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ABSTRACT

One major goal in fast radio burst science is to detect fast radio bursts (FRBs) over a wide field of

view without sacrificing the angular resolution required to pinpoint them to their host galaxies. Wide-

field detection and localization capabilities have already been demonstrated using connected-element

interferometry; the CHIME/FRB Outriggers project will push this further using widefield cylindrical

telescopes as widefield outriggers for very long baseline interferometry (VLBI). This paper describes

an offline VLBI software correlator written in Python for the CHIME/FRB Outriggers project. It

includes features well-suited to modern widefield instruments like multibeaming/multiple phase center

correlation, pulse gating including coherent dedispersion, and a novel correlation algorithm based on

the quadratic estimator formalism. This algorithm mitigates sensitivity loss which arises in instru-

ments where the windowing and channelization is done outside the VLBI correlator at each station,

which accounts for a 30 percent sensitivity drop away from the phase center. Our correlation algorithm

recovers this sensitivity on both simulated and real data. As an end to end check of our software, we

have written a preliminary pipeline for VLBI calibration and single-pulse localization, which we use in

Lanman et al. (2024) to verify the astrometric accuracy of the CHIME/FRB Outriggers array.
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1. INTRODUCTION - VLBI AND FAST RADIO

BURSTS

Very long baseline interferometry (VLBI) is a tech-

nique used to resolve spatial structures with the highest

angular resolutions possible in astronomy. It relies on

the phase-coherent recording of incident electric fields

at widely-separated telescope stations, as well as stable

timing precision at each telescope site. Since the 1960s,

VLBI at ever-higher observing frequencies has pushed

the angular resolution frontier to the microarcsecond

level(Kellermann & Cohen 1988). This has recently de-

livering the world’s first direct images of the environ-

ment around the supermassive black hole M87, enabling

unique tests of general relativity and characterization of

active galactic nuclei (Event Horizon Telescope Collab-

oration et al. 2019).

A fundamental component in VLBI data analysis is

the VLBI correlator, which reduces the raw voltage data

into visibilities, from which spatial information can be

gleaned. Correlator implementations have changed dra-

matically over the years since the early days of cor-

relators running on custom-built computing hardware;

modern FX correlators such as DiFX run as paralleliz-

able, modular software on generic computer clusters and

place a strong emphasis on flexibility. This enabled ad-

ditional observational capabilities, including VLBI on

transients, to be added flexibly to respond to observa-

tional demands. For example, DiFX supports VLBI on

fast transient sources via features such as pulsar gating

and dedispersion (Deller et al. 2007). These complex ca-

pabilities would have been difficult to add into custom-

built hardware correlators after their initial design and

construction.

An exciting frontier in radio interferometry is using

VLBI to pinpoint, or localize, fast radio bursts (FRBs).

FRBs are millisecond-duration, highly-dispersed ra-

dio transients now known to lie at cosmological dis-

tances (Petroff et al. 2019). They are of interest

to the high-energy astrophysics community due to

their extreme luminosities and diverse timescales (see,

e.g. (Nimmo et al. 2021; Ryder et al. 2022)), and their

strong connection to magnetars (CHIME/FRB Collab-

oration et al. 2020; Bochenek et al. 2020). In addition,

they are of growing interest to the cosmology commu-

nity due to their abundance (The CHIME/FRB Collab-

oration et al. 2021) and potential as cosmological tools

through precise timing (Oguri 2019; Li et al. 2018; Le-

ung et al. 2023) and extragalactic dispersion/Faraday

rotation/scattering, which can probe the baryonic con-

tents of our universe (Macquart et al. 2020; McQuinn

2014; Prochaska & Zheng 2019; Masui & Sigurdson 2015;

Ravi et al. 2019; Connor & Ravi 2022; Madhavacheril

et al. 2019).

The one-off nature of FRBs means that localizing one-

off FRBs requires widefield interferometric capabilities.

In contrast, VLBI has traditionally been narrow-field

science: observations are typically scheduled in advance

and conducted on noteworthy targets using single-dish

telescopes which must be coordinated and simultane-

ously pointed towards the target. Combining FRB de-

tections with astrometric VLBI capabilities in one in-

strument has therefore been a major challenge for the

field. From the discovery of the first FRB (Lorimer et al.

2007), it took a decade before the first interferomet-

ric localization (Chatterjee et al. 2017) pinpointed the

FRB to a host galaxy, whose spectroscopic redshift (Ten-

dulkar et al. 2017) conclusively established the extra-

galactic nature of the phenomenon.

Since then, a select handful of bursts have been lo-

calized with VLBI, but almost every VLBI localization

has helped to uncover the origins of FRBs. These in-

clude the discovery of a persistent radio source in the lo-

cal environment following the VLBI localization of FRB

20121102 (Marcote et al. 2017), the VLBI localization of

FRB 20180916 to a progenitor slightly offset from a knot

of star formation within its host galaxy (Marcote et al.

2020), the localization of FRB 20190520 to a globular

cluster in the nearby galaxy M81 (Kirsten et al. 2022),

the localization of FRB 20201124A to a complex star-

formating site in its host (Nimmo et al. 2022; Xu et al.

2021), and the surprising non-detection of persistent

radio emission surrounding the highly-active repeating

FRB 20220912A (Hewitt et al. 2023; Feng et al. 2023).

In the meantime, thousands of un-localized bursts have

been detected, owing to the large collecting area, unique

widefield reflectors, and fully-coherent beamforming ca-

pabilities of the FRB backend of the Canadian Hydrogen

Intensity Mapping Experiment (CHIME/FRB) (Amiri

et al. 2018).

CHIME/FRB Outriggers is a set of three telescopes

which will improve on CHIME by combining its wide-

field burst-finding capabilities with high-resolution as-

trometric VLBI techniques in a single VLBI array.

The three outrigger telescopes will observe in tan-

dem with CHIME, matching the field of view of

CHIME. Each outrigger telescope has a cylindrical re-
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flector with close-packed feeds. The first, the k’niPatn
k’l⌣ stk’masqt Outrigger (hereafter, KKO) has 1/16 of

the collecting area and number of feeds of CHIME (64

dual-polarization feeds; 500m2), and is located 65 km

from CHIME in a green field, while the other two cylin-

ders will have 1/8 the collecting area and number of

feeds (128 dual-polarization feeds; 1000m2) of CHIME.

The latter two stations will be located on existing obser-

vatory sites at Green Bank Observatory (GBO) and Hat

Creek Radio Observatory (HCRO) respectively. The

outriggers will collectively be used as widefield VLBI

stations to localize single pulses to 50 milliarcsecond pre-

cision. A preliminary but end-to-end demonstration of

this capability using CHIME/FRB and a small testbed

array of narrow-field VLBI outriggers was presented

in Cassanelli et al. (2023). Next generation FRB sur-

vey instruments like CHIME’s sucessor CHORD (Van-

derlinde et al. 2019) will rely on VLBI stations for burst

localization. CHORD is not alone in this respect: FRB

localizations using VLBI are also a key goal of HIRAX

and BURSTT, to name a few (Crichton et al. 2022; Lin

et al. 2022).

In anticipation of new instruments coming online

which will rely on VLBI to deliver FRB localizations,

we present PyFX 1: a dedicated VLBI software corre-

lator which furthers the trend of more flexible, agile,

and transparent correlation software. We hope that the

transparency of PyFX can allow it to serve as a start-

ing point for future FRB survey instruments counting

on VLBI localizations to study FRBs at high angular

resolution. We have written in Python given our antic-

ipated computational load, which will be modest com-

pared to typical VLBI imaging observations with hun-

dreds of baselines and many hours of integration time.

Even so, PyFX supports modern features like multiple

phase centers (Morgan et al. 2011) and coherent dedis-

persion. In the remainder of this paper we document the

various parts of our VLBI correlator, which is currently

being used for observing compact calibrators, pulsars,

and FRBs. We first discuss the software frameworks

used in our correlator (Section 2). Next, we review the

method of compensating for delays in our data and di-

viding the overall correlation job into parallelizable sub-

problems as a function of frequency, pointing, and time

(Section 3). This takes into account coherent dedisper-

sion in VLBI: a necessary feature for low-frequency ob-

servations of fast transients like pulsars and FRBs (Sec-

tion 4). Next, we describe how the post-channelized

data are correlated in Section 5. We characterize the

1 https://github.com/leungcalvin/pyfx-public

sensitivity loss resulting from the fact that our data are

windowed by a polyphase filter bank (PFB) and chan-

nelized independently of our VLBI correlation analysis,

and mitigate this using a correlation algorithm based

on the quadratic estimator technique (Tegmark 1997)

which we have designed to mitigate PFB-related losses.

We demonstrate this on both real and simulated data.

We conclude by describing the current status of validat-

ing the correlator software (Section 6) and introducing a

candidate VLBI localization pipeline which we have ap-

plied to pulsars and FRBs localized to arcsecond scales

on the CHIME-KKO baseline, where the in-beam cali-

bration technique in Leung et al. (2021) has proven suc-

cessful.

2. SOFTWARE DESIGN AND FRAMEWORKS

PyFX is implemented almost entirely in Python

3. Nearly all computations are performed us-

ing commonly-used signal processing tools provided

by numpy and scipy, and astropy, except for the

standalone delay model calc/difxcalc (Eubanks 1991;

Gordon et al. 2016). While performance is a sec-

ondary goal, certain components of PyFXare optimized

for speed. For instance, if GPUs are available on

the computing environment, efficient Pytorch FFTs can

seamlessly replace the scipy default.

