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Abstract

Savitzky-Golay (SG) smoothers are noise suppressing filters operating on the principle of project-
ing noisy input onto the subspace of polynomials. A poorly selected polynomial order results
in over- or under-smoothing which shows as either bias or excessive noise at the output. In
this study, we apply the N-fold cross-validation technique (also known as leave-one-out cross-
validation) for model order selection and show that the inherent analytical structure of the SG
filtering problem, mainly its minimum norm formulation, enables an efficient and effective order
selection solution. More specifically, a novel connection between the total prediction error and
SG-projection spaces is developed to reduce the implementation complexity of cross-validation
method. The suggested solution compares favorably with the state-of-the-art Bayesian Informa-
tion Criterion (BIC) rule in non-asymptotic signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) and sample size regimes.
MATLAB codes reproducing the numerical results are provided.

Keywords: Savitzky-Golay filtering, Smoothing, Linear Regression, Polynomial fit, Model

order selection, Cross-validation.

1. Introduction

Savitzky-Golay (SG) filters are used for smoothing noisy input while preserving local poly-
nomial characteristics such as linear, quadratic or higher order variations [1-3]. SG filters are
low-pass filters; however, unlike conventional filters, their spectral properties, such as cut-off
frequency, pass-band ripple, side-lobe levels [4], are secondary to the time-domain properties.

SG filters operate on the principle of i) projecting input onto a subspace of polynomials
in the least squares sense, ii) mapping the projection result to a scalar output by evaluating

the projection result (smoothing or interpolation application [1]) or its derivative (differentiator
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application [3]) at a point, as discussed in [2, Sec. 8.3.5] and [3]. It is possible to express the
cascade of these two operations as a finite impulse response (FIR), linear time-invariant (LTT)
filter [3]. In many applications, the local characteristics of the signal are expected to be a
polynomial function particularly in the instrumentation and measurement area [5, 6].
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Figure 1: An SG-smoothing example. The samples (circles) are off the piecewise-defined function due to noise.
The numerical values above or below of each sample are the selected polynomial order with the cross-validation

technique.

Figure 1 illustrates a smooth, piecewise-defined polynomial function that is discretized with
a sampling period of T' = 0.5 sec. The samples shown deviate from the function due to sampling
noise. This function can be considered to represent the position of an object, say a satellite being
tracked, which is at the origin at ¢ = 0 with an initial velocity of 1 m/sec. The object maintains
this velocity in the time interval of t € (0,6). Over ¢t € (6,14), the object decelerates at a rate of
—0.125m /sec? and comes to a stop at 10 meters from its initial position. The signal processing
goal in relation to this kinematic experiment is the estimation of velocity, acceleration and other
motion parameters from noisy position measurements in Figure 1. The numerical values above
or below each time sample show the best polynomial order fitted to that particular data point

via the suggested N-fold cross validation method. Here, the maximum possible polynomial order



is chosen as 3. We observe that for t € (0,6), the best fit is the 1st degree except at one sample.
In the 2nd segment with de-acceleration, the chosen order changes according to the effect of
noise on local curvature; but it generally corresponds well to a 2nd degree trend. In the final
segment of (14,20), the order is correctly predicted in the majority of samples.

SG filters have only two design parameters, the processing window length and the maximum
polynomial degree. The processing window length, which is also the filter impulse response
length, should be selected as long as possible to admit a reliable estimation of the assumed
polynomial variation. In Figure 1, the processing window length is 5 samples, two neighboring
samples on the immediate left and right of each target sample. In general, the choice of processing
window length depends on the signal characteristics in relation with the signal bandwidth [7-9].

Here we focus on selecting the best polynomial order at a fixed window length, that is the
goal is to select the best polynomial order for each segment/sample of the data, as in Figure 1.
The key theoretical contribution is the development of an expression between the total prediction
error, which is the cross-validation metric, and the projection spaces of SG-smoothing filters.
This key relation not only explains the observed success of CV in this application and also

reduces its implementation complexity significantly.

