.g. [16]) that the optimized sensing matrix derived (), time or frequency where coordination between the sensers ar
without the scaling factor, coincides with the optimal simn required, whereas in coherent MAC, all sensor transmission

SCENARIO

to the optimization problem occur simultaneously but require distributed phase symrhr
L AT nation, also known as distributed beamforming at the sensor
mlnAm|ze IH A"AH —Iy[F, transmitters. Throughout the design, for both cases, wenass

Ithat the fusion center (FC) knows the sensor observatioretaod
%hd the source-to-sensor as well as sensor-to-decodemelsan
It should be also mentioned that the optimized sensing ratri
design is performed at the FC.

which belongs to the second category of sensing matrix des
problems introduced in Sectién1-A.

C. Special Case lll = 0, H =1y, R = 02Ix)
Here, we investigate a case where the additive channel noise
in the system is negligible, i.ew = 0, the observations beforeA. Orthogonal MAC

encoding are only subject to additive noise, iH, = Ly, We consider the following multi—terminal setup with orthog
and the non-zero components of the sparse source vector are "1 ac which is shown in Figurel 3

uncorrelated, i.e R = 02Ik. In this case, the optimal sensing '

matrix to the original problem{11) can be derived which is Vi CS encoder Wi

given by the following proposition. D

Proposition 7. Letw =0, H = Iy, R = o2Ix. Then, the H, B A B Gi D>
solution to the optimization probleid) is given by < : : <
w2 FC

v |
._ [®P Li— |
Ar = M—crcha[IM OI\IX(Nfl\l)]a (18) H, wzzi, A » Go ()yf

whereU, € RM*M s an arbitrary unitary matrix.
Fig. 3. System model for the multi-terminal scenario witthogonal MAC.

D. Special Case IV = 0, g—z —0)
Now. we consider an as ”m totic case. where the communi-We consider the sparse source vector with the same praopertie
’ ymp ' as those described in Sectibn TI-A. Without loss of gensrali

cation channel is in a noisy regime such that the ratio berlweeF assume that the source is linearly scaled via two fixed

. iy W
tnhoﬁsgotvg ﬁ(rjsOftc;:ZZ?geil Sg%'/nagvi: (t)he power of additive Ch"’mnr%atricesHl € REXN (1 € {1,2}) whose outputs are corrupted
y I 1 w .

by additive noise vectorg; uncorrelated with the source, where

Proposition 8. Let v =0 and 0‘_7_5 — 0, and defineT & wv; NN(O,aglILZ). For transmission purposes, we suppose that

s DSRQD:SF and Z 2 Tfl/zf{RzHTTfl/z which has Fhe_bandwidth of the noisy observatioms2 H;x + Vi € RE

the EVDZ = U,T.U.. Then, the approximate solution toS linearly compressed via the full row-rank matrik; €

Procedurdll is asymptotically given by R_MLXLL, whereM; < L;. The compresgeq measurements are

simultaneously encoded based on a limited power constraint

A* = U, [diag (v74,0,...,0) Ounxz—a] Uy, (19) budget, and then transmitted over noisy channels, repesen

by fixed channel matrice€z; = g¢;I,;, and additive noise

w; ~ N (0,02, I,), which is uncorrelated witkk andv;. The

received measurement at the FC can be written as

whereU, € RM*M s an arbitrary unitary matrix, andy, is
the only non-zero eignevlaue of

P
* —1/2 : — -~
Q" = T~ /*U.diag < y = AHJx + AV + W, (21)

Z1

,o,...,o> U/ T2 (20



where problem would be convex jointly in all optimization variabl

= A T 1T s T Denoting the optimal solution of the SDR problem@y, and
2 J=Iny 1 . .

y R i .YQ] ’ ~ [y .N] ’ taking EVD, we obtailQ; = U, T';, U/, whereU,, € RF*L:

H = blkdiag(H;, H>), A = blkdiag(g1A1, g2A2), is a unitary matrix, whose columns are eigen-vectors assedi

VEv] vy, wE[w, wyl'. with the eigen-values of the matik, = diag (7,111 e Var,

~ (22) suchthaty,, >...> . Now, we can approximately recon-

. L ~ 2 Vau, Yar, pp y
Denoting the total noise in the system By= AV + W € stryct the ranka/; sensing matrixA} from Q; by admitting

R0, the covariance matrix associated with the total noisge 1, largest eigen-values aR, and by lettingA* have the

denoted byR,, € RUMiTM2)x(Mi+0%) g following structure

R 2mEiag’ .