A major motivating factor for developing a new corre-

lator instead of using existing software correlators, e.g.

DiFX (Deller et al. 2007) and SFXC (Keimpema et al.

2015), and lcorr (Smits et al. 2017) arises from native

support for the data format used by CHIME to store

raw data. We use the term “voltage” data to refer to the

raw electric field received at each antenna, and the term

“baseband” data to refer to the voltages after channel-

ization. CHIME data are channelized immediately after

digitization, making the voltage data unavailable, but

the CHIME correlator, called kotekan (Recnik et al.

2015), allows us to precisely slice the baseband data as

a function of frequency to follow the dispersive sweep of

the FRB on a channel-by-channel basis. This is criti-

cal at the low frequencies where CHIME operates (400-

800MHz).

CHIME already has a well-defined data format built

on the Hierarchical Data Format (hdf5) scheme, and

memory mapping tools provided by caput (Shaw et al.

2022) which facilitates slicing and transposing the data

along various axes for high-level data management, and

distributing the computations across multiple compute

nodes. In this BBData format, our data volume is

roughly 50GB per burst. In contrast, a dump of the dis-

persion sweep including the whole CHIME band (≲ 20 s)

for the full array would result in roughly 20TB of data
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per FRB. On the basis of the mature software tools read-

ily available within CHIME for processing in our native

format, we determined that re-formatting to match the

assumptions of commonly-used formats would be im-

practical. For instance, if we were to use VDIF (Whit-

ney et al. 2010), the fixed size of the header would be

cumbersome, and the VDIF assumption that time is

the slowest-varying index in our native format, would

require grouping our channels into sub-bands, adding

varying amounts of zero padding in each channel, and

transposing the time and frequency axis–an operation

we deemed too cumbersome given our current tools.

After correlation, the visibilities produced by PyFX are

stored in a file format based on the hdf5 frame-

work, which can be readily accessed via our pack-

age coda. coda includes tools to solve for and apply

phase/delay/rate/ionospheric corrections, station-based

clock corrections, and finally a single-pulse VLBI local-

ization pipeline. Unlike our very specific baseband data

format, our visibility products are more conventional;

in future work we may standardize our visibilities into a

common data format (e.g. CASA MeasurementSet (van

Diepen 2015)) to access different capabilities in estab-

lished VLBI analysis frameworks such as AIPS (Greisen

2003) or more recently, CASA (McMullin et al. 2007;

CASA Team et al. 2022; van Bemmel et al. 2022).

2.1. Delay Model

Before the data are correlated, the VLBI correlator

must compensate for known delays and, if necessary,

gate the data. The delay compensation is done as a

function of time for a fixed set of celestial (RA, declina-

tion) coordinates often referred to as the phase center.

However, we refer to it hereafter as a pointing center

to avoid confusing it for the centroid of the telescope’s

antenna elements, which is sometimes referred to in the

electrical engineering literature as an antenna phase cen-

ter (e.g. (Rothacher et al. 1995; Mitha & Pour 2022)).

We compute geometric delays using the package

pycalc112, which provides a Pythonic interface to

CALC11, the 11th edition of the Fortran library

CALC. pycalc11’s copy of the CALC software was de-

rived from the available source of difxcalc11 (Gordon

et al. 2016), the implementation of CALC developed

for the DiFX correlator. More details on pycalc11 may

be found in Lanman & van Kerkwijk (2024).

CALC11 implements the Consensus VLBI delay

model (Eubanks 1991), which achieves theoretical

picosecond-scale precision by taking into account effects

2 https://github.com/aelanman/pycalc11

such as relative station motion, Shapiro delays due to

massive solar system bodies, and gravitational time de-

lay due to the Earth. Positions and velocities of so-

lar system bodies are obtained using the JPL DE421

ephemeris (Folkner et al. 2009). Earth orientation pa-

rameters (in pycalc11) and time conversions are source

from the IERS using astropy (Astropy Collaboration

et al. 2022). CALC11 also corrects station coordinates

for various tidal effects and adds corrections for the wet

and dry troposphere components.

One important consideration relates to how CALC11

handles antenna motion. In calculating the delay τAB

between antennas A and B, CALC11 incorporates the

motion of antenna B relative to A. The resulting delay

is then defined in the reference frame comoving with sta-

tion A. To ensure all delays are calculated in a common

reference frame, we typically use the geocentric delay of

each station, the delay between the station position and

the geocenter, evaluated at the time tA at which the

data are recorded; we refer to this as τAC(tA).

3. CHUNKING AND APPLYING DELAYS

The large volumes of baseband data in VLBI require

that the data be broken up into chunks to fit the data in

memory for processing. After all of the data are chunked

at the top level, the delay compensation and correlation

can be processed in parallel over frequencies, pointing

centers, time chunks, and all four combinations of po-

larization pairs. Here we discuss the chunking scheme

that is applied within PyFX, which is designed such that

the low-level core of the software can be written agnostic

of correlation mode, e.g. whether we are using multi-

ple phase centers, dedispersion, or pulsar gating, which

are all special cases of our generic bookkeeping scheme.

Note that a table of indices and definitions is available

in Appendix 2 for convenience.

The beamformed baseband data at station S consti-

tute a three-dimensional array BS
kbm. From slowest to

fastest varying indices in memory/on disk, k indexes

frequency channels, b indexes the sky pointing3 and po-

larization, and m is the time axis in units of frames

(note that Table 2 contains a list of symbols used in

this paper). With this data ordering, we read in a few

frequencies at a time, and perform two nested loops:

an outer correlation loop over all correlator pointings

within that beamformer pointing, and an inner loop for

all time segments and polarization pairs within each cor-

3 Since CHIME is a compact interferometer whose feeds have small
collecting area, we typically combine groups of antennas by phas-
ing up the entire group towards one (or multiple) sky directions,
or pointings, prior to VLBI correlation.
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relator pointing. We define a scan of data to be a time-

contiguous subset of baseband data BS
kbm which is small

enough to fit in memory and holds data for a single

frequency channel (a fixed value of k) and beamformer

pointing (a fixed value of b), both beam polarizations,

and many time samples (m values). Each scan, indexed

by n, is further divided into subintegrations along the

time axis such that each subintegration consists of suffi-

ciently few time samples (m values) to accurately apply

delay compensation (see equation 2).

To fully specify the correlation job we define tCkpn, the

absolute start time of each integration in the geocenter

frame (indicated by a C), in frequency channel k, for

pointing p, and as a function of scan number n. The

duration of the scan in the geocenter frame is some total

width wkpn.

Along the frequency direction, tCkpn is allowed to

vary arbitrarily. This adds significant flexibility to the

correlator: for example, it lets us specify frequency-

dependent gate offsets in the correlation to follow dis-

persive sweeps by varying the start time as a function

of k. Along the time axis, tCkpn must be monotonically

increasing (i.e. scans corresponding to larger n are later

in time than previous ones). We can support pulsar

gating mode with on- and off- gates defined by intri-

cate pulsar timing models, by adding offsets along the

scan (n) axis. This can be done independently for each

pointing p, allowing for very flexible observation modes,

e.g. searching for faint in-beam calibrators or compact

persistent radio emission near a fast transient.

Since we desire sub-nanosecond delay precision by

synthesizing the whole band, the absolute precision of

tCkpn needs to be specified to within the inverse band-

width of the telescope to line up the data streams, even

though each individual channel has a time resolution of

∆t = 2.56 µs. The start of the observation at station S

is given by

tSkpn = tCkpn + τSC(tCkpn). (1)

Once tSkpn is defined, then for each station S we read

in a scan of data between tSkpn and tSkpn + wkpn. Then,

we apply delays to the scan towards each pointing.

3.1. Delay Compensation

A näıve approach to delay compensation is to simply

translate the entire chunk of data in time. However, this

does not work because the total geometric delay varies

over time; we would eventually suffer from decorrelation

since the two timestreams would misalign. To avoid this,

we break each scan into short sub-integrations whose du-

ration ∆ is defined such that the delay does not change

by more than ∆t/10 over the course of the scan. The

maximum time between delay updates is

∆ ≤ 1

10

c∆t

2veq
= 412ms×

(
∆t

2.56 µs

)(
430m s−1

vEq

)
(2)

where the factor of 2 arises from using the maximum

relative velocity between stations on Earth (double the

Earth’s equatorial velocity), and the requirement that

the misalignment not exceed a tenth of a time sample

keeps decorrelation at a manageable level (see equation

9 in Keimpema et al. (2015)).

By default, delay compensation is done with the geo-

center as the common reference frame. As mentioned

earlier, we bring a subintegration of data recorded at

some station A to the geocenter using the geocentric de-

lay τAC(tA); i.e. the geocentric delay is evaluated at the

time at which the wavefront arrives at station A. Within

the array of baseband data, the appropriate time varies

as a function of frequency channel k and subintegration

number q, so it is a two-dimensional array tAkq. However,

in the remainder of this section where we work with a

single subintegration, we will drop these subscripts, us-

ing τ and tA for short.

For each subintegration, the delays are evaluated for

a few frames before and after tA as to cover the subin-

tegration, minimizing rounding errors. These delays are

applied in three steps, which are summarized in Table 1.

First, we translate each subintegration by some integer

number of frames (first line of Table 1). The second step

is the correction of the fractional delay that remains af-

ter rounding the delay to the nearest sample (second

line of Table 1). Finally, we correct for the time-varying

part of the delay within the subintegration (third line of

Table 1); this is equivalent to applying a Doppler shift

of the data to bring it into a consistent reference frame.