2. Background
SG-smoothing Filters: SG-smoothing filters can be designed as the solution of a minimum
Euclidean norm problem [3]. As a concrete example, the SG smoother of length 5 for the 2nd

degree polynomials can be formulated as the minimum norm solution of
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If we denote the equation system in (1) as Ah = b, the minimum Euclidean norm solution
becomes hyy = AT(AAT)~'b. Here hyy is the impulse response of an FIR filter of length 5,
called SG-smoother, that projects the input onto the 3 dimensional sub-space spanned by the 2nd
degree polynomials. In this case, the convolution operation ¥y, = 222_2 Ty _rhi produces the

smoothed output for the central sample z[n] in the processing window of {z,,—2, Tp,—1, Tpn, Tnt1, Tni2}-



The rows of the A matrix in (1) are samples of the Oth, 1st and 2nd order polynomials
in [1,5] with the unit sampling period. Observe that the 3 constraint equations in (1) enforce
the mapping of constant (fo(t) = 1), linear (fi(t) = t) and quadratic (f2(t) = t?) function
samples in ¢ € [1,5] to the value of the central sample of the function at ¢ = 3. By linearity,
an arbitrary 2nd degree polynomial g(t) = a1 f1(t) + asfa(t) + asf3(t) is mapped to g(3) with
the same transformation. Observe that any vector h vector satisfying the equation system in
(1) establishes this mapping. What is unique about the minimum norm solution hyy is that it
is the only solution in the range space of AT (i.e., row-space of A matrix). Since the row space
of A is the sub-space of 2nd degree polynomials, this implies that the vector hyy is orthogonal
to all 3rd or higher degree polynomials; thus, performing the projection step in the two-step SG

filtering procedure described in Section 1 [2, Sec. 8.3.5].

Table 1: 5-fold cross-validation example with z, = n? — 3.

case # | x_o x_1 T T1 T9

L |7 4 -3 25

4
2 |25 7 3 4 2
4

3) |2 4 7 25

(4 |25 4 -3 7 2

G) |25 4 -3 4 7

Cross-Validation: Cross-validation partitions the data into two sets, namely a training
and a validation set. The goal is to select the hyperparameters of a model such as the number
of clusters for the k-means algorithm or the polynomial degree for SG-smoothers, by comparing
the prediction performance of different models trained (or optimized) on the training set and
evaluated on the validation set [10, Ch.13].

Continuing with the running example, let us assume that the samples in the processing
window of 5 samples are x_o = x9 = 25, z_1 = 21 = 4 and zg = —3, which corresponds to
r, = Tn? — 3 sequence. For N-fold cross-validation, the data of length N (5 samples for this
case) is partitioned N times by setting aside a single sample as the validation set and using the
remaining N — 1 samples as the training set. The goal is to predict the validation sample by
constructing a model from the training data. Table 1 shows five cases for the partitioning of x,,

with 5-fold cross-validation. The samples with the question mark indicate the validation data



to be predicted.

Considering the 0th order model and casef®, we predict x_o by fitting a Oth order model
to {x_1,x0,x1,z2}. In this case, the prediction is #_o = 15/2 and is formed by the arithmetic
average of the training data. Since x_o = 25, the prediction error is 25 — 15/2 = 35/2. The
prediction errors for all cases are computed similarly and the total squared prediction error, i.e.,
the sum of squared prediction errors for all cases, is recorded. This process is repeated for the
1st, 2nd and higher order models and the total squared prediction error for each model is noted.
Once the process finalizes, the model with the smallest total squared prediction error is selected.

The cross-validation procedure does not require any additional parameters such as noise
variance, signal power, etc. However, the process is highly repetitive and can be computationally
intensive especially for time-series type data where a new model order is selected for each data
point, as in Figure 1.

SG-Prediction Filter: SG-prediction filters are needed to implement the cross-validation
procedure. For illustration purposes, we focus on the SG-prediction with 2nd degree polynomials
for casef® in Table 1. The SG-predictor filter for this setting is the minimum norm solution

of the following equation:
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If we compare the equations for the prediction and smoothing operations, we see that the first
column of the matrix A in the smoothing operation given in (1) is missing on the left-hand side
of (2); however, the same column appears on the right side of (2). It is worth noting that the
constraint equations in (2) map the samples of x(t) = t* collected at integer valued points in
[2,5] to the value of (1), which is the error-free prediction output.

