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ABSTRACT

The ubiquitous time-delay estimation (TDE) problem becomes non-
trivial when sensors are non-co-located and communication between
them is limited. Building on the recently proposed “extremum encod-
ing” compression-estimation scheme, we address the critical extension
to complex-valued signals, suitable for radio-frequency (RF) baseband
processing. This extension introduces new challenges, e.g., due to un-
known phase of the signal of interest and random phase of the noise,
rendering a naı̈ve application of the original scheme inapplicable and
irrelevant. In the face of these challenges, we propose a judiciously
adapted, though natural, extension of the scheme, paving its way to RF
applications. While our extension leads to a different statistical analysis,
including extremes of non-Gaussian distributions, we show that, ulti-
mately, its asymptotic behavior is akin to the original scheme. We derive
an exponentially tight upper bound on its error probability, corroborate
our results via simulation experiments, and demonstrate the superior
performance compared to two benchmark approaches.

Index Terms— Time-delay estimation, data compression, dis-
tributed estimation, compression for estimation, max-index estimator.

1. INTRODUCTION

Time-delay estimation (TDE) remains a fundamental problem at the
core of numerous applications in different physical domains, such as
acoustics and radio-frequency (RF). These applications span a wide
range of areas, with localization and tracking being central among them
[1–3]. Given its critical importance, TDE has been extensively studied
over the past decades, resulting in a rich body of literature [4–16].

However, building on recent technological advancements, giving
rise to new concepts such as the internet-of-things [17], there is an in-
creasing need to address communication constraints (possibly through
data compression) in various distributed estimation tasks, and specifi-
cally in TDE as well. For this reason, the standard assumption that the
central computing unit has access (in the fundamental case of two sen-
sors) to both of the raw received signals may no longer hold for some of
the modern (and future) applications. For instance, envision a collection
of individual sensors, which (by design) are low-cost and have limited re-
sources in terms of energy and their communication abilities. Upon the
demand of some holistic central computing unit, they become an ad-hoc
distributed system for the sake of a specific task, such as localization of
an entity present in their relevant sensing range.

In light of such potential scenarios, it is essential to minimize the
resource requirements of the spatially distributed (i.e., non-co-located)
low-cost devices. This is similar to the case of sensor networks [18, 19],
which consist of numerous small, low-power devices that operate for a
collective inference task (e.g., [20]). Of course, the proliferation of RF
wireless devices sets this domain as a particularly important one.

The motivation above has led to a renewed interest in compression
for TDE, e.g., [21–25]. However, it turns out that not more than a
handful of works consider the fact that a joint compression-estimation
scheme can lead to a potentially different, more efficient signal com-
pression techniques, rather than applying standard signal compression
methods to the received signals. Specifically, in our recent work [26],
we proposed a joint compression-estimation method for TDE with
communication constraints for a real-valued signal model, focusing on
theoretical aspects and establishing key preliminary results. Extending
this foundation, we now consider the complex-valued signal model,
which is better suited for RF baseband signals. Hence, this work expands
the applicability of our approach to this important, prevalent domain.

We consider a discrete-time formulation of the TDE problem for
two non-co-located sensors, where joint processing of the two raw base-
band signals is not possible due to communication constraints. Follow-
ing [26], we continue to focus on the fundamental theoretical aspects of
the problem, and establish the critical extension to this widespread set-
ting, which paves the way to additional important practical extensions.

Building on [26], our main contributions in this paper are as follows:
• Ajoint compressionandTDEmethod for complex-valued baseband
signals: We propose an extremum-encoding-based compression
and an accompanying time-delay estimator that can be applied to
complex-valued signals, thereby broadening the scope and appli-
cability of our approach to (possibly RF) baseband signals.

• Performance Analysis: We derive an upper bound on the error
probability of the proposed scheme, which decays exponentially
with the number of bits sent from one receiver to the other.
This shows that our estimator is consistent in the communica-
tion sense. We further show that the exponential decays of our
bound is (exponentially) tight for our scheme. Our findings are
corroborated through empirical simulation results.