Rn—E{nn }2 , . ) ) o . ) A?:Ual {d1ag(,/”yqll,...,1/7qu) OMLX(LL—ML):| U;,
=b1kdiag(gl op A1A1 +0’w111\41 1920, A2A2 +UszM2)- (29)

(23) whereU,, € RM:*M: is an arbitrary unitary matrix.

For the design of sensing matrices in the system of Figure 3,Here, there is a slight difference in power-rescaling thenma
we aim at minimizing a lower-bound on the MSE of the sparsg* compared to the single-terminal case. Since each terminal
source. Similar to the steps taken in SGCMII—C, we Cai\/deris Subject to different channel gains and nois% and A§
the oracle MMSE estimator. Followinfl(7), the oracle estona need to be scaled differently. Therefore, we give a weightin
of x given the measuremenfs [21) can be writtefipgy, S| = coefficient to each sensing matrix, i.h; — \/a;A}, where

o - . 1, _ a; > 0 is the weighting coefficient to be optimized, aAd
(R_1+ (JTHTAT)S R, (AHJ)S) (HTAT)S R,'Y. s already determined from the previous stage. Then, weesolv
(24) the optimization problenf28) with new optimization variables
Recalling thatEs € RV*X is formed by taking an identity a; > 0 and a; > 0 instead ofQ which is known at this stage.
matrix of orderN x N whose columns indexed by the supporlote that the resulting optimization problem is convexain
setS are deleted, the oracle estimator [n](24) gives the oraded a, and can be solved efficiently using any convex solver.

MSE determined as following The final rescaled optimized sensing matrices becorfng A}
and /a3 A3%.
1 e e~ -1 2432
MSEgleZTTr{(R—l+E§JTHTATR;1AHJES) }
S (K) B. Coherent MAC

(25) . . : .
So as to formulate the Sensing matrix Optimization prob'em,we consider the multi-terminal Setup with coherent MAC that

we determine the total average transmit power constraint asiS shown in Figur€}. The system model using coherent MAC is

3 v CS encoder
> E[|AHx + Ajvi[3] N :
L .
=1 H VN RN e w

9 (26) 1 T ! ! - Decoder 3

S THAMERHT AT + 3 AAT) < P : Wi Ay
=1 i :

. . o H }\ZQL A, | G, V2

where P is the total available power, and the last equality is ? N :

obtained by straightforward mathematical manipulations.
It should be also mentioned that, throughout the design for _ _ _ .

the multi-terminal systems, we consider that the total pdiae Fig. 4. Studied model for multi-terminal system with coher&AC.

the sensors are constrained. However, our design proceduare

be applied also when power per sensor is constrained.
Now, we pose the following optimization problem

similar to that of the orthogonal MAC, described in SecficAlV

with the difference that the transmitted observations fralin

terminals are superimposed and received as a coherent sum.

minimize MSEffb) We also assume that the size of observations at each terminal
ArA2 are equal, i.e.M; = M, £ M. The received measurements at

2 .

the FC can be written as

subjectto Y Tr{A;H;R,H/ A/ +02 A/A} <P,
PO T y=yi+ty2+w

=1 (27) e - (30)
) . = AHx + Av +w.
whereMSE"" is shown by[[Z5). We have the following resul. N
where
Theorem 10. The optimization problenfZ7) can be equiva- T
lently solved by the proble@8), on top of next page, wherewe A 2 (9100, A1 G204, Ad] | H 2 [LHIT LH;} ,
have definedts = HIEgs, and furtherQ, £ A A; € RF*E, T,y Ou,
Xs € RE*K andY; € RF*11, | € {1,2}, are optimizaton ~ _ , [ 1 + 1 - T
variables. Voo o, 2

L . ~ (31)
e 1t R EOCED 1 o o 9.
g y convex du INtS. simi covariance matrix associated withis

dure[1, we give an approach in order to approximately solve fo N o
A, (I € {1,2}). Ignoring the rank constraints, the resulting SDR R, 2 AAT + 021y (32)



minimize ZT&"{XS}

Q1. Xs,Y;
. R! ETblkd i )E —ETblkd Y, Y,)E I
subject to + 1ag( Qlaa-Z Q2) Es iag(Y1,Y2)Es Ik “ 0
IK XS
Y; ng Q 2
wy
=0, S T {(HRH] +021,,) Q) <P, Q =0, rank(Q,) = M, VI, S.
QT+ Q ; l )@

(28)

Following (@), it can be shown that the oracle estimatoxof We first relax the problen{38) by ignoring the rank con-
given the measuremenfs{30), iE[x|y, S], gives the following straint, which results in a convex SDR program with respect
MSE to optimization variables. Onc&€* is determined, we take