The minimum norm solution of (2) is hi/%? = %[9, —3, —5, 3]T and the corresponding
prediction for Case—@ IS T_o = (hi/IN V' x [x_1, x0, 21, 2] = 25, which is identical to z_5
value. This result is expected, since z, satisfies a quadratic relation (z,, = 7n? — 3) in this

example.



3. SG Model Order Selection with N-fold Cross-Validation

We consider the design of an SG-smoothing filter with a processing window of length N (also
the filter impulse response length) projecting the input onto the P + 1 dimensional subspace of

Pth degree polynomials. The constraint equations for the SG-smoother are:

1. 1 Lo 1 1 1
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The equation system in (3) has the vector cj on its right side. Here cj also refers to the kth
column of the matrix A. The index k indicates that the filter is constructed to smooth the kth
sample in the processing window. The minimum norm solution of (3), which yields the SG-
smoother, is simply h; = AT(AAT)_lck. To smooth all N samples in the processing window,
from k =1 to k = N, we can construct H® = [h hj ... h}] = AT(AAT)"'A and the output
of the smoother is then (H*)Tx. Here x = [z 22 ... 2n]” is the input data in the processing
window.

SG-prediction filter for the prediction of the kth sample in the processing window can be

similarly expressed as the minimum norm solution of the following system:
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The equation systems in (3) and (4) are nearly identical, differing only in the kth columns of
the matrices A and A,. The matrix A, in (4) has an all zeros vector in its kth column, in
contrast to matrix A in (3). Note that the kth entry of the minimum norm solution to the
equation system in (4) is identically 0, that is [h}]; = 0. Hence, the kth column of Ay in (4)
can be discarded and hf can be shortened without any harm. When this column is removed,
we retrieve the special case of the SG-prediction filter in (2) for k = 1,N = 5, P = 2. In the

following, we utilize the redundant A, matrix with an all zeros column in the SG-predictor



constraint equations to establish a connection with matrix A in (3). Later, we capitalize on this
connection to simply the cross-validation calculations.

Prediction Error Calculation: The prediction error for the kth sample in processing
window is defined as €] £ zj, — 2} where 27 = (h})Tx is the predicted value. The prediction
error can also be expressed as ef = (e} — (h})T)x where e, = [00 ... 1 ... 0] is the kth
canonical basis vector in N-dimensional space, with all zero entries except a 1 at the kth entry.

We note that the constraint equations for smoothing and prediction operations are linked
with A, = A — cpel; since A, in (4) differs from A in (3) only in the kth column. If we
substitute this equality in the expression for the minimum norm solution h? = A;;F(ApAg)_lck,
we get
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In line-(a), the argument of matrix inverse operation is expanded and simplified by using c; =
Aey. In line-(b), the matrix inversion lemma (Woodbury formula) is utilized [10, Appendix A].
In line-(c), the product is expanded and the result is observed to be a linear combination of two
vectors, namely hf = AT(AAT) ¢, (SG-smoother for the kth sample) and the canonical basis

vector e. For some more simplifications, we note that
cL(AAT)lc, = el AT(AAT) T Ae; = €] P yrep = [Pz ). (6)

Here P, = AT(AAT)7'A is the projection matrix to the range space of AT (or to the row
space of A) and [P 4r]ki is the kth row and kth column entry of this matrix. Given these, we
can rewrite hf in (5) as follows:
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After (7), the prediction error ) = x;, — 2} = (ey — hY)”x simplifies to
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where 7, = 1/(1 — [Par)kk), 25 = (hi)Tx is the SG-smoother output and € = z), — &3 is the
residual error after smoothing. The residual error vector for all samples can then be written
as € = [ef €5 ... 3|7 = (I — Pyr)x = Pyx where P4, = I — Pyr is the complementary
projection matrix, that is the projector to the null space of A.