2. PROBLEM FORMULATION
We start by formulating a simplified version of the TDE problem. In par-
ticular, consider the observed discrete-time signals at two distant sensors,

r1[n] = s[n] + z1[n] ∈ C, (sensor 1)

r2[n] = s[n− d]αeȷθ̃ + z2[n] ∈ C, (sensor 2)
(1)

where
• s[n]

iid∼ CN (0, 1) is circular complex normal (CCN), and is the
signal that is observed by both sensors with a relative time-delay
d ∈ D, where D ≜ {−dm, . . . , dm} is the “delay spread” and
dm ∈ N is the maximum (absolute) delay;

• eȷθ̃ = cos(θ̃) + ȷ sin(θ̃) is a phase rotation, where θ̃ ∈ [0, 2π),
and α ∈ R+ is an attenuation coefficient, both of which are de-
terministic and unknown; and
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Fig. 1: Illustration of the distributed time-delay estimation problem con-
sidered in this work. The encoder observes x[n] and generates a message
of length k bits m ∈ {0, 1}k×1. The decoder observes y[n] and receives
m, from which it constructs d̂(m, y[n]), an estimator of d.

• z1[n]
iid∼ CN (0, σ2

1), z2[n]
iid∼ CN (0, σ2

2) are statistically in-
dependent (white) CCN processes with unknown deterministic
variances σ2

1 , σ
2
2 , which are also statistically independent of s[n].

For ease of notation, we begin with the following proposition that
allows us to continue the analysis with a simplification of the model.
Proposition 1 Model (1) is statistically equivalent to the model

x[n] ∈ C, (sensor 1, “encoder”)
y[n] = ρx[n− d] + ρ̄z[n] ∈ C, (sensor 2, “decoder”)

(2)

depicted in Fig. 1, where x[n], z[n] iid∼ CN (0, 1) are statistically indepen-
dent, ρ ≜ |ρ|eȷθ is the correlation coefficient between x[n] and y∗[n+ d],
where |ρ| ∈ (0, 1] and θ ∈ [0, 2π), such that |ρ| is related to the signal-
to-noise ratios (SNRs) of (1), i.e., to1/σ2

1 and1/σ2
2 , and ρ̄ ≜

√
1− |ρ|2.

The (simple) proof is omitted due to space considerations, but it is easy
to see that, up to power (/variance) normalization of the observed signals,
the processes in both pairs r1[n], r2[n] and x[n], y[n] are each marginally
white CCN, and are also jointly complex normal with an identical cross-
correlation. Therefore, we will henceforth work with model (2), and ac-
cordingly, we define SNR ≜ |ρ|2

|ρ̄|2 as the SNR (with |ρ|2 = 1
1+SNR−1 ).1

In (2), one sensor (the “encoder”) observes the signal x[n] and needs
to produce a message m ∈ {0, 1}k×1 of length k ∈ N bits to be sent
to the other sensor (the “decoder”). The latter observes y[n], a noisy ver-
sion of (the ρ-scaled) x[n], delayed by d samples. We consider a Bayesian
setting in which d ∼ U(D) (i.e., uniformly distributed), and the goal
of sensor 2, which is assumed to be located at the central computing
unit, is to estimate d based on the observed signal y[n] and the received
message m, so as to minimize the risk E

î
ℓ(d̂, d)

ó
for a loss function

ℓ : D×D → R+, where the expectation is with respect to all sources of
randomness, i.e., x[n], z[n] andd. In this work, we focus on the error loss
ℓ(a, b) = 1a̸=b that yields the error probability risk. We are interested
in the trade-off between the number of bits k and the error probability.

3. A JOINT COMPRESSION-ESTIMATION SCHEME
Our proposed scheme—a natural extension of [26]—is as follows.

Extremum Encoding: The encoder observes a sequence of length
N = 2k ,2 namely XN ≜ {x[n]}N−1

n=0 , and sends as the message m (of
length k bits) the index of the maximum magnitude among all XN ,

j ≜ arg max
0≤n≤N−1

|x[n]|2 , (3)

where m ∈ {0, 1}k×1 is the binary representation of j.

1Observe that SNR
|ρ|→1−−−−→ ∞ and SNR

|ρ|→0−−−−→ 0, as desired.
2This assumption is for notational convenience, and can be relaxed toN ∈ N.

