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Abstract

Nonuniformly sampled signals are prevalent in real-world applications but pose a significant chal-
lenge when estimating their power spectra from a finite number of samples of a single realization. The
optimal solution using Bronez Generalized Prolate Spheroidal Sequence (GPSS) is computationally in-
tensive and thus impractical for large datasets. This paper presents a fast nonparametric method, Multi-
Taper NonUniform Fast Fourier Transform MTNUFEFT), capable of estimating power spectra with lower
computational burden. The method first derives a set of optimal tapers via cubic spline interpolation on
a nominal analysis band, and subsequently shifts these tapers to other analysis bands using NonUniform
FET (NUFFT). The estimated spectral power within the band is the average power at the outputs of the
taper set. This algorithm eliminates the time-consuming computation for solving the Generalized Eigen-
value Problem (GEP), thus reducing the computational load from @(N4) to @(N leg N + N leg(1/¢)),
comparable with the NUFFT. The statistical properties of the estimator are assessed using Bronez GPSS
theory, revealing that the bias and variance bound of the MTNUFFT estimator are identical to those of
the optimal estimator. Furthermore, the degradation of bias bound can serve as a measure of the devia-
tion from optimality. The performance of the estimator is evaluated using both simulation and real-world
data, demonstrating its practical applicability. The code of the proposed fast algorithm is available on
GitHub [1].

1 Intreductien

Power spectrum estimation for data analysis is well recognized as one of the fundamental tools in all major
scientific disciplines [?]-[5]. It facilitates the characterization of the second moments of a time series,
elucidating periodicities, oscillatory behavior, and correlation structures in a signal process. These attributes
are integral to a multitude of applications, spanning signal processing, communication, machine learning,
physical science, and biomedical data analysis [¢], [7].

Despite its extensive lineage [2], power spectrum estimation continues to be an active research domain.
The primary challenge resides in the estimation of the spectrum in a way to minimize bias and ensure
statistical robustness, often from a finite sample of the signal. In many instances, only a single realization or
trial of the underling process available. Spectrum estimation can be viewed as an inverse problem [&], [9],
and the limitation of samples necessitates an approximate solution of the problem. This constraint can lead
to significant sidelobe leakage and bias of the estimates. Together with the single realization issue, a simple



estimation of the power (e.g., periodogram [1€]) usually suffers from large variance. In addition, in many
real-world applications the signal is often nonuniformly' sampled, such as network packet data transfer [ 11],
laser Doppler anemometry [12], [12], geophysics [14], astronomy [15]-[1&], computer tomography [1°],
genetics [2(], and biological signals [21]-[24]. Nonuniform sampling tends to exacerbate sidelobe leakage,
resulting in inflated bias [25].

This paper focuses on a nonparametric solution to the power spectrum estimation problem, in contrast to
the parametric ones that assumes a specific model of the time series [4]. Nonparametric methods are more
suitable for rapid, exploratory analysis of large datasets, especially when the underlying model is unknown.
For such cases, Thomson’s multitaper method is a powerful tool [¢]. This method employs the Discrete
Prolate Spheroidal Sequences (DPSS) [26], denoted as w(f)(N , fw), where k, for 1 < k < K, denotes
the kth Slepian sequence, NV the signal length, and f,, the half bandwidth. Basically, the method initially
computes the Discrete Fourier Transform (DFT) of the uniformly sampled signal, z(n), 1 < n < N,
weighted by the DPSS,
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where f; is the sampling frequency. The power spectrum estimate is then computed as an average of the
Ju(f) 2, known as the kth eigenspectrum,

square of eigencoefficients Jx (f),
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In practice, an adaptively weighted average of the |J(f) 2’s is available [4], [¢]. Thomson’s approach
achieves an optimal balance between bias and variance while maintaining a given resolution, among many
other benefits [4], [27]-[30].

The extension of the multitaper scheme to nonuniformly sampled signal is desirable. However, the tradi-
tional approach is not readily applicable, as the performance of the estimator in a general sampling scheme
depends on more than just the frequency resolution. Lepage (2009) [31] proposed a direct generalization
of Thomson’s original approach [£], replacing the DFT with the “irregular DFT (irDFT)” and subsequently
replacing the Dirichlet-type kernel with a sampling scheme-dependent, Hermitian, Toeplitz kernel. This
method demonstrated superior performance compared to competitive multitaper estimates computed from
the uniformly sampled data using interpolation. Springford (2020) [17] adapted the Thomson multitaper
method to enhance the estimation from the Lomb-Scargel (LS) periodogram [1 5], [1¢], a technique widely
employed in astronomy. Dodson-Robinson and Haley (2023) [ 18] examined the performance of the multita-
per Lomb-Scargle (MTLS) periodogram for scenarios with missing-data and further suggested the applica-
tion of an F-test to assess periodicity in nonuniformly sampled data. While these approaches have merit in
various aspects, a comprehensive evaluation of their statistical performance in terms of bias, variance, and
optimality has not been adequately evaluated. Additionally, the computational cost of these methods has not
been explicitly addressed.

In contract, the seminal work by Bronez (1985, 1988) [32], [33] proposed an optimal estimator based on
the study of the first and second moments of quadratic spectral estimator (see Section 2) for arbitrary sam-
pling times. This method calculates the optimal weight sequence (or taper) for each analysis band, known as
the Generalized Prolate Spheroidal Sequence (GPSS), by solving a Generalized Eigenvalue Problem (GEP).
This work established an optimality criterion for the performance of power spectrum estimators in the gen-
eral case of sampling schemes. However, since the number of analysis bands is in general proportional to

'Some other terminology has been interchangeably adopted in literature, such as unevenly, irregularly, and unequally sampled
signal.