From the results obtained, the total squared prediction error, 7Y, can be written as

N N
TP =) ()P =D i) 9)
k=1 k=1
where v, = 1/[PjT]kk and € = [¢f €5 ... )T = Pij.

Cross-validation Procedure: Let P« < N —2 denote the maximum polynomial order to
be tested for SG-filtering. The procedure starts with the Oth order. For this order, the A matrix
is 1 x N dimensional and the residual error vector €® = Pij is formed by projecting the input
x onto the N — 1 dimensional null space of this particular A matrix. The weight v, = 1/ [PjT]kk
in (9) is calculated as the reciprocal of the kth diagonal entry of the matrix PjT. Note that,
we have 1/v; = [Pyrlie = e Pyrer = [[Pyrex|]® < |[Pyrer]|* + |[Pares|* = [lex|]* = 1;
that is v, > 1, since projection onto a sub-space is a contractive operator reducing the norm of
the input. The total squared prediction error 77 for the Oth order is calculated from (9). The
process is then repeated for higher orders up to the maximum order Py,,x. Once T7 is calculated
for all orders, the procedure returns the order with the minimum 77 value as the selected order.

Bias-variance trade-off: The total squared prediction error 7Y in (9) depends on € =
P,x and 1/v; = |[P4re;/|?. As the candidate polynomial order P is gradually increased, the
number of rows in the matrix A in (4) increases and this reduces the dimension of its null space
(nullity). Since P4 is the projector onto the null space of A, both ||€[[? and 1/~ decrease as
the model order increases. Hence, the factor 7 in 7¢ increases monotonically with the model
order, while the other factor, the squared residual error decreases monotonically in norm. This
results in a trade-off that effectively acts as a penalty function, enabling model order selection.
The trade-off is illustrated with a numerical experiment in the next section.

Computational Complexity: The conventional N-fold CV implementation requires O(N°)
operations. The efficient algorithm in Table 2, based on GS orthogonalization via Householder
QR, reduces the complexity to O(N?3), or to O(N?) when the GS step is precomputed. Pre-

computing the GS step requires storing an N x (N — 1) matrix. In our tests, the precomputed

version yielded 36-fold and 400-fold speedups for N = 10 and N = 20, respectively (27-fold and



310-fold when GS-step is computed on the fly). These values are implementation and hardware
dependent, but they indicate the substantial efficiency gain of the proposed method. Further
details are available in the appendices of the extended version in [11] along with MATLAB codes.

4. Numerical Results

We compare the proposed method with the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC), which
is the state-of-the-art model order selection rule for the polynomial fitting problem [12]. BIC
approximates the model likelihood by treating the model parameters as random variables and
applies either high SNR or large sample size asymptotic theory to develop practical model order
estimators [13]. In our performance comparisons, we include both large sample size variant

BICy;, and the low noise variance (high SNR) variant BICgng, as given in [12]:

BICn(P) (P+1)?In(N)+ Nln <M>

N
e[

BICsnr(P) = N1n< ) + max(0, —(P 4 2)In (”“;”2)

Here P denotes the polynomial order, NV is the processing window length, and €* = Pi;Tx is the
residual error vector after smoothing, as described in Section 3.

In the experiment conducted, the samples y[n]| are noisy observations of the cubic function
x(t) = 0.01#£3 + 1. The function is sampled with the sampling period of T, = 1, i.e., z[n] =

x(nTs) and the observations y[n] are collected under white Gaussian observation noise w[n],

2

ie., y[n] = z[n] + win]. The noise w[n| is zero mean with variance ;. We assume that
y[n] samples are obtained over the interval [—N/2, N/2 — 1] for even N and over the interval
[-(N —1)/2,(N —1)/2] for odd N. The candidate model orders include all polynomial degrees
from 0 to N — 2.