Maximum-Magnitude-Index-Based Estimation: The decoder,
which in particular observes {y[n]}N−1+dm

n=−dm
, upon receiving the mes-

sage m (equivalently, the index j), constructs

d̂MMIE ≜ argmax
ℓ∈D

|y[j+ ℓ]|2 , (4)

which we call the “maximum-magnitude-index”-based estimator (MMIE).
Differently from [26], this scheme is designed to a complex-valued ran-
dom signal, which generally leads to different statistical characteristics.
Still, the proposed scheme maintains its intuitive interpretation: the
encoder sends as the message the center of the decoder’s search interval,
whose size is the delay spread, |D|. Then, the chosen estimated time-
delay is the shift (in the opposite direction, c.f. (2)) relative to that center,
for which the magnitude of the noisy signal at the decoder is maximized.
3.1. A Cross Correlation-Based Interpretation of Our Scheme

The underlying logic of (4) is, satisfactorily, quite intuitive. To see
it more clearly, let us first consider the simple, commonly used cross-
correlation estimator (CCE) of d from x[n] and y[n], given by3

d̂CCE = argmax
ℓ∈D

1

N

∣∣∣∣∣
N−1∑
n=0

x[n]y∗[n+ ℓ]

∣∣∣∣∣

2

≜ argmax
ℓ∈D

|ρ̂CCE(ℓ)|2 .

(5)
Interestingly, it can be shown that the MMIE (4) is mimicking the CCE
(5), designed for a constraints-free communication setting, which is sim-
ply trying to identify the time-lag at which the cross-correlation between
x[n] and y[n] is maximized. To see this, consider first the following result.

Lemma 1 Consider model (2) with d ≡ 0, namely, {x[n]} and {y[n]}
are zero-mean unit-variance white (i.e., uncorrelated) CCN processes with
a complex-valued correlation coefficient ρ. With j as in (3), let

|ρ̂MMIE|2 ≜
|y[j]|2

E[|x[j]|2] . (6)

Then, |ρ̂MMIE|2 is an asymptotically unbiased estimator of |ρ|2 with

Var
Ä
|ρ̂MMIE|2

ä
= O

Ä
1

H(N)

ä
= O

(
1
k

)
, (7)

where H(N) ≜
∑N

n=1
1
n

= log(N) + γ + O( 1
N
) is the harmonic

series and γ ≈ 0.577 is the Euler–Mascheroni constant.

Proof Sketch: The proof is based on the fact that |x[n]|2 is exponen-
tially distributed with a parameter rate 1, which leads to the distribution

P
(
|x[j]|2 − log(N) < x

)
=
Ä
1− e−x

N

äN
−−−−→
N→∞

e−e−x

. Loosely

speaking, this means that |x[j]|2 is asymptotically approximately deter-
ministic relative to the noise {z[n]}. A (rather technical) analysis yields

E
î
|x[j]|2

ó
=H(N), Var

Ä
|x[j]|2

ä
=

N∑
n=1

1

n2
=

π2

6
(1 + o(1)), (8)

E
î
|y[j]|2

ó
= |ρ|2H(N)(1 + o(1)),Var

Ä
|y[j]|2

ä
=O (H(N)) (9)

⇒ E
î
|ρ̂MMIE|2

ó
= |ρ|2(1 + o(1)),Var

Ä
|ρ̂MMIE|2

ä
= O ( 1

H(N)

ä
.

(10)
■

An immediate consequence of Lemma 1 is that |ρ̂MMIE|2 converges in
mean-square to |ρ|2, and therefore also in probability.

3We emphasize that here, as well as later for the MMIE, we use |ρ̂CCE(ℓ)|2

rather than Ÿ�|ρCCE(ℓ)|2, an abuse of notation, for brevity. We underscore that this
is not the squared-absolute value of an estimator ρ̂CCE(ℓ). Rather, our one inten-
tion is for the estimator of the squared-absolute value of the correlation coefficient.



This leads us to the natural definition

|ρ̂MMIE(ℓ)|2 ≜
|y[j+ ℓ]|2

E [|x[j]|2] , ∀ℓ ∈ Z, (11)

which is, of course, an asymptotically unbiased, consistent estimator of
|ρ(ℓ)|2 ≜ |E [y[n]x[n− ℓ]|d]|2. This is due to the fact that for any
time shift ℓ, we are again at the same setting considered in Lemma 1, but
for a different value of the correlation coefficient. We emphasize that,
although (11) is strictly positive with probability 1, this also holds true
for the (possibly slightly counter-intuitive) case ρ = 0.