N, and the GPSS has to be estimated for each analysis band, the computational cost is prohibitively high for
large N.

In this study, we developed a fast algorithm for power spectrum estimation by integrating the ap-
proaches of both Thomson’s and Bronez’s multitaper estimators. Specifically, we first replaced the DPSS,
v,gk>(N s fw), in (1) with the GPSS, wz(tn), for 1 < n < N, from a nominal analysis band .44 (see Section 3
for details). Subsequently, the eigencoefficients Ji(.4;), for 1 < &£ < K and @ < ¢ < I — 1, were computed
using Nonuniform Fast Fourier Transform (NUFFT), and estimated power, » (\A;), was derived from a direct
average across the K squared eigencoefficients |J3 (.4 D%

To further minimize the computational cost, we approximated the GPSS, @2 (¢,), by interpolating the

uniformly spaced v( )(N , fw) to the nonuniform grid ¢,, with cubic spline. As a result, the overall computa-
tional complexity is compatible with that of fast NUFFT, which is approximately @ (N leg N + N leg(1/¢)),
where ¢ is the precision of computations.

Importantly, we evaluated the statistical properties of the proposed method in terms of bias, variance,
and suboptimality based on the theory developed in Bronez GPSS [32]. We found that the bias and vari-
ance bounds were compatible with the optimal method. We also propose that the suboptimality of the fast
algorithm may be quantified using the difference between the approximate and optimal eigenvalues. Fur-
thermore, an F-test have been implemented to test periodicity in nonuniformly sampled time series.

The reminder of the paper is organized as follows. We provide an overview of the Bronez GPSS method
in Section 2, serving as the background information for the following derivations. In Section 3 we develop
the fast MTNUFFT algorithm and evaluate its statistic properties in the context of Bronez GPSS theory. The
performance evaluation of the estimator, which includes both simulation results and a real-world application,
is presented in Section 4. The paper concludes with a discussion in Section 5 and final remarks in Section 6.
The MATLAB (MathWorks, Natick, MA) code of the fast algorithm (MTNUFFT, Table 1) is publicly
available on GitHub [1].

2 Brenez GPSS Optimal Appreach

The Bronez GPSS (BG) is an extension of the quadratic spectral estimator, developed to analyze nonuni-
formly sampled processes [32], [32]. It is an optimal nonparametric method in the sense that it is unbiased
in the context of white noise, and it minimizes the variance and bias bounds for a given frequency resolution.

Consider z(t,) a weakly stationary, band-limited Gaussian process, available on a set of arbitrary sam-
pling points ¢,, 1 < n < N, where N is the total number of samples Instead of directly estimating the
spectral density, S(f), BG estimates the power, P = [45(f) df, contained in an analysis band of in-
terest A = {f : |f — fe| < fw}, where f. is the center frequency and f,, the half bandwidth. Note that
2 ., is the desired frequency resolution. A complete spectral analysis involves estimating P (.4) for a set of
analysis bands, .4, to cover the entire signal band 3 = {f : |f| < fmax}, Where frax is presumably the
maximum frequency of the signal. The estimator can be expressed as

P(4) = x @A), 3)
where x = [z(¢1),z(¢2), ..., 2(t,)], the prime ' denotes vector transposition, and the asterisk * denotes

complex conjugate transposition. ®@(.4) is an N X N positive semidefinite Hermitian weight matrix that
depends on the analysis band .4. Here, K < N is the rank of 2(.4). ®@(.4) can be factorized as ®@(.4) =
W (A)T*(.A), where ¥(.4) isan N x K matrix. The power spectrum estimator is then given by

Pl = %Er HAXE, @



where wy(.4), 1 < k£ < K, is the columns of ¥(.4).
Assuming that the number of weight sequences, also known as tapers, K is predetermined, the optimal
tapers wi(.4) are derived base on the constraints imposed on estimator bias, variance bound, and bias bound.

2.1 Bias Censtraint

The estimator, as defined in (4), is constrained to be unbiased when the true spectral density is flat, e.g.,
S(f) = 1. Given the expectation of the estimate

Fmax K
ey = [ ELS e a, )

where Wi (f) is the DFT of wy(.A),
W) = [n (), whl2), - o )],

N
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to minimize the bias, E{®(.4)} — P(.4), the weight sequences, w(.4), must satisfy
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R(3) is the GPSS matrix on signal band B. It is an N X N positive definite Hermitian matrix, whose
elements are

fma)‘: .
R(B;n,m) = / 72 (tn—tm) gy

Fmax
Sin [271 fm\;(tn - tmﬂ
ﬂ'(tn - tm) ( )

2.2 Variance Beund

For a Gaussian process, the variance of the estimator can be bounded above by
VAR{P(A)} < S5, V{wi(A), ..., wg(A)},

where S = supy. ) S(f) is the maximum value of the spectral density, and V {w(.A) },5:1 is the bound
factor

V{W1(A), _ ,WK(A)}

1 K K fmax 2
=1 W, W, d
W;;[mkmsz
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Choosing the weight sequence to minimize (1), while satisfying (8), leads to the sequence normalization
requirement

wi(AR(BYwi(A) =2f, 1<k<K. (11

2.3 Bias Beund

By considering only the broad band errors, the errors due to frequencies outside analysis band .4, an ap-
proximate bias of estimation can be bounded above by