Figure 2 shows the probability of correctly detecting model order for a fixed noise variance
of 1 as the processing window size N increases. We observe that cross-validation (CV) method
outperforms both BICx and BICgng for intermediate values of N. For asymptotically large N
values, BICy outperforms all others as expected; since it is designed to be a consistent model
estimator in the large sample size regime [12, 14]. Therefore, performance superiority over BICy
is not expected at high sample sizes. Figure 3 shows the same comparison when the sample size

N is fixed at 6 samples, while the noise variance is gradually reduced from 107! to 10710, As

expected, BICgngr outperforms the other methods at sufficiently low noise variance levels due to
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Figure 2: Probability of correct model order detection at fixed noise variance as the sample size (processing window
length) N increases. The suggested method outperforms the asymptotically optimal BICy at intermediate, that

is non-asymptotic, values of .

its asymptotic optimality in the high-SNR regime. We observe that the proposed cross-validation
based order detector outperforms both BICy and BICsygr at moderate sample sizes and noise
variance levels, a significant result for the applications limited to non-asymptotic regimes.
Figure 4 illustrates the bias-variance tradeoff. Here, the results for a single Monte-Carlo
run with the data length of N = 16 are shown. We observe that training error gets smaller
with the smoothing polynomial order; while the associated weight for higher orders increases.
The trade-off between two enables the selection of medium ordered polynomials, which is a 5th

degree polynomial in this case.

5. Summary and Conclusions

A simple model order (polynomial order) selection procedure with N-fold cross-validation is
derived for SG filtering. The expression is based on the minimum norm formulation of SG filters
and can be computed efficiently. An order-recursive implementation of the proposed technique,

utilizing Gram-Schmidt orthogonalization, is given in Table 2. A ready-to-use implementation
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Figure 3: Probability of correct model order detection at a fixed sample size of N = 6 as the noise variance
decreases. The suggested method outperforms the asymptotically optimal BICsngr at intermediate, that is non-

asymptotic, SNR values.

is also given in an online code repository [11]. The absence of tuning parameters and the strong
performance in the non-asymptotic regimes makes the proposed method attractive.

From technical viewpoint, the performance of BIC-based order estimators is known to de-
grade when either N (sample size) or signal-to-noise-ratio (SNR) is not sufficiently high. This
limitation arises from the asymptotic approximations used in model likelihood calculations. The
numerical results demonstrate that in regimes where BIC-based estimators falter, namely mod-
erate N or moderate SNR, the proposed cross-validation technique can be adopted for improved
performance. Although cross-validation is often regarded as an empirical method with loose
theoretical grounding, it is interesting to note that its application to the SG filtering problem
forms a rare case in which the method admits a theoretically justifiable trade-off explanation
for its good empirical performance.

For future work, the robustness of CV method, say to impulsive noise (see [11] for initial

findings); the case of irregularly sampled and the extensions to other SG-filters can be studied.
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Appendix A. Additional Notes on Efficient Implementation and its Complexity

The Gram-Schmidt (GS) orthogonalization procedure is known to be numerically unstable.
We use its Householder QR decomposition implementation which is a stable and widely pre-
ferred implementation adopted by many numerical packages. For example, the qr.m function in
MATLAB uses LAPACK (a free and open-source numerical library).

On Pivoting: In our application, we use QR decomposition without pivoting, since the
columns of AT in (3) must remain in increasing polynomial order. This ordering ensures that
the associated projection spaces are nested; that is, the projection space, say, for the third order
polynomials contains the space for the second order polynomials.

Table A.3 presents computation time comparisons for different implementations of the pro-
posed method. The efficient implementation in Table 2 has two variations, one with GS orthog-
onalization step and one without, in relation to the if-statement in step 1 of Table 2. To assess
the efficiency of the suggested implementation, we executed the same code on two different en-
vironments (a standard PC with i7 CPU and a high-performance cloud server) and recorded the
runtimes. All runtimes in Table A.3 are given in milliseconds.