With (11), we can revisit (4), and since E[|x[j]|2] is independent of
the optimization index ℓ, we have,

d̂MMIE = argmax
ℓ∈D

|y[j+ ℓ]|2

E [|x[j]|2] = argmax
ℓ∈D

|ρ̂MMIE(ℓ)|2 . (12)

As easily seen, the MMIE (12) (for constrained communication) and the
CCE (5) (for constraints-free communication) are akin—both choose
the time-lags at which their respective estimated squared-magnitudes of
the cross-correlation are maximized as the estimated delays.

3.2. Algorithmic Complexity
It should not come as a surprise that our proposed, adapted encoding-
estimation scheme enjoys the same computational complexity as the orig-
inally proposed scheme [26] for the slightly more simple signal model.
However, and before we rigorously address the statistical performance
of the MMIE in Section 4 that follows, for completeness of the expo-
sition, we briefly explain here its merit in terms of its complexity. As a
benchmark, recall that forN = 2k samples, computing a standard cross-
correlation-based estimator at |D| = 2dm + 1 time-lags is O(dm2k).
For the MMIE (4), one simply needs to perform two searches for the max-
ima of two arrays of size 2k and |D| (encoder and decoder, respectively).
Consequently, the overall complexity of our scheme is O(2k + dm).
Thus, our proposed method, on top of being communication-efficient,
is more computationally economic.

4. STATISTICAL PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

While the intuition of (4) provided above is encouraging, it is still neces-
sary to provide an accompanying analysis for performance guarantees. It
turns out that due to the asymptotic concentration of |x[j]|2—an asymp-
totically Gumble [27] random variable (RV)—around its mean, the in-
tuition behind (4) discussed above can be rigorously verified. Concretely,
we have the following result, whose proof appears in Section 4.1.

Theorem 1 (Error probability upper and lower bounds) Consider
the error loss ℓ(a, b) = 1a̸=b, which yields the error probability risk
ϵ ≜ P

Ä
d̂MMIE ̸= d

ä
. Then, in the asymptotic regime k → ∞ and for any

|ρ| ∈ (0, 1],4 we have,

ϵ(k, ρ) (1 + o(1)) ≤ ϵ ≤ ϵ̄(k, ρ, dm) (1 + o(1)) , (13)

where, denotingE(SNR) ≜ SNR
2+SNR

= |ρ|2
2−|ρ|2 ,

ϵ̄(k, SNR, dm) ≜ 2dm(1+SNR)
2+SNR

· 2−k·E(SNR)(1−ε(k)), (14)

ϵ(k, SNR) ≜ 2−k·E(SNR)(1+ε(k)), (15)

where ε(k) = o(1) and the o(1) terms go to zero as k → ∞.

An immediate corollary of Theorem 1 is the following.
4The case ρ = 0 is less interesting, and rather trivial to analyze, since both

sensors observe (purely) statistically independent white CCN processes.

Corollary 1 (“Communication Consistency”) For the same setting of
Theorem1, theMMIE (4) is consistent in the communication sense, namely
with respect to the message size (number of transmitted bits), such that,

lim
k→∞

P
Ä
d̂MMIE ̸= d

ä
= 0. (16)

Moreover, dm need not be fixed, and it is only required that dm =

o
Ä
2k·E(SNR)

ä
. In other words, the delay spread can grow with the observa-

tion time, as long as it grows “sufficiently slow” with k. Additionally, we
note in passing that d̂MMIE is also consistent in the classical sense, with respect
to the encoder’s observation interval,N , i.e., P

Ä
d̂MMIE ̸= d

ä
N→∞−−−−→ 0.

Another corollary of Theorem 1, which establishes the asymptotic
error probability rate of decay of the MMIE, is the following.

Corollary 2 (Error exponent) In the setting of Theorem 1,

lim
k→∞

− 1

k
log2(ϵ) = E (SNR) =

SNR

2 + SNR
. (17)

Proof of Corollary 2 Sandwich − 1
k
log2(ϵ) with − 1

k
log2 (ϵ(k, ρ))

and− 1
k
log2(ϵ̄(k, ρ, dm)) from above and below, respectively, and take

the limit k → ∞ to obtain (17). ■
Interestingly, we observe that ρ = 1 (the “infinite SNR regime”) is

insufficient for ϵ to be zero. Indeed, one of the samples at the “edges” of
the time-interval that are observed by the decoder—but not by the en-
coder (due to the time-delay uncertainty)—can be greater than the one
observed by the encoder. Hence an error may occur, regardless of the
SNR, due to an “unlucky” realization of the time-delay d and j, the loca-
tion of the maximum within {1, . . . , N}.