(i) 1 . e e 1 tbe EVD Q* = U;I';U;, then approximately reconstruct

MSE —ZmTr{(R +EsH A 'R, AHES) } A* = Ugldiag(y/Tas - - - » v/Tanr) OMx(Li4Lo— 1)Uy, where

s \K (33) v, (1 <4 < M) are the largest eigen-values @§*. Next, we
We obtain the average power constraint in the case %‘?mt'on A to extract matricesAf, I € {1,2}. For power-
coherent MAC as rescaling the sensing matrice's; to meet the power constraint,
similar to the orthogonal MAC, we give the weighting coedfiti
2 ENA K A |2 \/a; to the corresponding matrix and optimize over. The
Z [l AHx + Agvi 3] optimization is done by solving3d) with new optimization
=1 34) variablesa; > 0 and as > 0. Note that the rank and positive
2 ~
semi-definite constraints are immaterial at this stage si6r
E T{AHRH A/ + 0, AIA} <P, already fulfils these constraints. In this ca&®,becomes

2 T T
where P > 0 is available power. Further, we used the factq) — A*T A* — [ 0y, Aj *{ryf . 043%?2?;{ é§ 7
that the source and source-to-sensor noises are uncedelat 300, 00, A AT a0y, A5 AZ
well as the fact thaE[vv '] = I, 1,. Therefore, we pose the wherea; = /aras, and A7 is known from the previous stage.

following optlmlzat|on problem for sensing matrix design |, order to convexify the latter assumption, using the Sehur

minimize MSE( complement[37], we write it as the following matrix inedjtyal

1,82 , |: a1 A3 :| - 0.
subjectto Y Tr{AHR,HA] +0) A/A/} <P, @3 a2
=1 (35) Hence, the power-rescaling optimization problem becoroes ¢

vex in variablesa; > 0, ap > 0, a3 > 0, X andY which

can be solved using any standard convex solver. Note algo tha
the final rescaled optimized sensing matrices Woulq/@A*
Theorem 12. Let Q ATA, then the optimization problemand \/—A* which satisfy the power constraint with equality.
(39) is equivalent to solving

minimize ZTr{XS}
QXsY 3 In this section, we discuss the computational complexity of

-1 %zﬁgéf)s _ f)gﬁ?f)s I ] 0 solving the proposed optimization scheme for sensing matri

whereMSE("®) is shown in [3B). The following theorem gives
an equlvalent optimization problem to {35).

VI. COMPLEXITY CONSIDERATIONS

subject to [ design in single— and multi-terminal settings. We also jglea

Li Xs low-complexity alternative design approach based on ststoh
Y 1Q optimization.
~ Ow ~ t 0’ S C Q . . . _ . . .
%Q 021, v, + Q First, in the single-terminal setting, we note that the high

computational complexity in Proceduré 1 arises from the firs
step, i.e., solving the SDR probleni({12) without the rank
constraint). More precisely, the SDR problem consists & on
IS ~ matrix variableQ of size L x L, (%) matrix variablesXs of
Q= 0, rank(Q) =M, size K x K, and one matrix variabl¥ of size L x L. Hence, it

h h defined. 2 BE 4 wh Q(36) can be iteratively solved using interior point methods v??nim

where we have define = , and where € - ; ; ; N

RU+La)x (Lt La) X R;ng and YSG R+ L) (L1 L) Putational complexity growing at most lik@(2L° + (5) K°)
timization \’/ariables Furthe€ € REXE: (1 ¢ {1,2)) arithmetic operations in each iteratidn [40]. Followingngar

are opti : t =17 arguments, the computational complexity of solving the SDR

problems associated with multi-terminal orthogonal MA@, ,i

2
S T {(HRH +05I,)Q} <P
=1

is the {t" diagonal block ofQ.

Remark 13. In order to solve the optimization proble@g) (28), and multi-terminal coherent MAC, i.€l.{36), growsrast
for Ay, 1 € {1,2}, we follow similar steps as in Procedur 1lilike O(2L§ +2LS+ (%) K°) andO(2(L1 + L2)® + (}) K°),



respectively. Therefore, it can be seen that\aincreases, the be also mentioned that for solving the convex SDR problems,
computational complexity grows exponentilly we use thecvx solver [41] .

The computational complexity of solving the SDR problems We also compare the performance of the proposed schemes
associated witH(12)[(28) anld {36) can be significantly cedu for the single—terminal setting, and multi-terminal s&ft with
under certain assumptions (see, e.g., the special casédnl-I orthogonal and coherent MAC described in Remiark 11 and
Section[1V), for which closed-form solutions can be derivedRemarkIB, respectively.