The improvement factors, given in brackets, show the ratio of the runtimes for the conven-
tional and efficient implementation. In both environments, we observe a substantial improvement
in computational efficiency with the proposed efficient implementation. As a cautionary note,
the exact improvement factor depends strongly on the software, hardware and operating system
used. Table A.3 is intended to assist practitioners by providing a realistic expectation of the
performance improvement. (In the main text, we report the smaller of the two observed im-
provement factors to remain conservative.) The computational time comparisons in Table A.3
can be repeated by running the code in the CodeOcean capsule [11] or in any other environment.

On Storage Requirements: The efficient implementation without the GS-step requires
additional storage for an N x (P + 1) dimensional matrix which corresponds to the Q matrix

obtained from the QR decomposition of AT matrix. Here, P is the maximum polynomial order

14



Table A.3: Computation time comparisons for the proposed method: Efficient implementation proposed in Table 2

vs. conventional implementation

on codeocean cloud server under Linux, Matlab 2023b

Proposed Proposed
Conventional without GS with GS
(msec) Step Step
(msec) (msec)
=5 | 0.069389 0.007356 (~9 folds) 0.011481 (~6 folds)
N=10 | 0.44692 0.00703 (~63 folds) 0.012455 (~35 folds)
N=15 | 4.9698 0.007184 (~691 folds) | 0.015694 (~316 folds)
N=20 | 15.72 0.008934 (~1759 folds) | 0.020421 (~769 folds)
on i7 PC under Windows OS, Matlab 2015b
Proposed Proposed
Conventional without GS with GS
(msec) Step Step
(msec) (msec)
N=5 | 0.24389 0.019663 (~12 folds) 0.027268 (~8 folds)
N=10 | 1.0216 0.027939 (~36 folds) 0.036634 (~27 folds)
N=15 | 7.3221 0.040924 (~178 folds) | 0.047323 (~154 folds)
N=20 | 22.081 0.055324 (~400 folds) | 0.071133 (~310 folds)
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to be tested. We have P < N — 2, since (N — 2)’th degree polynomials have N — 1 degrees
of freedom and we use N — 1 samples to predict the remaining single sample in the validation
set. Therefore, the storage requirement of the efficient scheme, when using a pre-computed Q
matrix, is at most an N x (N — 1) dimensional matrix in the worst case.

Beyond N-fold CV operation: This study examines the CV setting in which only one
sample is placed in the validation set and the remaining N — 1 samples are used to predict that
sample. Naturally, this framework can be extended to the cases with multiple samples in the
validation set.

If k¥ samples are placed in the validation set; then the remaining N — k samples are used
for their prediction and the total number of possible validation/training set partitions is (]IZ )
Therefore, extending from k = 1 to k = 2 requires repeating the prediction operation (]g ) =
N(N —1)/2 times, instead of N times, highlighting the necessity of an efficient implementation.

An efficient implementation for the general scheme can be given by updating the A matrix
in (4) by introducing k columns with all zeros instead of a single column. With this modification
to A, the matrix inversion lemma can be applied k times (instead of once) to obtain an efficient
implementation, generalizing the approach proposed in this work.

However, for our SG-smoothing application considered here, the N-fold CV procedure which
uses the maximum number of samples in the training set while incurring the least computational
overhead, appears to be the natural choice for model order detection. Therefore, this extension
may be viewed primarily as an academic generalization for completeness, with limited practical

engineering relevance.

Appendix B. On Algorithm Robustness

We present preliminary findings on the robustness of the proposed model order selection
algorithm. The numerical experiment is identical to the one described in Section 4.

As in Section 4, the samples y[n] are noisy observations of the cubic function x(¢) = 0.01¢3+1.
The function is sampled with a sampling period of Ty = 1, ie., z[n] = x(nTs) and noisy
observations y[n| are then obtained. The noise is independent and identically distributed; but,
different from the experiment in Section 4, the noise W is modeled as a mixture of two zero

mean Gaussian random variables with variances o2, and o?:
fw(w) = (1= p;) x N(w;0,0%,) + p;i x N(w;0,07).
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Simulation Parameters: o2 = 1; 0> = 10; P, = 0.1; N = 16
8 T T T T T

7 . ®
4t /an —Xx(t) i

/ x[n]
Y * y[n]=x[n]+noise 8

O samples with impulsive noise

_8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
-8 -6 -4 -2 0 2 4 6 8

Figure B.5: A 3rd order polynomial, its noiseless/noisy samples. To test algorithm robustness, noise is selected as
a mixture of two Gaussian distributions. One of mixture components represents the nominal noise with variance
o2, and the other one represents impulsive noise with much higher variance ¢2. The impulsive noise can occur

independently with probability p; at every sample.