4.1. Proof of Theorem 1

To establish the upper and lower bounds (14) and (15), respectively, we
shall use the following two lemmas.

Lemma 2 Let j ∈ {1, . . . , N} as defined in (3). Then,

p(τ) ≜ P
Ä
|x[j]|2 < log(N) + τ

ä
=
Ä
1− e−τ

N

äN
≤ e−e−τ

. (18)

In particular, let δ(k) ≜ log(log(N))) = log(k log(2)), with which

p(−δ(k)) ≤ 2−k, p(δ(k)) = 1− o(1). (19)

Lemma 3 Letv, z ∼ CN (0, 1)be independent, andu ≜ min(v, V ) v
|v| ,

for some V > 1√
2
. Then, for any a ∈ R+, (recall that |ρ|2 + ρ̄2 = 1)

P(|ρu+ ρ̄z| > a) ≥ P(|v| > a)− 2V e−V 2

. (20)

Proof of Lemma 2 Since x[n] ∼ CN (0, 1) is iid,

P
Ä
|x[j]|2 < log(N) + τ

ä (a1)
=
Ä
1− e−τ

N

äN (b1)
≤ e−e−τ

, (21)

where we have used in (a1) that |x[n]|2 is exponentially distributed with
a rate 1 and the independence of {x[n]}Nn=1; and in (b1) the inequality
(1− x)N ≤ e−Nx. An application of the above yields (19). ■

The proof of Lemma 3 is rather technical and straightforward, and
is therefore omitted due to space considerations. We note, however, that
when V increases, the magnitude-truncation of u becomes (exponen-
tially) negligible, so we expect the probabilities on both sides of (20) to
approximately coincide. Indeed, this happens (exactly) when V → ∞.



We now prove Theorem 1. For the upper bound, let v ∼ CN (0, 1)
and denote the index ℓ ̸= d, with which we have,

P
Ä
d̂ ̸= d | x[j], d

ä
(22)

(a2)
≤ 2dmP(|y[j+ ℓ]| > |y[j+ d]| | x[j], d) (23)
(b2)
≤ 2dm E [P(|v| > |y[j+ d]| | x[j], d, z[j+ d])| x[j], d] (24)

(c2)
= E

[
e−|y[j+d]|2

∣∣∣ x[j], d
]

(d2)
= E

ï
e
− ρ̄2

2
|
√
2 ρ
ρ̄
x[j]+z[j+d]|2

∣∣∣∣ x[j]
ò

(25)

(e2)
= 2dm

2−|ρ|2 e
−|x[j]|2 |ρ|2

2−|ρ|2 , (26)

where we have used in (a2) the union bound; in (b2) the law of total
expectation (LTE) and we have replaced x[j+ℓ−d]with a standard CCN
RV (and in particular, whose magnitude is not bounded, thus increasing
the integration domain); in (c2) the fact that |v| is Rayleigh distributed
with a scale parameter 1

2
; in (d2) the fact that z[j + d] is independent

of d (since it is a white CCN noise); and in (e2) the moment generating
function of a noncentral chi-square RV with two degrees of freedom and
a noncentrality parameter 2 |ρ|2

ρ̄2
|x[j]|2 = 2SNR|x[j]|2.

Now, simply apply the LTE with Lemma 2 to have,

P
Ä
d̂ ̸= d

ä
= E

î
P
Ä
d̂ ̸= d | x[j], d

äó
(27)

≤ p(−δ(k)) + 2dm
2−|ρ|2 e

− log(N)(1−ε(k))
|ρ|2

2−|ρ|2 (28)

= 2dm
2−|ρ|2 2

−k
|ρ|2

2−|ρ|2
(1−ε(k))

(1 + o(1)), (29)

where we have used (19) in (29), thus establishing the upper bound (14).
As for the lower bound (15), it is easy to see that, for any ℓ ∈ D\{d},

P
Ä
d̂ ̸= d | x[j], d

ä
(30)

(a3)
≥ E [P(|y[j+ ℓ]| > |y[j+ d]| | x[j], d, z[j+ d])| x[j], d] , (31)
(b3)
≥ E [P(|v| > |y[j+ d]| | x[j], d, z[j+ d])| x[j], d]− 2|x[j]|e−|x[j]|2 ,