BIAS{P(A)} < Smax B{wy, ..., wi} (12)

Given the normalization requirement (11), choosing w(.4) to minimize the bound factor

B{w1,..., Wk}
fmar 1 K fotfu | K
- [ g [ 2 S WnE &
—fma). k=1 fc—fw k:l
1 K
== > Wi(AR(B) — R((4))Iwx(4) (13)
k=1
results in the GEP
R(A)wi(A) = M R(B)wi(4), 1<k <K, (14)

where R(5) is the GPSS matrix on the signal band shown in (9) and R(.4) is the GPSS matrix on the
analysis band

fetfuw .
R(A;n,m) :/ ed2mf (tn—tm) gg

c*fw
i sin [27[‘fw (fn - tnz)} -jQch(f'n—tm) (15)
7 (tn — tm) '

The GEP (14) has N independent solutions {\i!, w;(.4)}, 1 < k < N, for the analysis band .4. The
weight sequences corresponding to the K largest eigenvalues are chosen to minimize the bound factors.

The computation of the GEP (14) requires @(N?3) operations for each analysis band of interest. In
general, the number of bands is proportional to the number of samples, /V, and thus makes the total compu-
tational load on the order of @(/N*). This can be impractical when N is large.

3 Multitaper Nenuniferm Fast Feurier Transferm

In this section, we present the Multitaper Nonuniform Fast Fourier Transform (MTNUFFT) method, which
is particularly effective for rapid power spectrum estimation in nonuniformly sampled time series. The
derivation of this method assumes that the series follows a weakly-stationary, band-limited Gaussian process,
similar to previous introduced methods [32], [32]. The number of weight sequences, or tapers, denoted as
K, is predetermined and correlates with the properties of the tapers obtained. We will evaluate the statistical
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Figure 1: Frequency-Domain Transform Shift in Weighting Sequence. The figure illustrates the shift in the
frequency-domain transform of the optimal weighting sequence, W2( f), from f = @ (represented by the
light blue trapezium) to an analysis band centered at f.,. The bandwidth of the analysis band is 2 f,,. F;
denotes the shifting operator. A dark trapezium represents the frequency-domain transform of the optimal
weighting sequence, W,z(f), centered at f., as per Bronez GPSS approach [32], [33]. The yellow shades
indicate the sidelobe leakage difference (suboptimality) between W;(f) and W2(f — f;). The orange
triangle in the figure represents the signal power spectrum, S(f).

performance of the estimator based on bias measure, variance bound, and sidelobe leakage, which serves as
a measure of suboptimality.
Each analysis band, .4;, is defined by its center frequency f,; and half bandwidth f,,,

Az:{f”*ﬁ:@‘gbfw}: OSZSI*L (16)

where I is the total number of analysis bands. An analysis band is a subset of the signal band 5 = {f :
—Jfmax < f < fmax}, €., A; C B, Vi. These bands are identical except for a frequency shift, and the
frequency resolution |.4;| = 2f, is consistent across all band. As discussed in Section 2, the primary
computational cost in the Bronez GPSS method lies in the adaptive estimation of the tapers at each analysis
band. To alleviate this computational burden, we propose applying the optimal tapers {wz}szl at the
analysis band .4¢ centered at f,, = @ to all other analysis bands (Fig. 1). This approach forms the estimates
for each band without the need for obtaining frequency-dependent tapers.

3.1 MTNUFFT Estimater

In this study, we designate .4¢ as the nominal analysis band. The corresponding optimal tapers, denoted as
{wz }ii_l, are determined by solving the GEP (14) at f,,

R(4e)W! = NR(B)WY, 1<k<K, (7

where {\?, w} represents the kth pair of eigenvalue and eigenvector for .4e. The elements of the N x N
positive definite Hermitian matrix R (.4y) are given by

fu
R(~4.; n, m) = / CJZWf(tn_tm)df

_f’UJ
. sin [27‘[ fw(tn - tm)]
- 7(tn — tm) . S

We define the shifting operator F; as E; = diag(exp(j27 fc,ty)), for 1 < n < N, which leads to

Te(4:) = Wi x = (BEowh)"x
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The power spectrum estimator is then given by

K
" i
(A = = E | Te (A (20)
k=1

Equation (19), known as the eigencoefficients [4], is typically implemented using nonuniform FFT (NUFFT) [34],
[35]. A relevant work to the NUFFT is the Nonuniform Discrete Fourier Transform (NDFT) [36¢] of a time
series, which is defined as samples of its z-transfrom evaluated at distinct points located nonuniformly on

the unit circle in the z-plane.

3.2 Bias Measure

We began by evaluating the performance of the estimator (20) in terms of bias. This assessment was carried
out under the condition that the signal is white, meaning the true spectral density is flat, as previously used
in Bronez GPSS approach [27]. Specifically, we consider the case where S(f) = 1. The expectation of the
estimator can be expressed as

— Fmax k=1
1 K
== wWYR(BW = 2f,. (21)
k=1

Here, the last equation follows from the normalization requirement (11), where W% is optimal at .4¢. The
bias of the estimator is then

~ g Jey+Fuw
BIAS{A(4})} =E{A(4)} - /f Cster=e (22)

3.3 Variance Beund

From (23), for Gaussian process, the bound factor may be written as

V(WL .. W) = V(E'w:, o BawY)
/fma> )
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If the frequency center of the tapers are not near to the boundary of signal band 53, for instance, f,, and
+ finasx are separated by at least 2 f,,, (23) may be approximated as

2
WP(f) df
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which is identical to the bound factor of the optimal approach.