Here N (w; i, 0?) denotes to the Gaussian distribution with mean ; and variance o2, We assume
a latent Bernoulli random variable B; € {0,1} with P(B; = 1) = p;. The random variable is
independent of all other random variables and serves as an indicator variable for impulsive
noise. That is, when B; = 1 (impulsive noise) and B; = 0 (nominal noise), the random variable
W has the density of fyp,—1(w|B; = 1) = N(w;0,0?) (impulsive noise distribution) and
JwiBi=o(w|B; = 0) = N(w;0,0;) (nominal noise distribution), respectively. We assume that
UZ-Q > 012”.

Figure B.5 shows x(t), its samples z[n] and the noisy samples y[n] corrupted by the mixture
noise. The samples y[n] marked with red circles indicate those contaminated by impulsive noise.
In this figure, the impulsive noise has 10 times higher variance than nominal noise variance
02 = 1. The probability of an impulsive noise occurrence is p; = 0.1.

Figure B.6 shows the probability of correct model order detection as the window size N
increases, for different p; values. As expected, BICgnr performs poorly because the sample SNR

is fixed across all three simulations shown in Figure B.6. BICy performs well in the asymptotic
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regime of large N; however, as the model mismatch increases (the impulsive noise probability
increases), the threshold value of N required to achieve good performance also increases. In
contrast, the proposed method has nearly identical performance across all cases in Figure B.6.

Our initial explanation for the observed robustness of the CV method is that samples con-
taminated by impulsive noise can not be predicted reliably unless the model order is extremely
high. Hence, for medium values of N (data window size), samples affected by impulsive noise
suffer from large prediction errors regardless of the value of N. In N-fold CV procedure, some
samples are well predicted (samples contaminated by nominal noise); while others are poorly
predicted (samples contaminated by impulsive noise). As N increases, the well-predicted sam-
ples become even more accurately predicted, whereas the impulsive noise samples remain poorly
predicted. This leads to the observed robustness or insensitivity of the CV method to impulsive
noise.

Figure B.7 examines the effect of impulsive noise power and occurrence frequency at a fixed
window length of N = 16. The impulsive noise variance power is set to either 10 or 100 (i.e.,
o2 € {10,100}) to represent weak and strong impulsive noise conditions. The impulsive noise
occurrence probability is set to either 0.01 or 0.1 to reflect infrequent and frequent impulsive
noise scenarios, respectively.

From Figure B.7, we observe that the proposed method offers much better robustness than
the other methods considered. The BICy estimator, which is known to exhibit a threshold effect
(see Figure B.6), performs poorly in all cases, as N = 16 is below its reliable operation threshold.
The BICgng estimator also performs poorly. It produces an almost uniform distribution of
detected model orders under infrequent impulsive noise (cases (a) and (b)) and it tends to select
higher than true model order under frequent impulsive noise (cases (c) and (d)) as reflected by
the skew of the distribution towards right.

We present these initial robustness findings to assist and encourage further research on this

topic.
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Figure B.6: Probability of correct model order detection vs. the window size (V) at different impulsive noise

occurrence probability values (p;).
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Simulation Parameters: a:’ =1; o= 10; Pi =0.01;N=16
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Simulation Parameters: zr:l =1; aiz =100; Pi =0.01;N=16
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(b) strong & infrequent impulsive noise

Simulation Parameters: a:’ =1; L7'i2 =100; Pi =0.1;N=16
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Figure B.7: Distribution of detected orders by proposed and other methods for weak/strong impulsive noise power

(07 € {10,100}) and two different probability values for impulsive noise occurrence (p; € {0.01,0.1}).
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