The first step of shifting the data by an integer number

of frames takes care of the delay up to a rounding er-

ror. If the remaining “fractional” delay is small, the sec-

ond step of correcting for the rounding error is straight-

forward. Modern connected-element radio interferome-

ters with FX correlator backends often operate in the

small-fractional-delay limit, where the delay compensa-

tion is computationally cheap. For example, CHIME’s

native channelization is done at a frequency resolution

of ∆ν = 390.625 kHz. The largest delay expected across

the physical size of CHIME is ≈ 300 ns. If a time delay

τ1 is present between two antennas within CHIME, then

the residual phase gradient across the channel band-

width is 2π∆ντ1: this is shown in Figure 1. Requiring

the residual phase to be ≤ 1 imposes a maximum time

delay of ≈ 408 ns across the instrument (Mena 2018). In

this small-fractional-delay limit, we can compensate for

fractional delay efficiently by approximating the data
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Definition Description

τ0
kq = ∆t× round(τ(tAkq)/∆t) The delay at the start of the subintegration, rounded to the nearest ∆t (abbreviated τ0)

τ1
kq =τ(tAkq)− τ0

kq The rounding error in the previous, abbreviated (τ1)

τ ′
kq(m) =τ(tAkq +m∆t)− τ0

kq − τ1
kq The time-varying component of the delay within the subintegration, abbreviated τ ′(m).

Table 1. The total delay applied to each subintegration can be decomposed into three parts: τ(tA) = τ0 + τ1 + τ ′(m), which
are then applied to the data from one station on each baseline – here, station A – to compensate for the delay.

400 500 600 700 800

Frequency (MHz)

16π
18π
20π
22π
24π
26π
28π
30π
32π

Fr
in

ge
st

op
ph
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e

(r
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)

True phase desired (τ1 = 20 ns)
Phase applied (no frac. samp. correction)
Fractional-sample correction
Phase applied (w/ frac. samp. correction)

Figure 1. Illustration depicting the narrowband approxima-
tion. We plot the phase corresponding to a constant delay of
20 ns across the band. The true phase needed to compensate,
or “fringestop”, the data are shown in black. For sufficiently
small delays, the narrowband approximation can be used to
apply phases to the data at the central frequency of each
channel (blue line and points). However, for large delays or
channel bandwidths this leads to incorrect phase shift and
therefore decoherence at the edge of each channel (here, we
use nine channels to exaggerate the effect). Applying the the
fractional sample correction (green) at high frequency reso-
lution (equation 4) corrects this.

Bkm as a single sinusoidal waveform at the center of

the channel νk. Under this “narrow-band approxima-

tion,” time delays (phase gradients) are equivalent to

multiplicative phase shifts. Defining ϕ′kq = 2πνkτ
1
kq and

referring to the baseband data as Bkm, the time shift is

performed by applying a phase to the data via:

Bkq = exp(iϕ′kq)Bkq. (3)

The “narrowband” approach saves computational cost

compared to performing a coherent time translation. We

therefore use it at each station at the beamforming level,

since the internal baselines within a station are small

compared to the baselines between stations.

At the VLBI level the fractional sample delay is

not necessarily small (it is uniformly distributed over

[−∆t/2,∆t/2]). To recover the misaligned signal, we

apply a coherent time translation to the data. This is

often referred to as the “fractional sample correction.”

For each subintegration we apply a fractional-sample

correction by Fourier transforming over the time axis,

applying a phase gradient, and transforming back, be-

fore performing an overall phase shift of exp(2πiνkτ
1)

to reflect the fact that the carrier frequency is νk. We

implement the equation

Bkm ← exp(iϕ′kq)Fm←ν

(
Fν←m(Bkm) exp(2πiντ1kq)

)
(4)

where the Fourier transform from the time frame axis

(m) to the intra-channel frequency (ν) axis is Fν←m and

its inverse as Fm←ν . The intra-channel frequency ν is

defined in terms of the total frequency of the signal f

via f = νk + ν, where νk is the frequency of the near-

est channel center; this reflects the fact that data com-

ing out of the telescope are already divided into many

channels whose centers are νk.

We validate our implementation of the fractional sam-

ple correction by comparing visibilities calculated with

it (equation 4) and without it (equation 3). In Figure 2,

we show visibility phases obtained in two observations:

one of a single giant pulse (GP) from the Crab and the

well-studied continuum source NVSS J011732+892848.

Being in the VLBA Radio Fundamental Catalog, this

source has compact structure and has a brightness of

≈ 5 Janskys (Condon et al. 1998; Yatawatta et al. 2013)

in our band. It is located in the continuous viewing

zone of CHIME near the North Celestial Pole, making

it a convenient target for long-term monitoring. We re-

fer to this source hereafter simply as the “NCP Source.”

In both cases the visibility phases remain largely un-

changed, and the signal-to-noise ratio quantified by the

FFT of the visibilities over the frequency axis improves

by 10− 20%.

Finally, after compensating for τ0 and τ1 (with ei-

ther method), we need to apply a correction for the

time-varying part of the delay. Note that the domi-

nant component of τ ′(m) is linearly-varying as a func-

tion of m and starts at zero at m = 0 since the constant

component has been removed, and the subintegration is

short enough that higher-order terms are small, that is

τ ′(m) ≈ (m∆t)(dτ/dt). It is useful to be able to con-

ceptualize what it means to apply this delay in both
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Figure 2. We show the delay autocorrelation function Gd (defined formally later in equation 20) calculated from cross-
correlation visibilities computed before (blue) and after (red) applying the fractional sample correction in VLBI observations
on the CHIME-KKO baseline of a Crab giant pulse (left) and the NCP Source (right). This validates our implementation of
the fractional sample correction part of our delay compensation.

the time and frequency domains. In the time domain,

applying a changing delay to a subintegration of data

can be implemented as a phase shift which varies as a

function of m:

Bkm ← Bkm exp(2πiνkτ
′(m)) (5)

Applying a multiplicative phase correction in the time

domain which is linearly changing in time is equiva-

lent to performing a convolution in frequency space.

The convolution kernel is a delta function offset from

zero intra-channel frequency; performing the convolu-

tion shifts each spectral sample to a slightly different

frequency corresponding to the rest frame of the refer-

ence point (usually the geocenter). The corresponding

shift in frequency is νkdτ/dt, which is the Doppler shift.

4. GATING AND DEDISPERSION

After performing delay compensation towards a fidu-

cial position, the individual subintegrations are re-

assembled into a scan. PyFX can then apply gating to re-

move noise-dominated samples while preserving signal-

dominated samples. This is a particularly important

feature for dispersed fast transients such as pulsars and

FRBs. The intrinsic pulse widths of these sources can

be on the order of milliseconds, but the pulse arrival

time is delayed by much larger amounts at low frequen-

cies due to interstellar dispersion. In interstellar dis-

persion, the phase delay is φ(f) = KDMDM/f where

f is the physical frequency of the electromagnetic wave

passing through the ISM, and where the proportionality

constant KDM = 104/2.41 sMHz2 pc−1 cm3 by conven-

tion (Lorimer & Kramer 2004; Kulkarni 2020). This

corresponds to a group delay which scales as f−2 and

which can be extremely large relative to the intrinsic

signal duration. Dispersion measures of ∼3000 pc cm−3

have been observed in FRBs, corresponding to a disper-

sive delay of tens of seconds in the CHIME band:

∆t0.8 −∆t0.4 = 19.3996ms

(
DM

1pc cm−3

)
. (6)

For dispersed transients, it is necessary to apply

pulse gating as a function of frequency at high (sub-

megahertz) spectral resolution, or risk losing sensitivity

to dispersed signals. In PyFX gating is done at the na-

tive frequency resolution of the data (∆f = 390 kHz) by

adding a delay of

∆k =
KDMDM

ν2k
(7)

to the correlator start times tCkpn. Another way of im-

plementing an incoherent dedispersion correction uses

the fact that when transformed to a consistent refer-

ence frame, the dispersive delay is identical at all sta-

tions. The visibilities are therefore insensitive to the

DM used for dedispersion, since the applied delays can-

cel out. This means that incoherent dedispersion correc-

tions can be implemented after correlation (Keimpema

et al. 2015). In doing so, it is crucial to shift the times-

tamps and uv coordinates of the visibilities to account

for the Earth rotation during the dispersive sweep. This

Earth rotation effect limits sensitivity as a function of

pointing error and dispersion measure. We find that

the sensitivity loss for an arcminute-scale pointing error

may be relevant for the small fraction of FRBs with DM

≳ 2000 pc cm−3.

We can estimate this effect as follows. If the Earth

rotation is not taken into account during the dispersive

sweep the burst is shifted in time by ∆k. For a channel

with central frequency νk, the phase residual is

φk = νk(τtrue − τapplied) = ϵνk∆k ≈
ϵKDMDM

νk
(8)
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where ϵ refers to the residual delay rate. At sufficiently

high frequencies, φk is small, implying that the delay

rate over the dispersive sweep is unimportant. How-

ever, at high DM and low frequencies, this is no longer

the case. When synthesizing a delay from many chan-

nels within a band covering νc±B/2, the quadratic and

higher-order contributions to the phase over the band

reduce sensitivity. We calculate these contributions by

Taylor expanding equation 8 about the central frequency

of the band, giving

φk ≈ ϵKDMDM

[
1

νc
− (νk − νc)

ν2c
+

(νk − νc)
2

ν3c
+ . . .

]
.