(24)

3.4 Sidelebe Leakage and Subeptimality

As we transition the optimal eigenvectors (tapers) from the nominal analysis band .4¢ to .4;, rather than using
the optimal eigenvectors at the designated analysis band, it becomes crucial to understand the deviation from
the optimal solution. As previously discussed, the bias measure and variance bound factor match the optimal
ones, provided that the analysis band is not in proximity to = fn,.c. We now consider the difference in bias
bound factor between the optimal and our proposed solutions. We utilize this difference as a metric to
indicate suboptimality of the fastalgorithm (Fig. 1).

Using the identity R(.4¢) = EfR(A4;)E; (c.f, (3.42) in [32]), the bias bound factor can be expressed
as

fma): 1 K
X = 'Y . 2 4.
B(w!, ..., W) :/ —NCIWHF - fo)|° o

s K
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| K
L= w.*R(A.)W
Is.; k k
T o
= = > WU [R(B)— R(Ad)]
k=1
K
T(L/\') (25)
k=1

We once again assume that .4; is not near the boundary of 3. The absolute value of bound factor difference
can now be readily seen as

|AB;| £ [B(wW1, ...,W%)—B(wi,...,wi()l
_ 2w
= f \Y\ (N —

<_2i"iV\Ak—/\| (26)

k=1
The difference (26) suggests that

K
Z = Xl @7



may serve as a measure of deviation from the optimal case. Clearly, £ (27) is between @ and 1 due to the
eigenvalue condition 8 < )\z, Ap < L

3.5 Themsen F-test fer nenuniferm signal

Statistical tests are often employed to ascertain the periodicity in signal. When a spectral peak is observed,
it’s crucial to determine if its magnitude significantly exceeds what could arise by chance. The Thomson
F-test [&] serves as an effective tool for detecting spectral lines in colored noise (i.e., mixed spectrum),
including biological signals [¢], [37].

The F-statistic for the nonuniformly sampled time series may be formally computed from the eigenco-
efficients (19). Assuming 2f., > f,,, the F-statistic can be derived as (c.f., pp. 496-500 in [4])

_ G - 1) S W)
% 21
S [k ) — EwRo)

F, (28)

where W,: (@) is the NUFFT of wg at f = 0, which is simply the summation of taper weights, W,:(.) —
ngﬂ w(ty). C; is the estimated amplitude at f,,, calculated as

29)

6, _ Lot I(AIWE(®)
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The statistic in (28) follows an F-distribution, Fs ~ F(2,2K — 2), with 2 and 2K — 2 degrees of freedom.
The critical value F, for a given level & = 1 — p can be found from the inverse F-distribution. As a general
guideline, it is recommended [4], [£] to set the p-value at the Rayleigh frequency 1/N, where N denotes the
number of sample points.

3.6 Cemputatienal Cest and MTNUFFT Algerithm

The computation of w9 necessitates the resolution of the general eigenvalue problem (17), which requires
@ (N?) computational complexity. This computation, unlike the Bronez GPSS method, is carried out only
once at .dy. The transition of w¥ to other analysis band and the calculation of eigencoefficients (19) rely
on the nonuniform Fast Fourier Transform (NUFFT), which demands @ (/N leg N + N leg(1/¢)) arithmetic
operations [35], [3&8], where ¢ is the precision of computation.

Given the sufficient regularity of the Slepians of wz (DPSS), it is advantageous to interpolate the uni-
formly sampled DPSS to nonuniform grid to circumvent the computation of the general problem (17). We
have therefore chosen to interpolate the DPSS using a cubic spline [17]. However, instead of normalizing the
power of w¥ to unity, we adhere to (11) for normalization. Fast algorithm for calculating uniformly spaced
Slepians are available, and their computational complexity is compatible with FFT [4], [39]. Consequently,
the overall computational cost of the fast algorithm approximates that of fast NUFFT.

The MTNUFFT method of spectral estimation in nonuniformly sampled time series is summarized in
Table 1.

4 Perfermance Evaluatien

We evaluated the performance of the proposed method, MTNUFFT, in three key aspects: accuracy, speed,
and real-world applicability. Initially, we computed the Mean-Square Error (MSE) between the estimated
and the actual power spectra of Gaussian white noise (GWN) under various sampling schemes. The results



Table 1: MTNUFFT Method of Spectral Estimation

1  Define sampling points ¢,, 1 < n < N, time
series samples m(tn),l < n < N, signal
band B = {f : |f| < fmax}, and half-
bandwidth £,,.

2 Derive W9 = {w?(t1),...,wh(¢tn)} by in-
terpolation:

(a) Compute DPSS on a uniform sampling
grid, denoted as u}lk)(N , fw), where k is the
order of the sequence. The grid interval
is determined by the average inter-sample-
interval A; = (t§ — t1)/N.

(b) The taper weights w?(¢,) at intermedi-
ate points corresponding to the nonuniform
times ¢,, are obtained by interpolation using
a cubic spline.

