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TRACKING A RANDOM WALK FIRST-PASSAGE TIME
THROUGH NOISY OBSERVATIONS

BY MARAT V. BURNASHEV! AND ASLAN TCHAMKERTEN?
Russian Academy of Sciences and Telecom ParisTech

Given a Gaussian random walk (or a Wiener process), possibly
with drift, observed through noise, we consider the problem of es-
timating its first-passage time 7, of a given level ¢ with a stopping
time 7 defined over the noisy observation process.

Main results are upper and lower bounds on the minimum mean
absolute deviation inf, E|n — 7¢| which become tight as ¢ — oo. Inter-
estingly, in this regime the estimation error does not get smaller if we
allow 7 to be an arbitrary function of the entire observation process,
not necessarily a stopping time.

In the particular case where there is no drift, we show that it is
impossible to track 7¢: inf, E|n — 7|” = oo for any £ >0 and p>1/2.

1. Introduction. The tracking stopping time (TST) problem, recently
introduced in [5], is formulated as follows. Let X = {X}};>0 be a stochastic
process and let 7 be a stopping time defined over X . A statistician has access
to X only through correlated observations Y = {Y;};>0 and wishes to find
a stopping 7 that gets close to 7, for instance, so as to minimize the average
absolute deviation E|n — 7|. For specific applications of the TST problem
formulation related to monitoring, forecasting and communication, we refer
to [5].

In [5], an algorithmic solution is proposed for discrete-time settings where
the (X¢,Y;)’s take on values in a common finite alphabet (otherwise X and YV
are arbitrary processes) and where 7 is bounded. What motivated an algo-
rithmic approach to this problem is that the TST problem generalizes the
Bayesian change-point detection problem, a long-studied problem that dates
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back to the 1940s, and for which nonasymptotic solutions are known to be
hard to obtain.

In the Bayesian change-point problem, there is a random variable 0, tak-
ing on values in the positive integers, and two probability distributions F
and Pj;. Under Py, the conditional density function of Z; given 21, Zs, ..., 2y 1
is fo(Zy|Z1,Za, ..., Z1—1), for every t > 0. Under P;, the conditional den-
sity function of Z; given 21, Zs, ..., Zy—1 is f1(Z¢|Z1, Za, ..., Z4—1), for every
t > 0. The observed process Y = {Y; };>¢ is distributed according to Fy for
all t < and according to P; for all t > 6. The problem typically consists in
finding a stopping time 7, with respect to {Y;}, that is, close to .

Nonasymptotic results for the Bayesian change-point problem have been
reported mostly for the i.i.d. case where, conditioned on the change-point
value, observations are independent with common distribution Py and P;
before and after the change [6, 7].3

The TST problem can be seen as a Bayesian change-point problem whose
change-point 7 is a stopping time defined with respect to an unobserved
process X that depends on the observed process Y. What specifically differ-
entiates a TST problem from a Bayesian change-point problem is that for
the latter we always have the identity

PO =k|Yy, Y1,..., Y0, k>n)=P(0=k|k >n), k>n.

In contrast, the above identity with § =7 need not hold for a TST problem.
Because of this, past observations are in general useful for estimating 7.
Furthermore, the observed process Y has usually memory once conditioned
on 7.4 This is what makes the TST problem hard.

In this paper, we investigate the natural setting case where X is a Gaus-
sian random walk (or a Wiener process) possibly with drift, where Y is
a noisy version of X, and where 7 is the first time when X reaches a given
level £. We establish a lower bound on inf,E[n — 7|, where the infimum
is over all stopping times with respect to Y, then exhibit a stopping rule
that achieves this bound as £ — oco. In the case where X does not drift, we
show that E|n — 7| = oo for any ¢ > 0 and any estimator 7, not necessarily
a stopping time.

Throughout the paper the following notational conventions are adopted.
We use 7 to denote a function of the observation process Y = Y. When n
has no argument, we mean that 7 is a stopping time with respect to Y.
Instead, if n has an argument, we mean that 7 is a function of its argument
which need not be a stopping time with respect to Y. For example, 7(Y;)
refers to a function of observation Y;.