(9)

The first two terms in the Taylor expansion will affect

the astrometry and must be compensated, but will not

affect our ability to find fringes, a process we will de-

scribe in more detail in Section 5. The constant phase

offset over the band does not affect decoherence when

averaging over frequency, and because fringes are typ-

ically found using an FFT of the visibilities over fre-

quency (see discussion surrounding equation 20), the

linear term is also removed without affecting sensitiv-

ity. However, fringes will be lost if the quadratic term

of equation 9 exceeds 2π radians:

ϵKDMDM
B2

ν3c
= 0.31

(
ϵ

10−10

)(
DM

1000 pc cm−3

)
≳ 2π

(10)

The delay rate on the longest baseline (CHIME-GBO)

in CHIME/FRB Outriggers assuming an arcminute-

level correlator pointing error is |ϵ| ≤ 2.5 × 10−10

over all declinations visible by CHIME. According to

equation 10, this corresponds to a maximum DM of

2000 pc cm−3. For CHIME/FRB Outriggers, which

capture the full bandwidth for bursts at less than

1000 pc cm−3, initial coarse pointings need to be accu-

rate at the several arcminute level to avoid sensitivity

losses from decorrelation due to the DM sweep coupling

with a pointing error.

4.1. Coherent dedispersion

There are circumstances in which applying gating at

the native frequency resolution of the data (i.e. apply-

ing incoherent dedispersion) still results in a loss of sen-

sitivity. This happens when the intra-channel smearing

timescale (equation 11) is longer than the intrinsic dura-

tion of the signal, which commonly happens for highly-

dispersed FRBs and pulsars or coarse frequency reso-

lution. In that regime, even the signal is intrinsically

very brief in time, the gate duration is limited by the

intra-channel smearing timescale:

τsmear =
KDMDM∆ν

ν3k
(11)

= 0.75ms

(
DM

100 pc cm−3

)(
0.6GHz

νk

)3(
∆ν

390.625 kHz

)
.

(12)

To apply tighter gating to the signal, we can apply

coherent dedispersion to the delay-compensated data to

resolve the signal at higher time resolution. Coherent

dedispersion removes some or all components of the dis-

persive phase; we review these different components be-

fore discussing our particular implementation of the co-

herent dedispersion correction.

In all cases, coherent dedispersion is done by

upchannelizing the data in a channel centered at

central frequency νk, applying a transfer function

exp(−2πiH(ν, νk)), and then downchannelizing again.

Note that the dedispersion kernel H is by convention

written not in terms of the total (sky) frequency f , but

rather explicitly as a function of the central frequency

νk and the intra-channel frequency ν defined earlier such

that f = νk + ν. The total dispersive phase to be re-

moved is proportional to 1/f ; we simply need to consider

which parts of the total need to be removed. Expanding

about f = νk we have

H =
KDMDM

f
=

KDMDM

νk + ν
(13)

= KDMDM

[
1

νk
− ν

ν2k
+

ν2

ν3k
− ν3

ν4k
. . .

]
.

(14)

Following the discussion in Lorimer & Kramer (2004),

we note that the third and higher-order terms can be

grouped as a geometric series; H can be exactly repre-

sented as

H(νk, ν) = Hφ(νk) +Ht(νk, ν) +Hs(νk, ν) (15)

where

Hφ(DM, νk) =
KDMDM

νk
(16)

Ht(DM, νk, ν) = −KDMDM
ν

ν2k
(17)

Hs(DM, νk, ν) = KDMDM
ν2

ν2k(νk + ν)
. (18)

The three pieces of the kernel encode different opera-

tions. Note that for the kth data channel, Hφ is sim-

ply an overall phase shift. If we are recording only a
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single channel of data, or if we do not care about the

relative phase between channels with different values

of k, (e.g. when forming Stokes parameters from the

data) Hφ has no impact on the answer. Ht is the famil-

iar f−2 group delay in each channel (equation 7). The

Fourier shift theorem means that applying Ht translates

the data along the time axis, since it is linear in the

“intra-channel” frequency ν. Ht is more frequently ap-

plied as “incoherent dedispersion”: a translation of the

data by some integer number of frames (i.e. the disper-

sive delay KDMDM/ν2k is rounded to the nearest integer

multiple of ∆t). We omit this time shift to avoid dou-

ble counting the dispersive group delay, which is applied

as frequency-dependent gating (see also the discussion

surrounding equation 8).

Finally, Hs is the part of the kernel which reverses

the intrachannel smearing. Since Hs = 0 for ν = 0

(corresponding to the center of the channel), the data

are de-smeared by phase-shifting the different frequency

components such that they are aligned with that of the

central frequency of the channel.

In VLBI, if dedispersion is applied in the geocentric

frame as in PyFX, it is appropriate to use only Hs, omit-

ting Ht and Hφ. The reason is similar to that of ap-

plying incoherent dedispersion after correlation: it does

not matter whether we apply Hφ, since it will cancel

out when cross-correlation visibilities are formed. Ht

coherently shifts the arrival time of the data to infinite

frequency, which is undesirable for taking into account

the time dependence of the Earth rotation through the

dispersive sweep as discussed in the section surround-

ing equation 10. However, Hs is useful in VLBI cor-

relation when the intrachannel smearing is larger than

the pulse width (true for high DMs and low frequen-

cies) since it narrows the temporal duration of the signal

without changing the arrival time of the pulse relative

to the channel center (νk). We can narrow the correla-

tion window after de-smearing, which rejects noise and

boosts sensitivity.

To realize the potential sensitivity gain of de-smearing

the data via Hs, the scan must have a duration wkpn

greater than that of the intra-channel smearing, such

that the sweep through the channel is fully captured. Af-

ter delay compensation and dedispersion, we may then

integrate over a small fraction of wkpn, tuned to the de-

smeared pulse width. We parameterize this as a “duty

cycle” rkpn which is also set independently for every fre-

quency channel, pointing, and scan number. For a scan

starting at tSkpn and ending at tSkpn +wkpn, we integrate

the de-smeared data over the range tSkpn + wkpn/2 ±
rkpnwkpn/2. Therefore, rkpn = 1 corresponds to all the

data used in the final correlation (used e.g. for sources

which do not benefit from gating after de-smearing);

rkpn = 1/2 means that half of the data are used in the

final correlation.

The combination of tCkpn, wkpn, and rkpn, along with

the sky coordinates (right ascension and declination)

and an optional dispersion measure completely deter-

mine the VLBI correlation job. By specifying these

numbers at the top level of a correlation job, we allow for

frequency-dependent gating, frequency-dependent scan

durations (useful for e.g. pulsars with long scattering

tails), gating with a pulsar timing model, and integra-

tion over some fraction of the scan within the correlator

for tight gating around highly-dispersed signals. Once

tCkpn, wkpn, and rkpn are specified, the correlation job can

be parallelized over any of these axes. For instance, par-

allelizing over frequency makes the most sense from an

I/O point of view, since frequency is the slowest-varying

axis (i.e. all time samples are contiguous in memory for

one frequency channel). However, when sensitivity of

the full band is needed to search for fringes within hun-

dreds or thousands of pointings, the processing can be

done in parallel over pointing, such that the full band-

width is available to search for fringes within each point-

ing.

5. CORRELATION ALGORITHM AND DELAY

FINDING

Once a scan of data is defined, broken into subintegra-

tions, compensated for known delays, and gated, each

channel of data at station A is correlated with other

stations to calculate visibilities. The visibilities quan-

tify the correlated flux as a function of angular scale

and observing wavelength and are the basic observable

used for imaging and astrometric VLBI. We form vis-

ibilities independently for all baselines AB, frequency

channels k, pointings p, polarization pairs, scans n, and

integer lags l; however we suppress all but the k and l

subscripts in this section for clarity. The visibilities are

Vkl =
∑

m∈scan
BA

mkB
B
m′k (19)

where BA
mk, B

B
m′k refer to the delay-compensated and

gated scans of baseband data at stations A and B re-

spectively, and where the integer delay l = m − m′.

We correlate by integrating over the scan defined by a

start time, gate width, and duty cycle (tCkpn, wkpn, and

rkpn). We implement equation 19 as a convolution over

frames (m,m’), evaluated by Fourier transforming over

the frame axis, multiplying, and inverse Fourier trans-

forming over the intra-channel frequency axis. This re-

turns visibilities for each frequency channel as a function

of integer delay l = m−m′. We expect l = 0 to be the
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integer delay with a strong signal, since we have already

aligned the datasets in time. These “off-lags” remain

valuable as a null test and for estimating our sensitivity,

and encode information at delays larger than ∆t.

Prior to any scientific application of VLBI, fringes on

the observing target must be found from the visibili-

ties. The standard approach is to use the fact that point

sources are unresolved and live at a single (or a small

range of) values in delay space. To maximize the sig-

nal, we transform the visibilities into delay space. This

is partially done already, since we already resolve the

integer part of the delay l (i.e. an integer multiple of

(∆t = 2.56 µs)). The remaining sub-integer part is mea-

sured by Fourier transforming the visibilities at each in-

teger delay over frequency (Fd←k).

G(d, l) = Fd←kVkl. (20)

The signal strength of the correlation fringe and our es-

timate of the delay is defined by taking the maximum

value of G over all sub-integer delays d after subtract-

ing the RMS background noise power, estimated by the

median of G. Since the signal is expected to be at small

delays, in practice we fix l = 0 to decrease the search

space and thus the trials factor. The signal-to-noise ra-

tio (S/N) can then be calculated from the signal power

S and the noise power N defined below. The signal

strength is measured by taking the maximum over sub-

frame delays d, i.e.