(c) Normalize the taper weights (eigenvec-
tor) such that

WY R(B)WS = 2f,, L <k <K. (11)

3 Calculate the eigencoefticients by NUFFT:

N
Th(A) = 3 [ltn)a(ta)] e 2 Fuitn,

il

1<kE<K 0<:<I-1 (19)

4 Compute the MTNUFFT power spectrum es-
timator:

K
P(A) = —;, S ITk(A)P, 0<i<T—1. (20)
k=1

indicated that the error range of MITNUFFT was compatible with that of the optimal method, BG Adaptive.
Subsequently, we contrasted the speed of MTNUFFT with three alternative methods. @ur findings revealed
that the speed of our algorithm is 2-3 orders of magnitude higher than that of the optimal method. Lastly,
we applied our method to estimate the power spectrum of a real-world signal, specifically a nonuniformly
sampled impedance measurement. We then compare the outcomes of Thomson’s F-test on the periodicity
of both the original and resampled signals. This comparison allows us to evaluate the effectiveness of our
method in practical applications.
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Figure 2: Error Analysis of Spectrum Estimation Methods. Mean-square error comparison between the
true spectrum (Gaussian white noise, GWN) and the estimated spectra using four estimation approaches,
i.e., MTLS, BGFixed, BGAdaptive, and MTNUFFT, and the signals were sampled using four sampling
schemes: (A) Uniformly Sampled, (B) Jittering, (C) Missing Data, and (D) Arithmetic Sampling. The fre-
quency range was normalized to 0—0.5 Hz and half-band width (f,,) was set at .85 Hz. Error measures
at 0-0.5 and 0.45-0.5 Hz were omitted due to unreliable estimation. Error band: +1 SEM. Abbreviation:
MTLS, multitaper Lomb-Scargle periodogram [17]; BGFixed, Bronez GPSS method with fixed TW [32];
B GAdaptive, adaptive Bronze GPSS method [37]; MTNUFFT, multitaper nonuniform fast Fourier trans-
form (* proposed in this article).

4.1 Errer Analysis

We assessed the accuracy of the proposed fast algorithm by comparing the estimated spectrum with the true
spectrum of unit variance GWN (62 = 1), which was conducted using four estimation methods (MTLS,
BGFixed, BGAdaptive, and MTNUFFT) and four sampling schemes (Uniformly Sampled, Jittering, Miss-
ing Data, and Arithmetic Sampling) in a simulation setting. The frequency range was normalized to 0-0.5
Hz, assuming a maximum frequency (fmax) of 0.5 Hz in the simulated signals. The duration (7°) of these
signals was set at 5@ seconds.

We adopted the sampling schemes implemented in [37] to sample 5@ data points from the GWN. For
uniform sampling grid, the samples were generated at one-second interval, denoted as ¢, = n, 1 < n < 50.

11



To generate the jittering dataset [5], [4(], the sampling time was defined as ¢,, = n + z,, where the jittered
displacement process z,, was drawn from the GWN distribution with zero mean and a standard deviation
of 0.1 second. The average sample number per second, known as the intensity of sampling process [5] (A),
was set to 1. For the missing-data sampling, we sampled the data at time points at ¢, = 5n /6, 1 < n < 60
and omitted 10 points at n = 1, 5,17, 18, 19, 23,27,32, 53, 56. The fourth dataset was generated using an
arithmetic sampling, defined as ¢, = 1 + a(n — 1) + b(n — 1)(n — 2)/2, 1 < n < 50, where « = 2/3,
b=a/(50 —2)[32].

For the multitaper scheme adopted in MTLS and MTNUFFT, we chose a half-bandwidth (f,,) at 0.05
Hz, which corresponds to a frequency resolution of 0.1 Hz and a time-half-bandwidth (TW) of 2.5. We
adopted four tapers for the analysis.

In the Bronez GPSS methods (BGFixed, BG Adaptive), the signal band 5 was defined within the range
of 0-0.5 Hz. For BGFixed, we set the analysis band .4; at 8.1 Hz around each frequency center of interest
fe:» where @ < ¢ < I—1. Conversely, for BGAdaptive, we adaptively determined the number of eigenvalues
(i.e., number of tapers, K) and analysis bandwidth. Initially, at each frequency center, we set the number
of tapers at 4, and half bandwidth at 0.85 Hz. We then increased the number of tapers iteratively until the
maximmn side lobe leakage of the tapers was less than -30 dB. Using the current number of tapers and
analysis bandwidth, we estimated the power spectrum around the current frequency center. If the maximum
leakage did not fall below -30 dB until the maximum number of tapers (set at 8) was reached, we increased
the analysis bandwidth by 0.01 Hz and repeated the process. The iteration stopped when the maximum
leakage was below -30 dB or when the analysis bandwidth reached 0.5 Hz. The final number of tapers and
analysis bandwidth were then used to estimate the power spectrum at the current frequency center. This
process was repeated for all frequency centers.

We repeated the process to evaluate the power spectrum of the GWN .V = 1008 times for each estima-
tion method and each sampling scheme. Subsequently, we computed the MSE in decibels (dB) between the
estimated spectrum g (fc;) and true spectrum S(f,) at each frequency center f,, which was calculated as
MSE(fo,) = & 00, (1010819 S(/2,))”, given that S(7.,) = 1.