% An exception is [8] which considers Markov chains, but of finite state.
4Unless the TST problem under consideration reduces to a Bayesian change-point prob-
lem with independent observations before and after the change.
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Further, we frequently omit arguments of functions (or estimators) that
appear in expressions to be optimized. For instance, instead of

inf E|n(Y;) — 747,
A In(Yy) — 7l

we simply write

inf E|n— 7P
n(Ye) | |
to denote an optimization over estimators of 7, that depend only on obser-
vation Y.

Section 2 contains the main results and Section 3 is devoted to the proofs.

2. Main results. Consider the discrete-time processes

t
X: Xo=0, X;=) Vi+st, t>1,
=1

t
Y: Yp=0, Yi=X;+ed Wi, o t>1,
i=1
where V1, V5, ... and Wy, Ws,... are two independent sequences of indepen-
dent standard (i.e., zero-mean unit variance) Gaussian random variables,
and where s > 0 and € > 0 are arbitrary constants.
Given the first-passage time

7o =inf{t > 0:X; >/}

for some arbitrary known level ¢ > 0, we aim at finding a stopping time
with respect to the observation process Y that best tracks 7. Specifically,
we consider the optimization problem

(2.1) inf E|n — 7|,
"

where the infimum is over all stopping times 7 defined with respect to the
natural filtration induced by the Y process.

To avoid trivial situations, we restrict £ and ¢ to be strictly positive. When
¢=0ore=0, (2.1) is equal to zero: for £ =0, n =0 is optimal, and for e =0,
7 =Ty is optimal.

Define the stopping time

m o inf{t >0: X, >/},
where
& def & def 1
X() :0 and Xt :8t+ m(n—st), tZl,
is the minimum mean square estimator of X; given observation Y;.
The following theorem provides a nonasymptotic upper bound on (2.1):
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THEOREM 2.1 (Upper bound). Given 0 <e < oo, 0<s< oo and 0 <
{ < 00, we have

The next theorem provides a nonasymptotic lower bound on E|n(Y®) — 7|
for any estimator n(Yy°) of 7, that has access to the entire observation
sequence Y. The function Q(z) is defined as

Q(z) def \/% /OO exp(—u?/2) du.

THEOREM 2.2 (Lower bound). Given 0 <e <00, 0<s<o00 and0<{<
00, and any integer n such that 1 <n </{/s,

Ine2
inf Eln—7|> 5 ne 5
n(Y<) ws2(1+e2)
1/4 —
(2.3) [ 2n 2l —sn)y o 6
356 w83 s

— 2032 +n/s +n20/)Q((€ — sn)/vn)>.

When n approaches ¢/s and ¢/s tends to infinity in a suitable way, the
upper and lower bounds (2.2) and (2.3) become tight. The following result
is an immediate consequence of these bounds by considering n of the form
n=|0/s—(¢/s)1], 1/2<q<1,in Theorem 2.2°:

THEOREM 2.3 (Asymptotics). Let q be a constant such that 1/2 < q < 1.
In the asymptotic regime where

/ q—1/2 /¢ 1—q g2
s - — 00, - —— — 00,
s s 1+ &2

€4

—
e °

5 || denotes the largest integer not greater than .
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we have
inf E[n— 7= (1+0(1))E[n; — 7
U(Yooo)
(2.4)
20e2
) ms3(1 +£2) (1+o(L)-

In particular, the equalities in (2.4) hold in the limit { — oo for fized 0 <
e<oo and 0 < s < oo.

Theorem 2.3 says that the sequential estimator 77; does as well as the
best estimators with the foreknowledge of the entire observation process Y,
asymptotically.® Part of the reason for this is that 7, concentrates around
¢/s. Hence, restricting estimators to depend only on finitely many observa-
tions induces no loss of optimality, asymptotically.