S = max
d

(G(d, l = 0))−median(G(d, l = 0)). (21)

The noise power can be estimated using the median ab-

solute deviation (MAD) of G for (d, l = 0). We opt for

the median absolute deviation instead of the standard

deviation to make our noise estimates more robust in

the presence of a signal, i.e. a peak in G(d, l = 0).

N = MAD(G(d, l = 0). (22)

For sources with known positions the delay is likely to

be close to zero. Conversely, for sources with poorly-

determined positions, larger residual delays are possi-

ble. For this reason, during fringe finding it is crucial to

maximize sensitivity as quantified by S/N over a wide

range of delays (i.e. field of view). This is an important

consideration for widefield applications of VLBI such as

imaging and surveys for faint, compact sources.

Performing correlations as described induces subtle

sensitivity losses as a function of delay (i.e. far away

from the pointing center) despite the innocent sim-

plicity of equation 19. For instance, one effect arises

from the FFT implementation of equation 19 which as-

sumes periodic boundary conditions along the time axis.

For nonzero integer delay l, exactly l time samples get

“wrapped around” the edge of the scan and are spuri-

ously included in the correlation. We are mostly inter-

ested in fringes appearing at low delays (|l| ≲ 4, or about

10 µs), whereas the scan is ∼ 103 samples long even for

a millisecond-duration scan. Therefore, the sensitivity

loss from the small number of wrapped-around samples

is negligible over small fields of view, but at large delays

this may become an issue.

Whereas the sensitivity loss from nonzero integer de-

lays is negligible for the delays of interest, a larger sen-

sitivity loss arises for nonzero sub-integer delays. This

arises from the fact that the data are windowed and

segmented during channelization by the CHIME PFB

at the time of data collection instead of at the time of

VLBI correlation. In the remainder of this section we

characterize this loss and develop a way to mitigate it.

We begin with an intuitive explanation for why signal

is lost. During fringe finding, we choose an integer delay

(l = 0 in equation 21-22 above) and use the FFT of the

visibilities to find a delay where a strong peak appears.

The signal-to-noise ratio will be high if all of the signal

is concentrated at a single integer delay l; however, if

there is a large uncompensated delay, the signal might

lie between two neighboring integer delays. Since we

selected the zero-lag visibilities, there is a corresponding

loss of sensitivity if the signal is in actuality closer to

l = ±1. We then expect our sensitivity to be highest

near zero sub-integer delay and lowest when the signal

is halfway between consecutive integer delays.

We illustrate this empirically using the 66-kilometer

CHIME—KKO baseline. We correlate baseband data

from CHIME and KKO pointed towards the pulsar PSR

B2310+42. We apply delay solutions from the in-beam

NCP source, and FFT the visibilities to measure a corre-

lation signal-to-noise according to equation 21-22. Then

we repeat the process, introducing an artificial correla-

tor pointing offset by up to ≈ 1 degree from the true

source position. This range of pointings is sufficiently

wide to allow us to cover the full range of sub integer

delays (±∆t).

The measured signal power, noise power, and signal-

to-noise ratio are plotted using black traces in Figure 3

for the basic correlator (the other curves allow com-

parison of different algorithms, which we discuss later).

Starting near zero pointing offset, we observe that the

signal power is highest near the true pulsar position

as expected. Moving farther away from zero pointing

offset, the signal and noise power are both modulated;

the signal power reaches a minimum at a pointing offset

corresponding to a half-integer signal delay of ±1.28 µs.
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Figure 3. Top three panels: the signal power S, noise RMS
N , and the resulting signal-to-noise ratio (S/N) recovered
as a function of correlator pointing for pulsar B2310+42 cal-
ibrated to J0117+8928. With the basic correlator (black
curves), the sensitivity drops significantly at around ±20 ′,
which corresponds to a half-integer residual delay of ∆t/2.
Using the S/N2 search correlator (green; equation 46), the
sensitivity can be recovered near the integer lag boundaries.
Bottom panel: We plot the signal and noise power ratios
(S/S0) and N/N0 as well as the S/N ratio ((S/N)/(S/N)0)
to reduce the pointing-to-pointing sample variance in the top
three panels, finding a ≈ 30% improvement at half-integer
delays fully consistent with our simulations. This demon-
strates our ability to mitigate the sensitivity losses arising
from upstream PFB windowing effects.

For larger pointing offsets the signal strength increases

again, as the fringe appears in lags l = ±1.

We see that for finding fringes on fast transients on the

short CHIME-KKO baseline, the basic correlator can

find fringes on sources which are localized only mod-

estly (≲ 0.5◦) about their true positions. The typical

pointing offset we expect in CHIME is ≈ 1′; in this

regime the sensitivity loss is negligible, justifying the

use of the basic correlator (equation 19). However, on

longer baselines (up to 50× longer than the CHIME-

KKO baseline), poorly-localized sources may suffer sen-

sitivity losses with correspondingly smaller position off-

sets.

We have developed a drop-in replacement for equa-

tion 19 which recovers full and uniform sensitivity at

the price of increased correlation cost. This “search”

correlator algorithm is derived and tested on simulations

below. The search correlator achieves a ≈ 30% signal-to-

noise improvement, as quantified by equation 21 and 22,

on both real and simulated data and is implemented as

an option in PyFX. The search correlator is the last in

a series of variants of equation 19, which we call the

1/N2 correlator, the S/N2 correlator, and the S/N2

search correlator. These algorithms, derived using the

“quadratic estimator” formalism commonly used in cos-

mological data analysis, take into account different types

of time-domain correlations within the data to improve

sensitivity. These correlations originate in the upstream

windowing and channelization, which is performed by a

PFB; note that FFT channelization is a special case of

critically-sampled PFB channelization so it is also han-

dled by our algorithms.

We provide a brief introduction to PFB channeliza-

tion and the quadratic estimator technique in § 5.1

and 5.2 respectively, and refer the reader to classic texts

like Price (2016) and Tegmark (1997) for more compre-

hensive reviews. We perform simulations showing that

these drop-in replacements improve sensitivity at the

edge of the field of view (§ 5.3) by an amount consis-

tent with what we observe in real data.

5.1. Polyphase filter banks

The PFB is a generalization of a Fourier transform

which can reduce spectral leakage to arbitrarily low lev-

els at the cost of increasing temporal leakage. It splits

an original signal into N frequency channels, each of

which individually has a time resolution reduced by a

factor of 2N . Like Fourier transforms, PFBs may take

either real or complex input voltages; the CHIME PFB

takes (real-valued) voltage data (sampled at 800 MHz),

and channelizes it into (complex-valued) baseband data

with moderate time and frequency resolution covering

the second Nyquist zone (400-800 MHz). A natural

way to motivate the PFB is by considering the short-
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time Fourier transform (STFT) method, one of the sim-

plest methods for time-frequency channelization. In the

STFT method, the input data are grouped into seg-

ments, or “frames,” of length 2N , and for each frame of

data, we perform a real to complex FFT, which returns

N + 1 spectral channels. The Nyquist frequency can be

kept but we discard it in CHIME, leaving N channels.

This can be represented mathematically as the fol-

lowing linear operation, which transforms unchannelized

voltage data v[j] into channelized baseband data Bmk.

Here, j indexes the time axis, k = 0, 1, . . . 1023 indexes

our frequency channels in units of 390.625 kHz, and m

indexes frames:

Bmk =

∞∑
j=0

W [j − 2Nm]v[j] exp(2πijk/(2N)). (23)

There is some flexibility in the choice of window func-

tion W . For the short-time Fourier Transform described

above the window function is

WSTFT [j] =

1 0 ≤ j < 2N

0, otherwise.
(24)

One significant drawback of the short-time Fourier

Transform (STFT) is that it induces spectral leakage

between frequency channels due to the size of the FFT

block (effectively a rectangle window in the time do-

main). The idea of the PFB is to reduce spectral leakage

by extending the support of W [j] beyond 0 ≤ j < 2N .

In CHIME, we choose to extend the PFB window by a

factor of 4 (often referred to as having a 4-tap PFB).

The raw voltages are sampled from the sky at a rate

of 800 Msps, or once every 1.25 ns, and after omitting

the Nyquist frequency we produce N = 1024 frequency

channels, which corresponds to each channel having a

time resolution of 2.56 µs. The Fourier transform size

is 8N = 8192, which produces 4096 channels. Then we

select every fourth frequency channel which suppresses

spectral leakage into neighboring channels. The result is

that we have less spectral leakage between neighboring

frequency channels but significant amount of leakage be-

tween neighboring time samples, since the data at frame

index m becomes mixed with data from indices between

m− 3,m+ 3. In the CHIME PFB we use

W [j] =

sin2
(

πj

8N − 1

)
j0

(
π(j − 4N)

2N

)
0 ≤ j < 8N

0 else

(25)

Certain window functions such as the STFT are com-

pletely lossless in the sense that the channelization can

be perfectly inverted (neglecting quantization effects). If

the channelization is invertible, the data can in princi-

ple be de-channelized and re-channelized to an arbitrary

level to reduce the loss due to applying the windowing

by W [j]. In practice, however, the real-time processing

pipelines of radio telescopes make them difficult to in-

vert robustly, or the PFB window functions themselves

are fundamentally lossy and not perfectly invertible.