Here, we offer an alternative in order to solve the SDR pnwble
of (I2) in a less computational way. Note that the objectivg Experimental Setups

function MSE™™ in (@) can be rewritten as We evaluate the performance using the normalized MSE

MSE® = Eg [Tr{(R1+92E2HTATRn1AHEs)1}J ., (NMSE) criterion, defined s
. . . . (57) NMSE 2 M

where § is a random variable which picks a support et - K ’

uniformly at random from the set of all possibiliti€s andEs wherez is the decoder's output

denote_s the expectation Wit.h re_spect o the random sqppt)rt S Our simulation setup is described as follows. For giveneslu
S. Notice tha_t the expectation il_{37) can be (approxmatelx} sparsity level K (assumed known in advance) and input
calculated using the sample mean as vector size N, we choose the number of measuremehfs
avy . 1 1 2T T A Tl -1 We randomly generate a set of exactlj-sparse vector,
MSET~ | Z Tr (R toEsH AR, AHES/) } where the support s with |S| = K is chosen uniformly at
(38) random over the sefl,2,..., N}. The non-zero components
where S’ is uniformly chosen from a sef) c Q. Note Of x are drawn from Gaussian distributiox (0, R), and the
that the cardinality|2’| can be chosen to be far less thagovariance matrix® R**X is generated according to the
(). As a result, the computational complexity of solving théxponential model[42], where each entry at roand column
resulting SDR problem reduces@2N°®+|Q'|? K®) arithmetic J IS chosen ast?ll_’ﬂ in which 0 < p < 1 is known as
Operationsy Wherm’| < (%) F0||owing the same argumentsFO”Elatlon coefficient. We Compute Sample covariance igatr
the SDR problems of(28) anf{36) can be also approximatd@y the sparse source vector, i.®, = E[xx'] using 10°
solved with a significantly reduced computational compiexi randomly generated samples of the source vestoiVe let
L = N,H =1y andv = 0 for the single—terminal setting, and
VII. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS for each terminal in the multi—terminal setting, and estirthe
sourcex from noisy measurements using sparse reconstruction
. . ! _ algorithms. We mainly use the greedy orthogonal matching
ments for evaluatmg th? sensing matrix design scheme lE’Embopursuit (OMP) algorithm([6], and the Bayesian-based random
in Proceduréll, Wh'(j\h. |s. r.eferred t? as . OMP reconstruction algorithm [12], which is a low-complgxi
« Lower-bound minimizing sensing matrix approximation of the exact (exhaustive) MMSE estimator.
and compare it with the following design methods:
« Upper-bound minimizing sensing matrixusing this B. Experimental Results
method, we upper-bound the MSE of the MMSE estimator
of the sparse source vector by that of the linear MMSP,?1
(LMMSE) estimator. The MSE incurred by using there
LMMSE estimator can be written as

Sy

For the single—terminal setting, we provide numerical expe

To assess the actual performance of the proposed design
ethods using Monte-Carlo simulations, we generate0
alizations of the input sparse vectar In our first two
experiments, we use, at the decoder, the random-OMP digorit
MSE®b) & Ty { (R;l + gZHTATRglAH)‘l} ) for reconstruction of sparse source vector.
In our first experiment, we use the simulation parameters
Optimizing the sensing matrix with respect to minimizingv = 36, K = 3, P = 10 dB,g = 0.5, 0, = 0.1, p = 0.25.We
the above equation under a power constraint has bgsiot the NMSE of the design methods as a functionAéfin
studied in [32], [33]. Figure[®. The value of\/ can be thought of as bandwidth
« Gaussian sensing matrixthis method is typically a stan- or number of transmissions over channel. We observe that at
dard approach in literature for generating a sensing matrgdl measurement regions, the proposed lower-bound mimimiz
Each element of the Gaussian sensing matrix is generateghsing matrix outperforms the other competing methods by
according to the standard Gaussian distribution. taking into account sparsity pattern of the sparse sourse. A
« Tight frame Using this method, the sensing matrix isexpected, as the number of measurements increases, the- perf
chosen asA = U, [Iny Oprx(r—an] V4, whereUa € mance of the methods improves, however, it finally saturates
RM*M andV, € R**" are arbitrary unitary matrices. and increasing)/ further does not help to improve NMSE.
Note that we scale the resulting sensing matrix, describ&bis is because at higher number of measurements, the NMSE
above, by/P/Tr{(HR,H' +02I,)ATA} in order to sat- is influenced more by the additive noise which is fixed. As
isfy the power constraint. We also compare the actual MSE, imcreases, the performance of the tight frame approactas th
curred by using the above methods, with the value of the lowef the lower-bound minimizing sensing matrix, illustragithat
bound [®) when the lower-bound sensing matrix is applieds Tithe latter behaves like an orthogonal transform.
will be referred to asower-boundin our experiments. It should Using the same simulation parameters, by fixihg= 18,

we now vary transmission powd? (in dB), and evaluate the
oNH(K/N) where H(-) denotes the binary entropy