Consider now the setting where Zﬁzl V; and Zﬁzl W, are replaced by
standard Wiener processes, that is, with the X and the Y processes defined
as

X: Xp=0, X =B+ st for t > 0,
Y: Yy;=0, Y, =X, +eN; for t >0,

where {B; }1~0 and {V; };~¢ are two independent standard Wiener processes.
The previous results easily extend to the Wiener process setting. Indeed, the
analysis is simpler than for the Gaussian random walk setting as there is
no excess over the boundary (variously known as overshoot) for a Wiener
process—the value of a Wiener process the first time it reaches a certain
level is equal to this level.

Theorems 2.4, 2.5 and 2.6 are analogous to Theorems 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3,
respectively.

THEOREM 2.4 (Upper bound, Wiener process). Given 0 <e < oo, 0<
s< oo and 0 < { < oo, we have

E 36e2 AN

THEOREM 2.5 (Lower bound, Wiener process). Given 0 <e < oo, 0<
s <00, 0<l <00, and n such that 0 <n < {/s, we have

2ne? ([ 2n 1/4 26 —sn)y
ms?(1+¢€2) 387 73

— (2n*% 4+ n/s+n'20/$)Q((£ — sn)/vn) 2.

inf Elnp—r71|>
U(Y()oo) | |

Gn(Y})‘X’) need not be a stopping time according to our notational conventions.
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The following theorem is an immediate consequence of Theorems 2.4
and 2.5.

THEOREM 2.6 (Asymptotics, Wiener process). Theorem 2.3 is also
valid in the Wiener process setting.

When there is no drift, that is, s =0, it turns out that (2.1) is infinite for
all £ >0 and ¢ > 0. In fact, Theorem 2.7 below, which is valid in both the
Gaussian random walk and the Wiener process settings, provides a stronger
statement:

THEOREM 2.7. Let s=0, 0<e<oo and >0, and let f(x), >0, be
a nonnegative and nondecreasing function such that

(2.6) Ef(14/2) =0
for some constant h > 0. Then,

(i) Ef(jre —n(Yg©)|) = 0o for any estimator n(Yy®).
(ii) If f(x)=2aP, p>1/2, then (2.6) holds for all h > 0. Hence,

Elry — P = oo
for any estimator n(Yy®) of ¢ whenever p>1/2.

A heuristic justification for Theorem 2.7, claim (ii) is as follows. When
s=0, Erp = oo for any £ > 0. So, when s =0, it is likely that 7, takes some
very large value. When this happens, the estimate of 74 is poor because of
the noise in the observation process whose variance grows proportionally
with time.

3. Proofs of results. In this section we prove Theorems 2.1, 2.2 and 2.7.
Theorems 2.4 and 2.5 are proved in the same way as Theorems 2.1 and 2.2
by merely ignoring overshoots.

The proofs of Theorems 2.4 and 2.5 are therefore omitted.

In this section, V' and W always denote standard Gaussian random vari-
ables.

Before proving Theorems 2.1, 2.2 and 2.7, we establish a few auxiliary
results related to overshoot estimates. These results are based on the follow-
ing theorem, given in [4], Theorem 2, equation (7), which provides an upper
bound on overshoot which is uniform in the threshold level /.

THEOREM 3.1 ([4]). Let Zy,Zs,... be i.i.d. random variables such that
EZy > 0. Define Sy =721 + Zo + -+ Zy, pe =1inf{t > 1:5, > {}, and the
overshoot O,, = S,,, — (. Then,

2(p+2) E|Z|P+2
supE(OP ) <
O <) E@Y

for all p > 0.
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Overshoot has been extensively studied and various other bounds have
been exhibited (see, e.g., [1-3]). However, to the best of our knowledge, the
bound given by Theorem 3.1 has not been improved for all s >0 and p > 0.
In particular, it is tighter than Lorden’s bound [3] for small values of s.