Nevertheless, some methods of PFB inversion have

been developed, which we mention here briefly for com-

pleteness. McSweeney et al. (2020) perform correlation

with a synthesis filter technique, designing a N -tap long

inverse filter for the PFB with the property that when

it is convolved with channelized data and Fourier trans-

formed, it de-channelizes the data and synthesizes an ac-

curate reconstruction of the original timestream. How-

ever, perfect reconstruction requires a synthesis filter as

large as the original data stream, which is often compu-

tationally infeasible. Morrison et al. (2020) perform cor-

relation on an oversampled PFB (one where the channels

are not decimated at the end of the FFT) by going into

frequency space, and extracting the central portion of

each PFB channel where the spectral response is most

uniform. The extracted subbands are concatenated to-

gether, and the lag correlation function is calculated by

Fourier transform. This approach works well for over-

sampled PFBs, where all the information is preserved

via the extra channels; unfortunately it is not applica-

ble for critically-sampled PFBs in which the channels

are decimated and do not overlap (hence losing redun-

dancy).

Another way of illustrating the difficulty of PFB in-

version is with the following example. Consider the volt-

age waveform corresponding to the Dirac comb (v[j] =∑
m δ(j − 2mN)), which gets mapped to zero by equa-

tion 23 with W [j] defined as in equation 25. When

inverting the PFB, the Dirac comb and other singu-

lar modes of the PFB need to be appropriately iden-

tified. However, the exact form of these singular modes

is distorted by omitting data from the reconstruction,

e.g. frequency channels saturated (and irreversibly cor-

rupted) by RFI. The inversion process in the presence

of these practical considerations is therefore nontrivial

and calls into question whether artifacts in the recon-

structed timestream may be introduced by the regular-

ization. These factors pose a considerable problem for

PFB inversion, so we proceed by designing our corre-

lation algorithm assuming that “going backwards” by

de-channelization and re-channelization is not possible.

We instead model these correlations in the correlation

algorithm.
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5.2. Quadratic Estimators

One way of accounting for the windowing losses is us-

ing the quadratic estimator formalism, which is com-

monly used for cosmological data analysis, e.g. mea-

suring angular power spectra of the cosmic microwave

background (CMB). This approach is motivated by the

close analogies between CMB data analysis and radio

interferometry. In CMB analysis, the input data are a

sky map comprised of pixels, which are assumed to have

Gaussian noise fluctuations after foreground masking.

The data xi are compressed into a summary statistic,

such as the angular power spectrum Cℓ as a function of

angular frequency, which contains the information about

cosmological parameters. In radio interferometry we use

input data (PFB-channelized baseband data, which have

reasonably Gaussian noise properties once RFI is suffi-

ciently removed), compress it into a summary statistic

(visibilities for each channel frequency), and then ex-

tract observables such as delays and phases.

The optimal quadratic estimator formalism uses the

fact that the data only have Gaussian noise fluctuations.

One way of saying this is that all third and higher-order

moments of the data vanish, while the second moment of

the data ⟨xixj⟩ completely describes its statistical prop-

erties through the expectation value of the two-point

function.

⟨xixj⟩ =
∑
ℓ

CℓP
ℓ
ij (26)

where Cℓ’s are the unknown values of the summary

statistic, and P ℓ
ij are the derivatives of the two-point

function with respect to the summary statistic, which

can be analytically calculated. In this case, the optimal

estimator for the Cℓ is given by equation 23 in Tegmark

(1997):

Ĉℓ =
1

2
F−1ℓℓ′ [xi(C

−1)ikP
ℓ′

km(C−1)mjxj ] (27)

It can be useful to clarify how equation 27 translates

into procedural steps. It roughly says that each data

vector xi should be inverse-covariance weighted with

C−1. After this, the matrix P ℓ′

km implements the reduc-

tion of the data. Finally the Fisher matrix F−1 decon-

volves artifacts at other multipoles ℓ arising from each

multipole ℓ′; this gives the cleaned summary statistic

Ĉℓ.

We apply this idea to correlating voltages where the

summary statistic is the time-delay correlation function

(GAB
d ) between two stations A and B as a function of

sub-integer delay d; for simplicity we assume that the in-

teger delay has already been compensated so that we can

always work with the l = 0 case. The optimal quadratic

estimator will be of the form

ĜAB
d =

1

2
F−1dd′ [B̂

A
mkP

d′

mk m′k′B̂B
m′k′ ]

where the hat over each dataset Bmk indicates that the

data have been weighted according to their inverse co-

variance.

We now begin by calculating P d
mk m′k′ . It is de-

fined as the derivative of the two-point function of the

data ⟨BmkBm′k′⟩ with respect to the summary statistic,

which in our case is the correlation function GAB
d as a

function of delay. Since

P d
mk m′k′ ≡

d

dGAB
d

(
⟨BA

mkB
B

m′k′⟩
)
, (28)

we have

⟨BA
mkB

B
m′k′⟩ =

∑
d

GAB
d P d

mk m′k′ (29)

such that when there is no correlated flux (GAB
d = 0)

the expectation value of the two-point function vanishes.

Expanding the two point function of the data in terms

of the voltage correlation function using the definition

of the PFB in equation 25 gives

⟨BA
mkB

B
m′k′⟩ =

∞,∞∑
j,j′=0,0

W [j − 2Nm]W [j′ − 2Nm′] exp(2πi(jk − j′k′)/(2N))⟨v[j]v[j′]⟩. (30)
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Since W [j] is nonzero over 8N time samples, the sums here correspond to summing over a square in j, j′ space with side

length 8N . We can change variables to a diagonal/anti-diagonal coordinate system a and d such that the sub-frame

delay is precisely d. In these coordinates we have j =
a+ d

2
, j′ =

a− d

2
, and

GAB
d =

〈
vA
[
a+ d

2

]
vB
[
a− d

2

]〉
(31)

where we assume that the voltage timestreams vA and vB are translation-invariant and that the ensemble average ⟨·⟩
is well-approximated by a time average over all possible a values:

⟨BA
mkB

B
m′k′⟩ =

d=+8N∑
d=−8N

GAB
d exp

(
2πid(k + k′)

4N

) a=8N−d∑
a=d

exp

(
2πia(k − k′)

4N

)
W [

a+ d

2
−Nm]W [

a− d

2
−Nm′]. (32)

Differentiating, we obtain a formula for the two-point function derivative (equation 33). It says that in the correlation

process, to obtain the best estimate for the delay correlation function, we need to take into account correlations

between different frequency channels (since P d
mk m′k′ is nonzero for k ̸= k′):

P d
mk m′k′ = exp

(
2πid(k + k′)

4N

) α=2NM−|d|∑
α=|d|

W [
α+ d

2
− 2Nm]W [

α− d

2
− 2Nm′] exp

(
2πiα(k − k′)

4N

)
. (33)

The full correlation among all N(N − 1)/2 pairs of frequency channels is not practical, but we can safely ignore

correlations between neighboring frequency channels if we assume spectral leakage is subdominant to the total noise,

an assumption which is valid even in real data. We write P d
mk m′k′ ≈ P d

mk m′k′δkk′ . Under this approximation, our

quadratic estimator for the lag correlation function is merely the Fourier transform of the quadratic estimator for the

visibilities. This is important because even we set out to derive the optimal method to mitigate windowing loss in the

time domain, (calculating GAB
d ); in the end we get a recipe for calculating visibilities as a function of frequency channel

using Eq. 35 and beyond, which is much more applicable in a practical setting. This enables us to implement the

quadratic estimator method in PyFX as a completely transparent replacement for the basic correlator in equation 19:

P d
mk m′k′ ≈ δkk′ exp

(
2πikd

2N

) α=8N−|d|∑
α=|d|

W [
α+ d

2
− 2Nm]W [

α− d

2
− 2Nm′] (34)

= δkk′ exp

(
2πikd

2N

)
K[d+ 2N(m′ −m)] (35)

where we have defined the delay-space window function

K, which represents the convolution of the PFB window

function with itself as a function of integer delay l =

m′−m and sub-integer delay d. We re-write the function

K as:

Kd
mm′ = Kd

l = K[j = d+2N(m′−m)] =

α=∞∑
α=−∞

W [j+α]W [α].

(36)

We also need to approximate the covariance matrix at

each station. Since BA
mk and BB

mk have zero mean, the

covariance of BA
mk is (up to a constant)

Cov(BA
mk) = ⟨BA

mkB
A
m′k′⟩ =

∑
d

GAA
d P d

mk m′k′ (37)

≈ P 0
mk m′k′ = K0

mm′δkk′ (38)

under the assumption that the autocorrelation lag-

correlation function GAA
d is dominated by system/sky

noise, which shows up at d = 0. The last intermedi-

ate product is writing down an expression for the Fisher
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matrix

Fdd′ =
1

2
Tr[P d

ij(C
−1)jkP d′

kl (C
−1)lm] (39)

=


1

2

∑
l K

d
l+∆lK

d′

l for d− d′ = 2N∆l

0 otherwise
(40)

We see that the Fisher matrix depends on the autocon-

volution of the delay space kernel and depends on the

sub-integer delay d and integer delay ∆l. A true signal

at lag d+ l∆t creates weaker artifacts at d+ (l ± 1)∆t,

d+ (l ± 2)∆t, etc.

We now lay out the qualitative steps described earlier

in terms of Eqs. 35, 38, 40. For starters, observe that

the basic correlator in the main text can be written as

a quadratic estimator as

Vkl =
∑
m,m′

P l
m,m′BA

mkB
B
m′k (41)

where our choice of P l
m,m′ = δ(m−m′ − l).