—plogyp — (1 —p)logy(l —p), for 0 < p < 1. INMSE can be thought of as source distortion per degree ofidree

N
Note that (5:)
function, i.e.,H(p)

>
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Fig. 5. NMSE (in dB) as a function of number of measuremehtsusing
different sensing matrix design schemes.

%

Fig. 7. NMSE (in dB) as a function of CSNR (in logarithmic sgalising
different sensing matrix design schemes.

the performance of the methods (in terms of NMSE) as a
function of channel signal to noise ratio (CSNR), defined
as CSNR £ ¢%/02, in logarithmic scale. The results are
reported in Figure]7. Simulation parameters are chosen as
N = 36,K = 3,P = 10dB,M = 18,p = 0.5. We fix

0w = 0.1, and vary the CSNR frorh to 10? where the channel
gaing is chosen accordingly. It is observed thaC&NR = 102,

the lower-bound minimizing sensing matrix outperforms the
Gaussian sensing matrix by more than 8 dB, and the upper-
bound minimizing sensing matrix by more than 10 dB. Further,
as channel condition improves, the lower-bound minimizing
scheme, as compared to other schemes, takes a better ajtvanta
of the channel condition in order to reduce the NMSE.

Next, we implement a higher-dimensional system, and ap-

Normalized MSE (dB)
\

-5 0

5
Transmission power (P in dB)

ply the proposed low-complexity approach introduced in-Sec
tion [VIl For this purpose, we choose the following simulatio
parameters:N = 100,K = 5,0, = 0.1,9 = 05,P =

10dB,p = 0.75, and plot the NMSE by varyingl in
Figure [8. Further, the cardinality of the s€& in (@8) is
set to 2500, while the cardinality of the set of all sparsity
performance of the methods in terms of NMSE. The results dfatterns is|Q| = () ~ 7.5 x 107. It can be observed while
reported in Figur€l6. In the low power regime, the perforneangh€ computational complexity of the lower-bound minimgin
of the Competing methods are almost the same, howevd?’ a§Cheme has been ConSiderably reduced, it still Outperfdﬂms
increases, the proposed lower-bound minimizing sensirtgixma other methods.
outperforms the other schemes. For examplé, at 10 dB, the In our last two experiments, we illustrate the performanice o
proposed scheme gives a better performance by more than 6th® proposed schemes for multi-terminal settings withagth
as compared to the other methods. nal and coherent MAC. First, we choose simulation pararaeter
In the previous experiments, we have used the random-OM®N = 32, K = 3,04, = 0w, = 0w = 0.02,91 = 0.5,92 =
algorithm (as the approximation of the exact MMSE estimjatod.75, P = 10 dB,p = 0.5, and plot NMSE as a function of
for reconstructing the sparse source. While this algorifem number of measurements in Figlire 9, where we assume that
nearly optimal (in MSE sense), the reconstructed vectohimigh; = M,. We compare the performance of the proposed
not be necessarily a sparse vecfor| [12]. In some applicgtioscheme for the orthogonal and coherent MAC with optimized
together with reconstruction accuracy, one might desiqgaase power-rescaling (as described in Remérk 11 and Rerhark 13
representation at the receiving-end. This, for exampleelis- by optimizing scaling coefficients; and as), and with un-
vant for compression or recognition purposes. Therefareur optimized power-rescaling wher@; = «». As can be seen,
next experiments, we use the greedy OMP algorithm [6] whiakhile optimizing the scaling weights are effective in impirey
preserves the sparse structure through reconstructingptivee the performance in the coherent MAC, the performance in the
at the decoder’s output. orthogonal MAC is not too sensitive to the optimized weights
Setting the decoder as the OMP algorithm, we compalrarther, the performance in the coherent MAC is superionab t