Fig. 2 presents the error analysis results, organized into four panels that corresponds to the four sam-
pling schemes. Each panel displays the mean and standard error of the mean (SEM) of squared error at
each frequency center. For uniformly sampled signal, the error range was essentially identical across all
four estimation methods. The MTNUFFT method demonstrated a compatible error range to the Bronez
GPSS methods (BGFixed, BGAdaptive) when applied to jittering and missing-data sampling. However, the
BGAdaptive method exhibited a better performance at isolated frequency centers. In the case of the arith-
metic sampling scheme, the Bronez GPSS methods marginally yet significantly outperformed both MTLS
and MTNUFFT across the entire signal band 5. @verall, the proposed fast algorithm, MTNUFFT, demon-
strated competitive accuracy in spectrum estimation in three of the four sampling schemes investigated.

4.2 Speed Analysis

The time efficiency of the proposed method was assessed by comparing the number of spectra computed per
second across four different sampling schemes, using the four spectrum estimation methods. The perfor-
mance evaluation was conducted on a Windows 10 HP workstation equipped with an Intel Core i5-10500
CPU operating at 3.10 GHz and 64 GB memory. We estimated the time cost for 1,000 spectrum estimation
and obtained the mean and standard deviation (STD). The results, as presented in Fig. 3, indicate that the
speed of MTNUFFT is significantly surpasses that of MTLS and 2-3 orders of magnitude faster than the
Bronez GPSS approaches for all four sampling schemes investigated.
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Figure 3: Speed Analysis of Spectrum Estimation Methods. This figure presents the number of spectra
calculated per second for four sampling schemes using four spectrum estimation methods. The abbreviations
used are consistent with those in Fig. 2. Error bar: +1 STD

4.3 Applicatien te Impedance Signal

To further illustrate the MTNUFFT method, we applied it to the spectral analysis of a bio-impedance signal,
which was recorded intracranially from a human brain using a chronically implanted device. The specifics
of the brain impedance acquisition and analysis have been detailed in our prior work [22], [24]. In essence,
the impedance signal was measured using Medtronic Summit RC+S™ device with the electrodes targeting
the limbic system of a patient with epilepsy. Given that the same electrodes were also utilized for delivering
electric stimulation as part of neuromodulation therapy, the impedance measurements were nonuniformly
sampled at an approximate rate of one sample every 15 minutes, equivalent to about 96 samples/day. Fig. 4A
shows a data segment of between 150 and 160 days post device implantation (number of sample, N = 688),
which was used in the analysis. The red dots represent the original impedance samples, while the blue curve
signifies the resampled signal at a uniform rate of one sample per hour (N = 248, calculated with MATLAB
function re samwple using linear interpolation). In Panel B, the blue curve illustrates the power spectrum
of the sampling instances of the original impedance signal. The decaying envelope of the sharp lines at
the fundamental frequency of 96 cycles/day and its harmonics are indicative of irregular sampling [4(]-
[47]. We fitted the spectrum with a jittering model [5], assuming a normal distribution of the jittering
displacement z,, with zero mean and STD o. The red curve in Fig. 4B represents the fitted model with
mean rate A = 96 samples/day and STD o = 2@ seconds, and the green dashed line indicates the mean rate
at high-frequency limit. This model offers a good understanding of sampling properties of the impedance
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Figure 4: Impedance Signal Sampling and Jitter Model Fitting. (A) An example of impedance signal nonuni-
formly sampled at approximately four samples per hour using a Medtronic Summit RC+S™ neuromodula-
tion device. Red dots represent original samples obtained 150160 days post-implantation. The blue curve
shows the resampled signal at a uniform rate of one sample per hour. (B) Power spectrum of the sampling
points from (A) and its fitted model. The blue curve represents the sampling process spectrum (calculated
with CHRONUX function mt s@ectrumpet, TW = 3.5 and K = 6), while the red curve depicts the fitted
model, a uniformly sampled point process with jitter (see text for more details). The green dashed line marks
the average sampling rate (A = 96 /day or 10 leg4(96) = 19.82 dB). Abbreviation: PSD, power spectrum
density.

measurement sequence.

Subsequently, we computed the power spectra of the original signal and the resampled signal using
MTNUFFT and (Chronux) mt s@ectrumc, respectively, under the assumption of a maximum frequency
of 12 cycles/day. Identical to the calculation of point process power spectrum, the TW was setat 3.6, yielding
a frequency resolution of 0.35 cycles/day, and K at 6. As displayed in Fig. SA, the spectral power of the
nonuniformly sampled signal (represented by the red curve) is noticeably elevated above approximately 2
cycles/day in comparison to the spectral power of the resampled signal (blue curve). This observation aligns
with previous studies [17], [31] (see Section 1: Introduction). While the spectral powers are nearly identical
around the circadian cycle (1 cycle/day, indicated by arrow a) and multiday cycles (< 1 cycle/day), distinct
energy peaks are presented in the frequency ranges of 2-4 Hz (arrow b) and 4-6 Hz (arrow c), which are
absent in the power spectrum of the resampled data. However, the elevated power at high-frequency range
of 10-12 Hz (arrow d) could potentially be attributed to leakage (refer to Section 5:Discussion).