COROLLARY 3.1. Let Zy,Zs,... be i.i.d. random wvariables according to

a mean s >0 and variance o> >0 Gaussian distribution, and let Sy, jup
and Oy, be defined as in Theorem 3.1. Then,

(3.1) supE(O,,) < 25 + 4o,
>0
and
¢ 1 L 4
(3.2) S <-ES,, =FEp <424 —.
57 s s s

PROOF. Since
E(Z))?=s?+0? and E|Z||*=E(s+oV)*=5'+65%0% + 304,

we have

8 20
EO2 <2 2 52_7
B0} <3 |5 450~ T

from Theorem 3.1 with p = 2. Therefore,

supE(O,,) < [supE(OZ))
>0 \/ >0
8 204
S \/§|:82+50'2— 82+0'2:|

< 2s+ 4o,

which gives (3.1).
Now ES,, = sEu, by Wald’s equation since 0 < s < oo and Euy < oo.
Hence, since

(<ES,, <l+supE(Oy,),
>0
inequality (3.2) follows from (3.1). O

LEMMA 3.1. The following inequalities hold for all0<s<oo and 0<f<oo:

l 3
(3:3) E(¢/s —7e)1 <E(re—4/s)4 <\/5—5 +1+ -,
2ms s
20 6
A4 Elrg—0/s| <\ —+2+ -
(3.0 - tysl <) 2 424 8,
(3.5) E(X,, — s7¢) <\/L+38+7
) E Ut =V ors )
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ProoOF. From Wald’s equation EX, = sE7y, since 0 < s < oo and Ery <
o0, hence ¢ < EX,, = sE7,. Therefore, using the identity z =z, — (—2),”
we get

0<E(rg—4{/s)=E(rg—£/s)y —E(l/s —T0)+,
that is,
(3.6) E(l/s— 1)y <E(re—1€/s)4.
We upper bound the right-hand side of (3.6) as®
B(ry—£/5)s <Blr— [¢/s])s +1
=E(re — [€/s];70> [4/s], Xe/) <€) +1
=E(ve — [€/s]; Xpeys) <€) +1
=E(vg;G>0)+1,

(3.7)

where v, & inf{t > [¢/s]: X; > ¢} and Gy Xre/61-

Since G < — Ziz/f] v,y [¢/s]V, using equation (3.2) of Corollary 3.1
with 02 =1 yields

4
E(V@G>0)<E[§+2+;;G>O]

gE{ﬁE%iz+2+§ﬂ/>ﬂ

< (Zﬂan++1+§

<fLy1gd
—V 2783 s

From (3.6), (3.7) and (3.8) we get

(3.9) E(t/s — 7o)+ <E(re —{/s)4 < s Tt D

which gives (3.3).
Inequality (3.4) is an immediate consequence of (3.3).
Since X, > ¢, we have

E(X,,/s—1)+ <E(X;/s—{/s)+E({l/s— 7).

Ty, max{0,z}.
8

[2] denotes the smallest integer not smaller than .
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This, together with (3.9) and the inequality
(3.10) E(X,,/s—{/s)<2+44/s

obtained from equation (3.2) of Corollary 3.1, establishes (3.5). O

ProoOF OF THEOREM 2.1. We prove Theorem 2.1 by considering esti-
mators of the form

O =inf{t >1: X > 1},

where X is defined as

Xy? =0 X[V =sttc(Y, —st)=st+e

t t
ZWHZV%], t>1,

1=1 i=1

for some constant ¢ > 0. We upper bound E|77(C) — 79|, ¢ >0, and show that
the optimal value of ¢ is 1/(1 4 £2), which shall prove the theorem.
For ¢ =0, we have 5(*) = [¢/s], and equation (3.4) of Lemma 3.1 gives

[ 20
(3.11) E[n©® — 7] < —3+3+§.
s S

We now bound E|n{¢) — 7| for arbitrary values of ¢ > 0. Since
|| =234 — =z,
we have
(3.12) EJy© — 7] = 2K(5(© — 1), — E(n© — 7).
Applying equation (3.4) of Corollary 3.1 to 7, and 7 yields
4

E(n' —m)> -2,

hence from (3.12)
4
(3.13) Eln© — 7| <2E(n'® — 1) +2+ ~.