Fig. 6. NMSE (in dB) as a function of transmission power(in dB) using
different sensing matrix design schemes.
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Fig. 8. NMSE (in dB) as a function of number of measuremenisgudifferent  Fig. 10. NMSE (in dB) as a function of channel gain ragig/g: in single—

sensing matrix design schemes. and multi-terminal settings.
o ‘
e Multi-terminal (Orthogonal MAC, Unoptimized power scaling) in single— and multi-terminal (with orthogonal and cohéren
i \ e Multi-terminal (Orthogonal MAC/Optimized power scaling) 1 MAC) settings. The design aims to minimize a lower-bound on
T e e i) MSE of sparse source reconstruction in the studied settings
ulti-terminal (Coherent M2 ptimized power scaling)
- 1 Under certain conditions, we have been able to address the
, optimization procedure by deriving closed-form expressifor
2 R . o 1 the sensing matrix. Numerical results show the advantageiof
i \ proposed design compared to other relevant schemes. This ad
R : R , 4 vantage has been achieved at the price of higher compugiation
E R\ \\ complexity. Therefore, we proposed an approximate optmiz
% o o < | tion procedure in order to reduce the complexity burden.
0. E
e J APPENDIXA
o o i SOME USEFULLEMMAS
-1t DR S S o 1 The following lemmas are stated without proof.
: I Lemma 14. The matrixEs € R™X which is formed by taking

-16 L L L 1
6

B ertmasemns 2wy ®® ® an identity matrix of orderN x N and deleting the columns
indexed by the support sét has the following properties:

Fig. 9. NMSE (in dB) as a function of number of measurementsiriti— R ETES =1k,
terminal setting with orthogonal and coherent MAC. S . (N)
° Zs EsEg = %IN

of in the orthogonal MAC since, in the latter, each termirsal i_emma 15. The covariance matrix of the sparse source, i.e.,

subject to additive channel noise. R, can be parametrized as

The final experiment demonstrates how a second termina
helps to improve the performance. For this purpose, we coenpa R, = 1 Z EsREE, (39)
the proposed low-complexity design methods for the single— (;]}7) S

terminal setting and multi—-terminal settings with orthogb h . ; .
. ereR is the covariance matrix of th& non-zero components
MAC and coherent MAC. In Figurie_10, we compare the NMS P

(in dB) of the proposed methods as a function of channel gain

ratio g /g1 along with their corresponding lower-bounds. Wéemma 16. [43, page 249] LetA and B are two N x

set the following simulation parameters: = 64, K = 4, M = N symmetric matrices, whose eigen-values ...,ay and
40,04, = 0w, = 0 = 0.02, P = 10 dB, p = 0.5, and choose /1, ...,y are ordered increasingly and decreasingly, respec-
g1 = 0.5, then vary the ratio,/g; from 0.5 to 4. It can be tively. ThenTr{AB} > SV a6

seen as the channel condition in the second terminal improve

the gap between the performance in single-terminal andi-mult APPENDIX B

terminal settings increases. PROOF OFTHEOREM[]

To solve the optimization problem if_(fL1), let us first define
VIIl. CONCLUSIONS P P 0 (1)

_ _ —1
We have proposed an optimization procedure for designing MSEfglb) £ Tf{(R '+ ¢’E{HTATR, 'AHEy) } :
sensing matrix, under power constraint, in CS framework and (40)



Using matrix inversion lemma faR,,; !, we obtain

02

R, ' =0,%Ty —0,2A ( w
gco

Plugging [41) back intd{40), it follows that

2
MSE{" = Tr { (R’l + L EJH" AT AHEs
Ow

2 2 -1 -1
S EIHTATA < AT ATA> ATAHES> } :
O—’lU g O-”U

(42)

Next, defmmgQ

matrix A can be equivalently translated

2
minimize ! (R'+ L DIqQD
inimiz XS: {< +03; sQDs

£pia (2 1L+Q)1QDS)1}

2
subject to Tr{(HRwH +0.1.)Q} < P,Q = 0, rank(Q) = M,
(43)
where the rank constraint appears sildec RM*Z with

-1
221L+ATA) AT (4D

ATA andDs £ HEg, the original where we used the inequalir{B~!} >
optimization problem in[(21) for f|nd|n% optimized sensin@efinite matrix B of dimension X x K
to

12

Applying LemmaIb, the power constraint becomes

Tr 0'3 2 < P
(G- er

and the objective functiol g MSEgb) is lower-bounded as

1 92
MSEW > NT K2/ d ( =1 + ZELIQE
ZS: s —Z /Tx 03K+03U sQEs

-1 -1
Uv

(48)

5 for a positive
[@ Lemma 2], in
which the equality is satisfied whd® becomes a scaled identity
matrix. Hence, the objective function in the left hand side o
(48) reaches its minimum whe@ = aly (for somea > 0)
since ESEs = Iy (cf. LemmalI#), and the matrix inside
the argument of the trace becomes an scaled identity matrix.
Note that this choice of) does not affect the power constraint.
Further, the coefficient is derived such that the constrainfi(47)
is satisfied with equality that yields = m. Therefore,
assumingR = o2Ix andH = Iy, the solution to the SDR

(47)

- U_ESQ (g

w

M < L. Introducing the semidefinite slack variable matriproblem is

Xs € REXE "we can alternatively solve

minimize Tr{X
inimi ZS: {Xs}

2
subject to (R_l + g—QDEQDS

9> T oa -1 B
—gDsq(gwIﬁQ) QDs | =xX5,5CQ
Tr{(HR,H' +071,)Q} < P
Q + 0, rank(Q) = M.