Moreover, we investigated the periodicity of impedance data using the Thomson F-tests [4], [¢]. Specif-
ically, we analyzed both the original (Fig. 5B) and resampled data (Fig. 5C), where the optimal estimation of
the spectrum using BGFixed is superimposed for comparison. To assess significance, we calculated critical
values of the F-statistic corresponding to three significant levels: p-values at 0.05, .01 and the Rayleigh
level (1/N, where N is the number of samples). These critical values were derived from the F-distribution
with 2 and 2K — 2 = 10 degrees of freedom. It is worth noting that the Rayleigh level (p = 1/N), as
recommended in Thomson et al. [§], bears similarity to the Bonferroni correction for multiple compari-
son [44], [45]. The analysis reveals some intriguing findings. The F-statistic for the resampled signal (Panel
B) indicates a strong periodicity in the circadian cycle (above the Rayleigh level) and suggests two possible
cycles around 2 and 5 cycles/day (above p = 0.81 level). In contrast, the F-statistic for the original signal
confirms the robust periodicity of the circadian cycle and its harmonic at 2 cycles/day (above the Rayleigh
level). Notably, it also depicts the absence of the periodicity around 5 cycles/day, raising the possibility that
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this suggested periodicity in the resampled signal may result from linear interpolation.

These analyses of the ultradian cycles (occurring more frequently than once per day) within impedance
signals hold significant biological interest. Long-standing hypotheses propose that an ultradian basic rest-
activity cycle (BARC) plays a crucial role in sleep cycles, wakefulness patterns, and the central nervous
system functioning [46].

Finally, we evaluated the suboptimality of the power spectrum estimation of the impedance signal by
calculating £ (27). Given that the approximate eigenvectors \'fvz lack corresponding eigenvalues, we utilized
the true eigenvectors wz at Ag for the fast algorithm MTNUFFT (see Table 1), denoted as MTNUFFT®.
The power spectra, estimated by both the optimal method (BGFixed) and the fast algorithm (MTNUFFT®),
are depicted in Fig. 6A. It’s important to note the identity of the spectra at f = 0, which is confirmed by
the suboptimality measure E = ® at f = @, as shown in Fig. 6B. As previously discussed, suboptimality
E is between @ and 1, where zero signifies optimality. The larger this measure, the greater the deviation of
the estimation is from the optimal scenario. The suboptimality increases as the center of the analysis band
shifts away from f = @, but appears to plateau after about f = 5 cycles/day. @verall, the suboptimality is
less than 8 x 103, suggesting that the proposed method effectively estimated the power spectrum of the
impedance signal.

5 Discussien

We have developed a method, MTNUFFT, for rapid estimation of the power spectrum of nonuniformly
sampled time series. This method alleviates the computational burden of the Bronez GPSS in two ways: (a)
It estimates an approximation of the optimal tapers, Wz at the nominal analysis band, .4, by interpolating

the DPSS, u,(Lk)(N , f), to the nonuniform times, which eliminates the need to solve the time-consuming
GEP (17). (b) It shifts W,:(f ) and calculates the eigencoefficients (19) using the NUFFT for each analysis
band .4;, for ® <4 < I — 1. Thus, the overall computational cost aligns with the fast NUFFT, @( N leg N +
N leg(1/€)), which is significantly lower than the optimal method, ®(N*). Simulations (Fig. 3) show that
the computing speed of MTNUFFT is significantly higher than MTLS, and 2-3 orders of magnitude faster
than the Bronez GPSS methods (both BGFixed and BGAdaptive).

Bronez [32], [37] also proposed a computational efficient approximation, the Constrained-Basis Weight-
ing Sequences approach. The basic idea is to reduce the size of the matrix in the GEP (14) from N to M,
ideally M <« N. This is achieved by selecting M “basis vectors” and approximating the weight sequence
as Wk(.A4) = F - cg(4), where F' is an N X M matrix with columns as the predefined basic vectors, and
ck(.A) are M X 1 vectors determined by solving another GEP for analysis band .4. However, the matrix size
of this problem is only M. The vector c(.4) still needs to be calculated for each analysis band. The overall
computing load is in the order of @(}/?N?2), which can be significantly lower than @(N*), but still notably
higher than that of MTNUFFT. The choice of the basis vectors is critical to the method’s performance as
well and requires careful consideration.

Conversely, our method, MTNUFFT, shifts the K weight sequences calculated at the nominal analysis
band to other analysis bands using NUFFT, which removes the computation of the GEP for each analysis
band. This approach can be seen as a type of filter-based method where the power in a band is estimated as
the average of the powers at the output of a filter bank consisting of K filters. As an interesting variation
of the filter-bank approach, Multiple Window Minimum Variance (MWMYV) [47] minimizes the variance
without applying Thomson’s adaptive weighting procedure [&]. Similar to our work, MWMYV maintains the
number of windows to minimize the loss in variance, while significantly reduces sidelobe leakage through
linear constraints, resulting in a less biased estimate of the power. The performance of MWMYV is suggested
to be comparable with Thomson’s [&] and Bronez’s [32] methods. However, it involves the time-consuming
computation of the covariance matrix and the computational complexity is presumably high.
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Since MTNUFFT is not an optimal solution, it is crucial to evaluate the deviation from the optimal
solution of its estimates. @ur theoretical work (Section 3) shows that the bias and variance bounds are
compatible with the optimal Bronez GPSS. The bias bound is generally degraded [4&]. The suboptimality
of MTNUFFT for each analysis band .4; may be quantified by the difference between )\z and AZ (27), which
decreases at the expense of increasing analysis band (decrease of frequency resolution). The simulation
results (Fig. 2) that for the four sampling schemes under investigation, the error range is compatible with
the optimal method for uniformly sampling, jittering and missing-data sampling. @nly the error range for
arithmetic sampling is consistently higher than the optimal methods. These results indicate the effectiveness
of the proposed method for most practical scenarios.