(32)

(c3)
= 1

2−|ρ|2 e
−|x[j]|2 |ρ|2

2−|ρ|2 − 2|x[j]|e−|x[j]|2 (33)

where we have used in (a3) the LTE and taking only one event from the
union of (statistically equivalent) 2dm events; in (b3) Lemma 3; and in
(c3) the same chain of equalities as in (25)–(26). Now, we again use the
LTE with Lemma 2 to obtain,

P
Ä
d̂ ̸= d

ä
(34)

≥ 1
2−|ρ|2 E

ñ
e
−|x[j]|2 |ρ|2

2−|ρ|2

ô
− 2E

[
|x[j]|e−|x[j]|2

]
(35)

≥ 1
2−|ρ|2 2

−k
|ρ|2

2−|ρ|2
(1+ε(k))

p(δ(k))−
√
2e−

1
2 p(−δ(k)), (36)

= 1
2−|ρ|2 2

−k
|ρ|2

2−|ρ|2
(1+ε(k))

(1 + o(1)), (37)

where we have used 2|t|e−t2 ≤
√
2e−

1
2 for any t ∈ R in (36), thus

establishing (15). Finally, we the use the relation |ρ|2 = 1
1+SNR−1 to have

|ρ|2
2−|ρ|2 = SNR

2+SNR
, which completes the proof of the theorem. ■

(a) (b)
Fig. 2: Error probability vs. (a) the message size forSNR = 20dB; and (b)

the SNR for k = 15 bits. The black dashed line in (a) is ĉ · 2−k
|ρ|2

2−|ρ|2 ,
where ĉ is the best least-squares-fitted constant for the MMIE’s curve.
The green dashed line in (b) is the minimum of (14) and 1.

5. SIMULATION RESULTS
We now present results of a simulation experiment that corroborates
our analysis and demonstrates that our method outperforms: (i) a rate-
distortion (RD) signal compression benchmark and; (ii) the ubiquitous
1-bit per sample scalar quantization approach (e.g., [28–30]).

We generate the signal according to model (2) with dm = 150 fixed,
and compute (i) the MMIE (4); (ii) the CCE (5) with x[n] replaced by
x̂RD[n],5 a RD-optimally compressed version thereof, with the squared
error (x− x̂)2 as the distortion measure, in the sense that an optimal RD
compression is applied to the real and imaginary parts individually; and
(iii) the CCE (5) when x[n] is replaced by x̂1-bit[n] ≜ sign (ℜ{x[n]}) +
ȷ sign (ℑ{x[n]}). Figure 2a, which shows P(ϵ) vs. k for SNR = 20dB,
reflects a good empirical fit to our result (17), and further demonstrates
how our method outperforms any compression scheme that opts to com-
press a subsequence of x[n] in the MSE sense while ignoring the existence
of y[n], and in particular 1-bit per sample scalar quantization. In Fig. 2b,
we show the error probability vs. the SNR, when the message sizek = 15
bits is fixed. The upper bound is still informative at moderate SNR levels.

We therefore see that the proposed extremum-encoding compres-
sion technique, with our adapted time-delay estimator, can be useful
and attractive for the Gaussian complex-valued signal model, which
more naturally lends itself to a baseband signal model than the one con-
sidered in [26], and therefore to other domains (e.g., the RF domain).

6. CONCLUDING REMARKS
We extended our recently proposed joint compression-TDE scheme for
distributed systems with communication constraints to the important
complex-valued case. We analyze its asymptotic performance, and specif-
ically derive its exact error exponent. Our scheme is intuitive, simple to
implement, and is universal in the sense that it is agnostic to the noise
level, hence it does not require prior knowledge of the SNR.

Current research efforts are focused on a refined, non-asymptotic
analysis (for this and other regimes of operation) and additional exten-
sions, e.g., including a Doppler effect for joint time-delay and frequency-
difference of arrival estimation. Ultimately, our proposed scheme sug-
gests that there is a considerable potential for improving communication
efficiency in the context of this ubiquitous task, and beyond.

5Since x[n] iid∼ CN (0, 1), its real and imaginary parts are statistically indepen-
dent white Gaussian processes (WGP). Hence, we compute the resulting optimal
distortion by allocating k

2
bits to the real and imaginary parts, which are indepen-

dent WGP, and create their noisy versions accordingly [31, Ch. 10.3.2].
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