(44

Q=

K L. (49)

N(o2 + Ko?

Hence, the optimal sensing matrix (with respect to[(13)),
after rescaling to meet the power constraint, becoiés (17).

APPENDIXD
PROOF OFPROPOSITIONS

Following the assumption in Propositigh 5, the SDR opti-
mization problem simplifies into

) 2 -1
Next, by applying the Schur's complement [37], the first mln(|Qm|ze ZTr (%IK + g_QEgHTqﬂE5>
UI Uw

constraint in ) can be rewritten as

2 2 o —
R+ % DiQDs— £ DIQ(F51+Q)'QDs T | o ¢
IK XS o

(45)

Introducing another slack sem|def|n|te variable matyixe
RL*L such thatY > 2 Q(

2 Iy +Q)7'Q, and using the matrices andT'y; = diag(Va,, Vh,, - - -
Schur’s complement for the resultlng matrix inequality, @ matrix containing singular values,, < v, < ..

subject to fm Tr{H'QH} < P.
(50)
The objective function in[{30) reaches its minimum when
H'QH = aly (see [44, Lemma 2]). Taking SVD, we have
H = UHI‘HVH, where Uy and Vg are N x N unitary
,Thy) 1S @ diagonal
. < Yy

further decompose the constraint [n(45) into the two linegen, it follows thatQ* should have the following structure

matrix inequalities in[(T12) which concludes the proof.

APPENDIXC
PROOF OFPROPOSITIONT

Using the notatiorQ = AT A, we rewrite [4R) as

Q* = a(HH")! = aUyT U], (51)

where by plugging into the power constraint, we obtain=
KP . Therefore, the optimal sensing mati (with respect to
(]]33) can be chosen as in_{17) after power rescaling.

1 2
MSE(® — Tt { <_21K + %EEQES APPENDIXE
F O PROOF OFPROPOSITIONY]
—1 —1
Having the assumptions in Proposit[dn 7, the oracle estimat
— sIn + E . .
7 EsQ ( N Q) Q 5) } in (@) becomes
(or) — YT +9°A5 (AAT) A ) AL(AATY
INote that sincep(S) = 1/(K) it can be ignored in formulating the ( 0% K+gAs ( ) s sl )y,

resulting optimization problems.

(52)



13

where(-)" denotes matrix pseudo-inverse. It yields Llet Z £ T Y?HR,H'T '/? have the EVDZ =
. U.T'.U]. We also decomposk asL = U, U/, whereU,
1 1 1 dU; are unitary matrices, arll, andI'; are diagonal matri-
MSE™ =—-% "1y (—I +—ESAT(AATYAE ) . andth y » ant. ! 9
(%)XS: o2 K 02 % ( ) s ces containingy,, and~;,, respectively. In order to solvE (59),
(53) we drop the rank constraint, and reléx](59) using Leriinja 16 as
Taking SVD,A = U,[T', Ox_p/]V/], it follows that

L
AT(AATY A =V, { I O (N—n1) } V). n}i‘lxgrgize Z%
Onv—ayxmr Ov—anyx(N—n) ifi=1 =1 (60)
(54) L
Applying (54) into [52), we have the following problem subject to Z%mi <P vy,>0, 1<i<L,

i=1

—1
N 1 I o [Ty 0]t
m{,ﬂ'ﬂ@ize ZTI" { (U—glK'i‘a—gEsVa[ 0 O]VaES wherey;, >...>, andy,, <...<7,,.
52 Note that the optimization probleni (59), without the rank
subject to Oz {2} < P. constraint, and[{80) become equivalent wt&h is diagonal.
K o= (55) This holds whenU; = U,, where the columns olU, are

We note that the objective function in_{55) can be minimizeasoifl)c:?tggl w:;hm;r:ﬁseige:(;x/almueso)z fll,? igr:/vgﬁrki?)?/:/r:lgtr?;?ige
with respect toU, independent of, in the constraint. Now, ! y ;

sinceELV,V]Es = Ik, the objective function in[{85) can objective function in[{&D) is maximized by letting, =
a and-~, = ... =1, =0. Thus, it follows that
lower-bounded as 2