To deconvolve the noise covariance, we define

B̂A
mk = (K0

mm′)−1BA
m′k (42)

B̂B
mk = (K0

mm′)−1BB
m′k, (43)

One could define a correlation algorithm by simply cor-

relating the inverse noise covariance weighted data:

Vkl =
∑
m,m′

B̂A
mkB̂

B
m′kδ(m−m′ − l). (44)

We call this the 1/N2 correlator. However, we are not

done, since the more important source of correlations

arises not from the noise but from the signal itself, which

correlates between neighboring frames at different tele-

scopes at some characteristic delay. equation 35 has a

copy of K; therefore at one station we should also con-

volve B̂ with the signal kernel

B̃dA
mk = Kd

mm′B̂A
m′k (45)

which defines the slightly-better S/N2 correlator:

Vkl =
∑
m,m′

B̃Ad
mkB̂

B
m′kδ(m−m′ − l). (46)

Under our reasonable assumptions of low channel leak-

age and input data which are system-temperature domi-

nated and consist of signal and noise components drawn

from a Gaussian distribution, equation 46 is the best

correlator for extracting delays. However, it presents a

chicken-and-egg problem: to do the correlation using B̃

requires that we already need to know a priori the total

sub-integer delay d in order to calculate the best signal

kernel coefficients Kd
mm′ . One way to get around this

is to use the “search S/N2 correlator,” which we imple-

ment in PyFX by attempting to correlate the data with a

small number of trial delays d (for results involving the

search S/N2 correlator presented here, we search over

six values of d (6d/N = 0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5) and choose the

highest signal-to-noise over the six trials. Not knowing

the true delay means that at present, the search S/N2

correlator makes the correlation step a few times more

costly.

Regardless of which correlator is used, the next step is

to take a Fourier transform over frequency. This arises

from the fact that beyond equation 35, everything de-

pends only on m and m′ and is independent of k. What

this tells us is that under the “no spectral leakage” ap-

proximation of equation 35 the optimal quadratic es-

timator for the cross-correlation function comes from

carefully calculating the per-frequency visibilities. By

computing the visibilities as specified by equation 46,

we lose no information about the final answer (the de-

lays measured by the time-lag autocorrelation). All of

these correlation options are defined in PyFX along with

an implementation of the CHIME PFB window function

which can be easily swapped out for others. If we im-

plemented the “optimal” quadratic estimator, we could

deconvolve our estimate of GAB
d by Fdd′ to remove these

artifacts but if we restrict ourselves to a fixed value of

the integer delay, e.g. l = 0, these artifacts do not affect

downstream analysis, so at present, the final deconvolu-

tion is omitted.

5.3. Benchmarking with Simulations

To benchmark the new correlators, we simulate two

unchannelized voltage timestreams (vA[j] and vB [j])

with independent, unit-RMS Gaussian voltage fluctu-

ations. In the “A” timestream we inject a signal

timestream. In the “B” timestream we inject the same

signal realization with a static delay τ relative to the “A“

timestream. Both timestreams are channelized with the

CHIME PFB and correlated: first with the basic cor-

relator and then with its three variations. This pro-

cess is repeated for six several different sub-integer de-

lays (d/(2N) = 0, 1/6, 2/6, 3/6, 4/6, 5/6) and a variety

of signal strengths from below to well above the fringe

detection threshold.

For each set of simulated visibilities, we calculate the

detection signal power S (equation 21) and noise power
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N (equation 22), as a function of the sub-integer lag τ

at which the signal was injected. Figure 4 shows the

performance of the other correlators. From the third

and fourth row we immediately see that the signal-to-

noise ratio measured by the 1/N2 correlator performs

slightly worse than the basic correlator (black line cor-

responding to unity, i.e. y = x), but that the S/N2

and S/N2 search correlators perform better by ≈ 30%,

especially at half-integer delays. The origin of this im-

provement can be analyzed in the top two rows. In the

top row by plotting the ratio of the signal power (S)

relative to signal power measured in the basic correla-

tor (S0), we see that for the same baseband data, the

S/N2 and S/N2 search correlators improve the signal

power by ≈ 30% over the basic correlator in the case

of a half-integer delay (d = N/2). In the second row

we plot the noise statistic N (equation 22) for each cor-

relator variant divided by the noise statistic calculated

for the basic correlator (N0). After correlation, whether

the basic correlator or its improved version is used to

compute visibilities, we save a pre-determined number

(≈ 40) of integer 2.56 µs lags for each baseline and point-

ing. We choose this driven by storage limitations and

the magnitude of expected clock errors.

6. VALIDATION OF THE VLBI CORRELATOR

We have already demonstrated our basic ability to find

fringes in single-pulse and continuum observing modes

in Figure 2. As an end-to-end test of our software in

the short-baseline regime we have used PyFX to find

fringes on and localize to arcsecond accuracy over 100

single pulses from known pulsars over a wide range of

signal-to-noise ratios and sky positions using CHIME

and KKO; the results of that test are described in
Lanman et al. (2024) (Lanman et al. 2024) and one

such localization contour is shown in Fig. 5. We have

also validated PyFX in the regime of longer baselines

and higher dispersion measure, using our archival long-

baseline data on FRB 20210603A, shown in Figure 6,

which we VLBI-localized (Cassanelli et al. 2023) on

continental-scale baselines using the 10-meter single dish

at Algonquin Radio Observatory (ARO10) (Cassanelli

et al. 2022) and the phased TONE array at Green

Bank (Sanghavi et al. 2023).

We describe the preliminary localization pipeline, de-

picted schematically in Figure 7, which we wrote for the

localizations in both the KKO pulsar sample described

and FRB 20210603A (Lanman et al. 2024; Cassanelli

et al. 2023) with the caveat that future observations and

the addition of long baselines will further drive the de-

sign of the calibration strategy.

We begin (in the upper left circle in Figure 7) with an

initial guess of the position, referred to hereafter as n̂0,

which is required to be accurate at the several-arcminute

level following the discussion surrounding equation 10.

At each station, we typically form a tied-array beam in

the direction of n̂0 to produce “singlebeam” baseband

data (lower middle of Figure 7), though multi-beaming

is possible.

Towards this position we find fringes using PyFX, and

use the residual group delays to localize the source (Ap-

pendix A.1) using Lτ on each baseline (top middle of

Figure 7; see also Section A.1). The correlator pointing

is then updated, and the baseband data are re-correlated

towards the refined position (n̂1). The position con-

verges within a single pointing iteration, typically with

a higher S/N that that of first detection (similar to that

shown in Figure 6); repeated iterations do not further

improve the S/N except in the case of an inaccurate ini-

tial guess.

After the coarse localization, refinement, and re-

correlation, the visibilities are fringe-fitted using a model

which includes positional and ionospheric phase residu-

als (equation A2). We sample the posterior probability

contours over a grid of parameters (Appendix A.2), ap-

ply as a prior the localization contour from CHIME-only

baselines, and take the maximum a posteriori probabil-

ity estimate of the pulsar’s position to obtain a localiza-

tion contour for the statistical uncertainties. Finally, we

convolve that contour with a contour for the systematic

uncertainties to obtain a final position.

7. DISCUSSION, FUTURE WORK, AND

CONCLUSION

The tradeoff between efficiency and flexibility in VLBI

correlation has been known for decades. We have taken

flexibility to the extreme by writing an entirely Python-

based VLBI correlator which supports modern features

like multiple phase center correlation and incoherent &

coherent dedispersion. We believe the Pythonic imple-

mentation of our correlator is valuable and serves to

open up the “black box” of VLBI to a larger community

of astronomers, who may readily adapt it to different

telescopes or custom datasets. We have also developed

and implemented within PyFX an algorithm that im-

proves the correlator’s sensitivity and reduces segmen-

tation losses from upstream channelization of voltage

data: a common feature in using widefield interferomet-

ric arrays in VLBI.

PyFX has been validated using CHIME and several

outrigger telescopes, since is written with the upcoming

CHIME/FRB Outriggers project in mind. In the near

future, PyFXwill soon form the basis of large numbers of
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Figure 4. A realization-by-realization comparison of the signal power, noise power, and signal-to-noise ratio measured by each
correlator variant (labeled SNR) as a function of the signal-to-noise measured by the basic correlator. The black lines denote
equality between the basic and improved correlator variants. Each panel shows a signal injected at a different fractional sample
delay 0 ≤ d/(2N) ≤ 1. In most realizations of the data, the variants of the correlator improve upon the basic one, especially at
half-frame lags, while the improvement is less pronounced for small delays.

VLBI observations of FRBs using CHIME/FRB Outrig-

gers. In addition to this primary goal, PyFX will pave the

way for ancillary scientific goals such as a low-frequency

compact calibrator survey and VLBI proper motion and

parallax measurements for pulsars observed by CHIME

and its outrigger stations.

More generally, PyFX is particularly well-suited to

telescopes which channelize their data with PFBs be-

fore data recording. PyFX should then easily port over

to several other instruments with this design, namely,

CHORD, HIRAX, and BURSTT, which are currently

being constructed and plan to using single-pulse VLBI

to localize FRBs. PyFX will also enable CHIME and its

successors to join LOFAR in undertaking wide-area sky

surveys (de Gasperin et al. 2021; Shimwell et al. 2019,

2022; Jackson et al. 2016; Jackson et al. 2022; Mora-

bito et al. 2022) to advance VLBI at the low-frequency

frontier.
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Figure 5. An example single-baseline localization of a Crab giant pulse. Left panel: a zoomed-out plot of various localization
contours. A CHIME-only localization is plotted as a wide ellipse encompassing both statistical and systematic errors (light
blue and red contours show the 2σ and 1σ uncertainty levels). The VLBI localization contour encompassing statistical errors
only (shaded red and blue contours show the 20σ and 10σ uncertainty levels). Finally, we show the VLBI localization contour
after taking into account the systematic uncertainty of στ = 2ns in equation A1 (heavy red and blue lines show the 2σ and 1σ
level respectively). This illustrates the relative sizes of contributions to the localization contour, which are typically dominated
by systematic rather than statistical errors for single pulse observations of typical brightnesses (see Lanman et al. (2024) for
empirical characterization of our systematic localization errors for the CHIME-KKO baseline).