Below, we upper bound E(n(®) — ), then use (3.13) to deduce a bound on
Eln(© — 7.

For notational convenience, throughout the calculations we some-
times omit the superscript (¢) and simply write X, and 7 in place of Xt(c)
and 7(©).

Let us introduce the auxiliary stopping time

y inf{t >7,: X; > ¢}
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It follows that
E(n — 1)+ <E(v —751>7)
(3.14) <E(v—15X,, <)

1 A~ N N
= “E(X, — X,,; X,, <0),
. :

where the second inequality holds since {n > 7} C {X,, < ¢} and where for
the last equality we used Wald’s equation since 0 < s < oo and both v and 7y
have finite expectation.

Since the random walk X has incremental steps with mean s and vari-
ance c¢?(1 +¢2), from equation (3.1) of Corollary 3.1 and the strong Markov
property of X at time 74, we get

E(X, — X Xy, <0) <E[0+2s +4c\V/1+e2 — X, X, <]
<E[X,, +25+4cV/1+e2 - X, X, < X,
<E(Xy, — Xrp)s + 542071 42,
hence from (3.14)
s+ 2eV1 + 2

1 A
(3.15) E(© - 1), < ;E(Xﬁf) = Xr)p + S

Before we compute an upper bound on E(X,, — Xﬁf))Jr for general values of
¢ > 0, we consider the case c=1.

Case ¢ =1: We have Xt(l) =Y; and M) = inf{t > 0:Y; > ¢}. Since Y; 4
Xy + eV/tW with W independent of X, it follows that

E(XW - XT@)-I- = E(s\/ﬁW)Jr
— CE(JRE(W):
(3.16) = \/——WE(\/T_Z)

9

E(7¢)

s

- € {4+2s+4
T W27 s ’

where for the first inequality we used Jensen’s inequality, and where the
second inequality follows from equation (3.2) of Corollary 3.1.
Combining (3.16) with (3.15) (¢ =1) yields

(4+25+4 s+2V/1+¢2
BV — 1), <&y 53+ .
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which, together with (3.13), gives
(+25+4 A(s+1+vIted)
273 )

Comparing (3.17) with (3.11), we note that for fixed s > 0, if ¢ < 1, then
E[nM) — 7| < En® — 7| for large values of £.

(3.17) Ejn® — 7| < 2¢

General case ¢ > 0: We compute a general upper bound on E(X,, — )A(%:))jL7
¢>0, and use (3.13) and (3.15) to obtain an upper bound on E[n(©) — 7].
Let U; be the increment of the random walk Z; = X; — ( ) , that is,

Ui = Zz - Zifl = (1 - C)‘/Z - CEVVZ'.

Given the fixed time horizon m = |¢/s|, we have

(3.18) X, - X\9= ZU —1{r < m} Z Ui +1{r, >m} Z Ui,

i=Tp+1 i=m-+1

and therefore

m
E(X,, — an <E (Z U> +E (—]l{n <m} Z UZ->
1=Tp+1 +
(3.19)
Te
+E<1{Tg >m} Z Ui> .
i=m-+1 +

We bound each term on the right-hand side of (3.19). For the first term,
since >, U; 4 Vm[(1—c)2+ 22|V, we have

E <zm: Ui) = /m[(1 —¢)2 + 2RV,
=1 +

— \/m[(l -] \/5[(1 —c)? + 0252].
2 N 2ms

For the second term on the right-hand side of (3.19), since 7y is independent
of Ur,41,Us,42, ..., we have

(3.20)

E(—ﬂ{w<m} S Ui) —E[/m ), (L= P T 2V,
i=Tp+1 +
(1 —c)%+ c%e?