It is worth noting that the variance and bias bounds may not be accurately estimated when the analysis
bands are near the boundary of signal band, fi,a.. In deed, a previous study [49] showed that the variance
of spectrum estimates could be poorly estimated if the frequency was close to frequency limits.

The process of resampling the nonuniformly sampled values to a uniform grid, for example, using linear
interpolation, is often employed for spectral analysis due to the powerful tools available for estimators
under uniform sampling. However, evidence suggests that this procedure could induce considerable artifacts
in the power spectrum [31]. @ne noticeable effect of linear interpolation is a tendency for the estimated
spectrum at high frequency to be lower, and at low frequency to be higher [17]. This distortion can be
substantial [5C]. @ur analysis of the brain tissue impedance data also indicates a suppression of spectral
power at higher frequencies due to interpolation. As shown in Fig. SA, the spectrum estimated from original
samples using MTNUFFT (red curve) and the spectrum estimated from the resampled signal (blue curve)
are nearly identical at lower frequency ranges (< 1.5 cycles/day), but notably different at higher frequency
ranges (1.5-12 cycles/day). This observation is consistent with the previous findings and underscores the
need to develop spectral estimators that directly utilize nonuniformly sampled data.

The MTNUFFT algorithm may be considered as a general framework for quickly estimating the spec-
trum of nonuniformly sampled signals using various types of tapers. Besides Slepian sequences, other tapers,
such as minimum bias tapers and sinusoidal tapers [51], [52], have been previously suggested for different
problems. Generally, these methods have not been extended to the case of nonuniformly sampled signals.
By replacing the weight sequence w¥ in (19) with the desired tapers, which are properly evaluated on the
nonuniform sampling grid, and then applying the NUFFT and averaging (20), the MTNUFFT algorithm
can be extended to these tapers for spectrum estimation in nonuniformly sampled time series. Future work
will focus on extending MTNUFFT to different tapers in various data analysis scenarios and evaluating the
statistical properties of the estimation.

6 Summary

This paper proposes MTNUFFT, a fast spectrum estimation method developed for nonuniformly sampled
time series. The estimator is composed of a set of nonuniformly sampled tapers, optimized for the nominal
analysis band. The estimated power within the band is determined by averaging the power correlated to
these tapers. The Nonuniform Fast Fourier Transform (NUFFT) is utilized to quickly shift the tapers to
other analysis bands of interest, removing the need for the time-consuming computation involved in solving
the Generalized Eigenvalue Problem (GEP) for each analysis band, a requirement for the optimal estimator,
Bronez GPSS. Consequently, the overall computational cost is significantly reduced.

The statistical properties of the estimator are assessed using the Bronez GPSS method. The results reveal
that the bias of the estimates and variance bound of MTNUFFT are comparable to those of the optimal es-
timator. However, the weakness of MTNUFFT lies in the degradation of the bias bounds. The difference in
bias bounds between MTNUFFT and the optimal estimator can serve as a measure of suboptimality. Simula-
tion results indicate that MTNUFFT operates 2-3 times faster than the optimal method. Moreover, the error
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range of MTNUFFT aligns with that of the optimal estimator in three out of four sampling schemes under
investigation, suggesting effectiveness in practical applications. MTNUFFT is suitable for rapid spectrum
estimation in large nonuniformly sampled datasets for exploratory analysis.
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Figure 5: Spectrum and F-test Comparison. (A) Spectrum comparison. The red curve (@riginal (Fast))
represents the estimated power spectrum of the nonuniformly sampled impedance data (referenced as red
dots in Fig. 4A) using MTNUFFT . The blue curve (Resampled) depicts the power spectrum of the resampled
signal (blue curve in Fig. 4A), estimated with the CHRONUX [42] function mt s@ectrumc. The arrows
point to approximate frequency bands of circadian cycles (a, 1 cycle/day), 2-4 (b), 4-6 (c), and 10—12
cycles/day (d). (B) Power spectrum of the resampled signal (blue, same as in Panel A), power spectrum of
the original signal estimated with the optimal method BGF i+ ed (purple, original (@ptimal)), and Thomson
periodicity F-test [¢] (green) of the resampled signal. (C) Power spectrum estimated with the fast method
(red, same as in Panel A, original (Fast)), power spectrum estimated with the optimal method (purple, same
as in Panel B, @riginal (@ptimal)), and F-test (green) of the original, nonuniformly sampled signal. In Panels
B and C, three horizontal dashed lines represent three levels of p-values, i.e., from bottom to top, 0.05, 0.01
and 1/N, respectively, where N is the number of samples. For the resampled signal (Panel B), N = 240,
resulting in p = 0.8842. For the original signal (Panel C), N = 688, yielding p = 0.0015.

21



A 30+ — Optimal (BGFixed) B x107

o —Fast (MTNUFFTO) 8y

-O - L

= 20l 25l

% | g |

@ 10} S 4f

. S |

(]
Ot 3> 2t

5 | ? |

o

10 A 3 = 3 2 . 0 . a . ,
O 2 4 6 8 1012 0 2 4 6 8 1012

Frequency (cycles/day) Frequency (cycles/day)

Figure 6: Spectrum comparison and suboptimality. (A) The optimal spectrum estimated with BGFixed
method (blue) is compared with the spectrum estimated with the fast algorithm (red, MTNUFFT®), where

the eigenvectors were wz, 1 < k < K (17), optimal at .4e. (B) Suboptimality (27) of the spectral
estimation MTNUFFT® shown in Panel A.
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