—1
> T { (E}Va VIES) } Q" =T /*U.diag ( I:
° (56) 1
o N )
where by (-);; we denote the diagonal elements of the cot; From [81), it is observed thaQ® has only one non

; . . . . ~Zero eigen-value. Using EVD ofQ*, we have Q* =
responding matrix. The lower-bound ih_{56) is satisfied wit diag (74,0, . . ., 0) UqT, where 7, > 0 denotes the non-

equality if and only if the matrix inside the trace-inversge"ro eigen-value ofQ*. Now, let the SVD of A be A —
operator be_comes diagpnal, which yieNg = I . Also, from U [T, 0M><(L71L{)]VT .WheréUa € RMXM andV, € REXE
the constraint in[(35), it follows thaF, can be an arbitrary are unitary matricesaanﬂa € RMxM is a diagonal matrix.

diagonal matrix satisfying the transmission power corrstra FromQ — ATA, it is concluded that the optimal sensing

For simplicity, we setl'y = /37.zLy. Hence, the optimal matrix can be expressed as [A)(19).

sensing matrix has the structure [n(18).

P
YZ1

(L"'%)IM 0

o2 ' o
1
0 ==In_m

,o,...,o) u/T Y2 (61)

(22

APPENDIX F APPENDIXG
PROOF OFPROPOSITIONS PROOF OFTHEOREMILO
We have Using matrix inversion lemma, we obtain
(1b) 1 -1 92 T - _ o2 -1
MSEY™ = @ZS:TY (R + gDsQDs) R, ! =blkdiag (Uw?IMl_Uwal (—2; IL1+A1TA1) Al
1% vy
@%ZTY{R‘Q—QRDEQDsR}+0<||£D§QDS||%>, g a9 ) AT
(%) 3 o2 o2 Ows I, — 0, As 2,2 In,+A5 Ao A, .
( ) (57) 2% g (62)
where(a) follows from Taylor series for the inverse term insideD .~ A~ . . .
. . . ) efining Es = HJEg, by pluggin back into[(25), it
the trace operator in the first equation. S|n(§e—> 0, then by foIIowsgthaf s by plugging [(&?) [@s)
neglecting the higher moments, the optimization proble@i
can be asymptotically approximated as SO U Wt
. MSEglb) — Z %’I‘r (R_l—i—EgSES—EETEs) ,
maximize Tr{RD;QDsR s \K
a0 ZS: {RDsQDsR} (63)
subject to Tr{HR,H' Q} < P (58)  where
> 0, rank = M. . 2 2
Q=0 k(@) s £ bikaiag (4-Q1, 20
Defining the full-rank symmetric positive definite matrix w1 w2 .
T £ > ¢DsR?D/, and denotingT!/2QT!/? £ L, the N , g3 o2 -
optimization problem in[{88) can be rewritten as T = blkdiag UTMIQI 7202 I, +Qu) Qu, (64)
- .
maximize Tr {L} 95 2 (—012”2 Ip, + Qz) Qo
subject to Tr{T~*/2HR,H T /2L} < P (59) o, \g30Z,

L > 0, rank(L) = M. Qi 2A[A;, Qx4 AJA,.



Introducing the semidefinite slack variable matff&(g € [13]
REXE we equivalently solve

minimize Tr{Xs}

Q. Ks Z [14]
—1
subject to <R1+E§SE5—EETE5> < Xs [15]
(65)
Zﬂ{ HR,H])Q, +02Q} < P [16l
l_

[17]

Q; = 0, rank(Q;) = M;, VI, VS
Now, applying the Schur’'s complement, the first constraiﬁtg]
in (68) can be rewritten as the positive semi-definite camstr

[19]

{Rl +EISEs—El[TEs Iy (66)

} - 0.
Txe Xs [20]
SinceT is a block diagonal matrix, by introducing another

two slack semidefinite variable matricads, € R¥ > Y, €

: . [21]
RE2xLz the constraint({86) can be decomposed into
R™'+E{SEs—Ejblkdiag(Y1, Y2)Bs I | [22]
I Xs -
[23]
Y, ﬁQz
o2 =0, VI,VS,
Ofﬁl Q p (,2 Ip, +Q [24]
which concludes the proof. 25]
APPENDIXH 26]

PROOF OFTHEOREM[IZ

We omit the proof of the theorem since it is similar to thg?]
proofs of Theoreni]l and Theorem]10 by introducing slack
variables and by applying the Schurs complement. (2
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