APPENDIX

A. FRINGE FITTING FOR POINT SOURCE LOCALIZATION

After correlation and finding fringes, we typically fit the visibilities to a model for further analysis. Since fast tran-

sients are point sources, two parameters (the RA and Dec) are sufficient to describe the source structure. Nimmo et al.

(2022) has shown with repeated localizations of FRB 20201124A that the localization precision degrades substantially

in the few-baseline limit; this will likely also impact future FRB localizations using CHIME/FRB Outriggers but

depends too closely on the calibration details to conclusively determine at the time of this writing.

VLBI astrometry can be done in frequency space (using the visibilities directly) or in delay space by Fourier trans-

forming the visibilities over the frequency axis. We use a combination of both methods. First, a robust, delay-based

localization analysis provides a coarse initial guess. Then the guess is refined by a self-consistent visibility-space anal-

ysis. We denote the complex, calibrated visibilities as Vbk where b refers to the baseline, and k refers to the frequency

channel, and the scatter in this measurement to be isotropically distributed around Vbk in the complex plane such that

the variance of each (real and imaginary) component is σ2
bk/2.
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Figure 6. VLBI fringes on an FRB detected on the CHIME—ARO10 and CHIME—TONE baselines (left and right columns
respectively), whose lengths are representative of those of CHIME/FRB Outriggers. This tests our delay compensation algo-
rithms. We show the initial fringes detected (blue) while pointing at an initial guess of the FRB’s position from the CHIME/FRB
baseband pipeline, and the fringes after recorrelation to a refined position obtained using the method in Appendix A.1, demon-
strating the convergence of our procedure.
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Figure 7. A high-level description of the various stages of single-pulse localization. The solid arrows denote the various
stages in our pipeline. First, an initial guess of the FRB’s initial position is computed, with sub-arcminute precision, from
the CHIME/FRB beamformer (Michilli et al. 2021). This allows for fringes to be found, and a coarse localization within the
synthesized beam refines the correlator pointing. The data are re-correlated towards the new pointing, which improves the
correlation signal-to-noise.

A.1. Delay-Space Localization

If we Fourier transform the visibilities we can directly measure the residual delay from the peak of the cross-

correlation function Gd in delay space. For a source whose spectrum is smooth on some characteristic frequency scale

∆ν, Gd is sharply peaked at the true delay with a characteristic width 1/∆ν; this intrinsic Nyquist width is typically

smaller than the systematic delay uncertainty for each baseline σ2
b . Assuming the systematic delay errors are Gaussian,

we can therefore measure the residual delays on each baseline τ bmax, while taking into account the systematic delay

uncertainties, by maximizing the Fourier transform of the visibilities at zero integer lag with the following expression

for the log-likelihood:

logLτ =
∑
b

(τ bmax − τ b(n̂))2

2σ2
b

(A1)

Fitting a position by maximizing equation A1 over a two-dimensional grid of sky positions is straightforward.

Equation A1 works well when the ionospheric delay is subdominant to the geometric delay and when we are not close

to the maximum lag of the FFT, such that |τ bmax| < ∆τ/2. The maximum lag of ∆τ/2 corresponds to a field of view

of ≈ 17′′ for the longest (CHIME-GBO) baseline, and even larger for shorter baselines in the array, and ionospheric

effects are important at the sub-arcsecond level, so when we are in this regime, Lτ method can be used to refine the

localization to the arcsecond level.
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A.2. Visibility Space Localization

To further refine the localization to sub-arcsecond accuracy, we need to overcome the limitation of the Lτ method

in that it does not explicitly separate the ionosphere and geometric delays. Ideally, all contributions to the phase

of the visibilities would self-consistently be taken into account and fit simultaneously to yield a best-fit (maximum

likelihood) sky position. However, a brute-force multidimensional fit is computationally expensive, so we take some

steps to reduce the cost of performing the fit as follows. First, we attempt the visibility-space fit only after Lτ is used

to refine the localization, which reduces the search space to a few arcseconds. Second, we define our fit parameters on

a per-baseline basis rather than a per-station basis, which allows the problem to be decomposed further. To illustrate

this, consider a simple model which takes into account ionospheric and geometric delays. In this case can be expressed

in terms of N + 2 parameters, with two sky coordinates and 1 differential total electron content (TEC) value for each

of the N baselines. We refer to these parameters collectively as a vector λ⃗. The phase of the visibilities for a source

at position n̂ and ionospheric conditions on the bth baseline parameterized by the differential TEC value TECb is

Pbk(λ⃗) = exp(2πiνkτbk(n̂) + iκTECb/νk). (A2)

where κ = −8.45GHz/TECU−1, and where 1 TECU = 1× 1016 m−2. By parameterizing in terms of the differential

TEC values per baseline, instead of the total TEC at each station, the full N + 2 dimensional grid of parameters can

be factorized into the product of N three-dimensional grids: one for each baseline. For each baseline independently, we

then evaluate the posterior probability of the FRB being located at each point as a function of just three parameters:

the right ascension, declination, and the differential TEC on that baseline. Each of these N three-dimensional grids

can then be combined.

The actual value of the posterior probability computed is as follows. Following Chael et al. (2018) (see equation

16 in that paper), we work under the assumption that the measured data are Gaussian distributed about the truth,

which we model using phases Pbk and amplitudes Abk. The likelihood is

logL(Vbk|Abk, λ⃗) = −
1

2

∑
bk

|Vbk −AbkPbk|2

σ2
bk

(A3)

= −1

2

∑
bk

Re[VbkP bk −Abk]
2

σ2
bk,real

− 1

2

∑
bk

Im[VbkP bk −Abk]
2

σ2
bk,imag

(A4)

= −
∑
bk

|Vbk|2

2σ2
bk

+
A2

bk

2σ2
bk

+
AbkRe[VbkPbk]

σ2
bk

(A5)

The visibility amplitudes Abk are nuisance parameters, and we marginalize over each Abk by integrating from zero

to infinity numerically, assuming a flat prior on the Abk. If we conservatively assume a uniform prior on λ⃗, then the

likelihood becomes the posterior probability, up to a normalization constant:

p(λ⃗|Vbk) =
∏
bk

∫ ∞
0

dAbk exp

(
−|Vbk|

2

2σ2
bk

− A2
bk

2σ2
bk

− AbkRe[VbkPbk]

σ2
bk

)
(A6)

It is useful to compare equation A6 to the standard method of producing maps from visibilities, and taking the point

on the map with the maximum flux density as the most probable position. Maps are typically made by calculating∑
bk

Abk

σ2
bk

Re[VbkP bk] (A7)

(see equation 10.7 in Thompson et al. (2017)) where the amplitudes Abk are fixed according to one of a number of

schemes. They may be weighted neutrally (Abk = 1), weighted as a function of baseline length (so-called “natural”

weighting), or as a function of the signal-to-noise ratio in each channel, which upweights bright channels to increase

sensitivity. When the flux from a single point source dominates the visibilities, signal-to-noise weighting corresponds

to taking Abk = |Vbk|. In pulsar observations, we have observed that using this weighting and taking the maximum

signal-to-noise ratio as our localization estimate yields similar results as equation A7, though both methods (unlike the
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delay-based localization) are more sensitive to having accurate calibration compared to the method of equation A1.

Both equations A3 and A7 yield statistical localization uncertainties which are much smaller than the typical systematic

uncertainties. We conclude that the choice between mapmaking and a fully Bayesian analysis is a subdominant to

systematic uncertainties at present, and advocate for equation A7 for its simplicity and robustness.

Table 2. A table of key variables used in this paper, including their units, properties, and typical values.

d, d′ Sub-integer delay, in units of the unchannelized time resolution (samples, 1.25 ns).

j, j′, q′ Indexes time in units of samples.

k Indexes frequency channels outputted by the PFB, from 0,1,...1023.

l Integer delay, in units of frames.

m,m′ Indexes time in units of the channelized time resolution (frames, 2.56 µs).
n Index time in units of scans (duration defined by w).

N Number of frequency channels outputted by the PFB (usually 1024).

p Indexes different sky pointings within the field of view when operating in multiple phase center mode.

r Indexes what fraction of the scan gets integrated into the visibilities (0 < r < 1).

tC Absolute time defined in the frame of the Earth’s geocenter with a precision of a sample (C).

tS Absolute time defined in the frame of location S, e.g. topocentric time at station A would be tA.

τ Total delay, in units of nanoseconds, before breaking into integer/sub-integer parts.

w The duration of a scan, in units of the channelized time resolution.

∆t Time resolution of channelized data (2.56µs).
ν Intra-channel frequency, in Hz, relative to the central frequency of the nearest channel νk; (−195 kHz < ν < 195 kHz)

νk Central frequency in channel index k (400MHz < νk < 800MHz).

νc Central frequency of the entire CHIME band (600MHz).
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