= 2—E (m — 1)+
s

< \/[(1 — )2 + %2

2

(3.21)

E(m — )+
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[(1—c)?+ c%e?] 1 3
< N 142
- 27 273 T s

where the first inequality holds by Jensen’s inequality and where the last
inequality follows from equation (3.3) of Lemma 3.1.
For the third term on the right-hand side of (3.19), we have

E(]l{Tg>m} i Ui> <C€E(]l{7‘e>m} i WZ>
+ +

)

=m-+1 i=m—+1
(3.22)

+(1—¢)+E <]l{7g >m} ZZ VZ) :
+

i=m+1
Since 7y and {W;} are independent, we have

Hre>n} > WS/ (re—m)W,

1=m+1

and a similar calculation as for (3.21) shows that

& 1|/ ¢ 3
1 W; < ,.|=— —— 4+ 2+ -
{re>m} Z ] . —\| 27 2msd Tt S

i=m+1

(3.23) E

We now focus on the second expectation on the right-hand side of (3.22).
Note first that, on {7, > m}, we have

Te
Y Vi=(Xp, = X)) — sl —m).
i=m-+1

Therefore, to bound E(1{r, >m}> 7 . V)i, we consider the “shifted”
sequence {S; = Xy — X, }t>m, and its crossing of level ¢ — X,,,. Using (3.5)
(with ¢ — X, instead of ¢) we have

E(]l{Tg >m} i VZ)
+

i=n+1
SE([X7, — X = s(me = m)]4; X <)
- X
(3.24) gy /U Em)s a0y
2ms
E(€ — Xm)Jr

+3s+7
2rs

51/4
<
~ (2ms)3/4

+ +3s+7,

1
\V2ms
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where the third inequality follows from Jensen’s inequality. Combining (3.22)
together with (3.23) and (3.24) yields

E(H{Tg >m} i UZ‘>
+

i=m-+1
1| [e 3
. < — - —
(3.25) <ce 27r[ 523 —1-2—1—8]
1 il L 3547
* ‘C)+<<zm)3/4+¢%+ o )

and from (3.15), (3.19)-(3.21) and (3.25), we get

. (1 —c)? + c%e?] 1 14 3
E(n( - o)y < \/ 2ms3 T 27 s? 2ms3 t2+ s

N [(1=c¢)?+c2e?] / +1+§
27s? 273 s
(3.26) »
(]. - C)+ |: 14 1 :|
3547
Tt (27s)3/4 * V27s o
2cv/ 1+ &2
1+ %ﬂ

To minimize the first term on the right-hand side of (3.26) (which is the
dominant term as a function of £), we set ¢ = ¢ = 1/(1+¢?) so as to minimize
the factor (1 —c)? + c?c%. With ¢ = ¢ we have (1 —¢)? + c?e? =£?/(1 +&2)
and 7(® =¥, hence, from (3.26),

E(} —72)+ < A S DY N
. 2
fle =T+ = 2r(1+¢e?)s3  1+¢e2\ 2ms? |V 2783 s

N g2 [/ +1+3
2r(14+¢e2)s2 |V 27s3 s

g2 (4 1 g4 47
s(14€2) [(2778)3/4 * V27s o ]
2

svV1+e2

_l’_

+1+
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Combining the second, third and fourth terms on the right-hand side of the
above inequality, we get

Bt~ )+ < 45
e T+ = 2m(1 +£2)s3

€ 14 174 \/§
2 -
(3.27) t— 3(27753) +31/=+3s+6
2 1
sv/1+e?

Finally, combining (3.27) with (3.13) yields

/ 2&52
Eln, — <
1/4 3
3 + 3\/j +vV3s+6
27T53 s

+o+4,

5\/1 —|-€2
4
5\/1 —|-€2

from which Theorem 2.1 follows. [

|

ProOOF OF THEOREM 2.2.  We prove Theorem 2.2 by establishing a lower
bound on E|n(Yy®) — 7| for any estimator n(Y;°) that has access to the
entire observation process Y.

Pick an arbitrary integer n such that 1 <n < {¢/s. Then, we have

(- X, (- X,
inf Eln—7/|= inf E‘(n—n— >—|—<n+ —Tg)‘
s s

W(Yoo n(Y 0 )
- X - X
(3.28) > inf E‘n—n—g a —E‘n+€ L
U(Y()oo) S S
- X,
=— inf Eln—X,|—E[n+ — 7.
S n(Yg®) n ‘ [4

The first expectation on the right-hand side of (3.28) is lower bounded as
follows. Since X,, and Y,, are jointly Gaussian, we may represent X,, as

)(ng n52/(1+52)V+C'Yn+da

where V' is a standard Gaussian random variable independent of {Y,,}, and
where ¢ and d are (nonnegative) constants (that depend on s and ¢). Using
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this alternative representation of X, yields

inf Eln—X,|= inf Eln—c-Y,—d—+/ne?/(1+2)V]
) n(Y5®)

77(Y0oo 0°

ne?
=/ —— inf Elp-V
T2k In—V]|

ne? |

ne?

1+ €2

E|V]

2ne?
n(1+¢e2)’

where the infimum on the right-hand side of the third equality is over con-
stant estimators (i.e., independent of Y;) since V' is independent of ¥;°, and
where for the fourth equality we used the fact that the median of a random
variable is its best estimator with respect to the average absolute deviation.

We now upperbound the second expectation on the right-hand side of (3.28).
We have

(- X, (- X,
Eln + — Ty :E[n—i— —Tg;Tg>n]
s s
(3.30)
—i—E[n—i— g ;ngn].

For the first term on the right-hand side of (3.30), we use (3.4) to get

- X, 200 — X,
(3.31) E[n—i— _ 7 ‘Xn,7g>n}< %Jrug

7r

on {X, < ¢}. Since X, < sn+ /nV,
E(l—Xn)1 =E({ —sn—+/nV),
< \/HEV_F + (f - sn)+

JE .

n

1/2
E\/(E_Xn)JrS\/E(g_Xn)JrS( %‘F(f—mh) )

Hence, from Jensen’s inequality
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and therefore, by taking expectation on both sides of (3.31) we get

{ —
E|:TL+ n—Tg

7 V2 6
n

</ =)=+ - -,

S\ a3 ( o + (¢ 5n)+> +2 4 .

For the second term on the right-hand side of (3.30),

E[ K—Xn_n
< (n+L/s)P(ry <n)+ (1/5)E(|Xp ;70 <)
(3.33) < (n+£/s)P(re < n) + (1/5)(E(X)?P(ry <))/
= (n+€/s)P(ry <n) + (1/5)((n + s2n2)P(ry < n))*/?
< (2n++/n/s +0/s)P(rg < n)'/?,

where the second inequality follows from the Cauchy—-Schwarz inequality.
Further,

(3.32) " n}

n -+

;Te<n]

Hence, from (3.33),

£
< (2032 +n/s+n20/)Q((¢ — sn)/v/n)"%.
Combining (3.28)—(3.30), (3.32) and (3.34), we get

- X,

n—+ — T3

(3.34) " n]

2ne?
f Eln— _—
(1}1/_100 ‘77 Tf‘ = 7T82(1 —1—62)
2n \ /4 2(0 —sn)4 9 6
7356 Ts3 S

— (202 +n/s +n20/5)Q((L — sn) /) /?,
yielding the desired result. [J
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PROOF OF THEOREM 2.7. We prove the result only for the Gaussian
random walk setting. The proof for the Wiener process setting follows the
same arguments and is therefore omitted.

Let s =0 and fix 0 < e <00 and 0 < £ < co. We show that given h > 0,

n(i%fo)Ef(\n —7¢]) > kEf(1,/2)

for some strictly positive constant k. Hence, if E f(75,/2) = oo for some h > 0,
then inf, (yeo) Ef(|n — 7¢|) = 0o, which yields claim (i).

The first step consists in removing the noise in the observation process Y
from time ¢ =2 onward; that is, instead of {Y;}+>0, we consider the better
observation process {Z; };>o defined as

ZO:0>
Zl :X1 +EW1:V1+€W1,
Zy=Xy — Xy 1=V, t>2.

Clearly, it is easier to estimate 7, based on Z§° than based on Y;*; one gets
Y; — Y,_1 by artificially adding the “noise” eW; to Z;, t > 1. Therefore,

. inf E — > inf E - .
(335) L EF (=)= int Ef(In =)
Given Z§°, estimation errors on 74 are only due to the unknown value of X
because of the unknown value of the noise eWW;. In turn, given Z3°, it is
sufficient to consider only Z; in order to estimate X7 (Z; is a sufficient
statistic for X7).

Below, we are going to make use of the important property that the
conditional density function of X;(=V7) given Z; is not degenerated since
it is given by

p(z]2) =

and since € > 0 by assumption.

Define C = C(Z1) = Z1/(1+&?)—h/2 and D = D(Z1) = Z1/(1+€2)+h/2
where h > 0 is some arbitrary constant. From the above nondegeneration
property it follows that

e S 52) )

eV 2 2e? $_1+€2

P(X; <C)=P(X; > D) ¥ s, =6 (h,e) > 0.

Using this, we lower bound

inf E -
int Ef(ln =)

by considering the following three-hypothesis problem: with probability 1 —
201, X1 is known exactly (hence 74 is known exactly as well), and with equal
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probability d1, X; is either equal to C' or equal to D (and no additional
information on X is available). More specifically, denoting by TE the value
of 7 when X; =C, and by TeD the value of 7y when X7 = d, we have

inf E -
oL f(n— )

> inf {E[f(Jn—7l): X1 < O]+ Elf (in —m]): X1 > D]}

(336) > inf (Bl (In— )X < CL+ Bl (- 71): ) > D]}

=01 inf Elf(ln—71)+ f(In— 7))
77(Zo )

C _.D
Z&@f(%))

where the second and third inequalities follow from the assumption that f(z)

. . . . d .
is nonnegative and nondecreasing. Further, since Tf = T(v—c), and since

Toy — Tty 4 Toy—ty, L1 > {a, from (3.36) we get

7 — 7P
inf Ef(ln—7l)>6Ef( Lt—£
17(1?8°) f(In—md) =6 f( 5 )

(3.37) _S,Ef <T(@C)+ ~— T(t-D)4 >

Now, on {D < ¢} we have
(-C)ly—(—-D)y=D—-C=h,
therefore from (3.37) we get

. Th
3.38 f E — > 010 Ef| —
(3.39) nt B =) > 1 f<2>7

where
82 % 5y (h,1,e) =P(D < £) > 0.

Claim (i) follows from (3.38) and (3.35).
We now prove claim (ii). Let {B:};>0 be the standard Wiener process
whose value at integer times ¢ =0, 1,2, ... corresponds to process X, and let

7 Yinf{t >0: B, = h}.
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Since 7, < 7, for all h >0, had we proved that Ef(7,/2) = oo, equation
Ef(7h/2) =00

would hold since f(z) is nondecreasing.
From the reflection principle we get

h

Vit

P(%h<t):2IP>(Bt>h):2Q< ), h>0,t>0,

hence for h >0,

N B o i
Ef(7n/2) =2 / f<t/2>d@( ﬂ>
- e
fh/2 f t/2
\/ﬂ t3/2

Therefore, if f(z) =P with p > 1/2, then Ef(7,/2) = oo for all h > 0.
Claim (ii) follows. [

4. Concluding remarks. We considered the problem of sequentially esti-
mating a random walk first-passage time through noisy observations. Non-
asymptotic upper and lower bounds on minimum mean absolute deviation
have been derived that coincide in certain asymptotic regimes.

Extensions to other loss functions or non-Gaussian settings may be en-
visioned. For the latter, an interesting problem is the derivation of a good
lower bound. In fact, a main step in the proof of Theorem 2.2 [see argument
after equation (3.28)] takes advantage of the fact that X,, and Y,, are jointly
Gaussian.

Finally, note that at least some of the presented arguments apply to stop-
ping times other than first-passage times since the basic property that we
used is that 7 concentrates around its mean (assuming a positive drift).
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