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Abstract—In this paper, we study the quickest change detection
with mismatched post-change models. A change point is the time
instant at which the distribution of a random process changes. The
objective of quickest change detection is to minimize the detection
delay of an unknown change point under certain performance
constraints, such as average run length (ARL) to false alarm or
probability of false alarm (PFA). Most existing change detection
procedures assume perfect knowledge of the random process
distributions before and after the change point. However, in many
practical applications such as anomaly detection, the post-change
distribution is often unknown and needs to be estimated with a
limited number of samples. In this paper, we study the case that
there is a mismatch between the true post-change distribution and
the one used during detection. We analytically identify the impacts
of mismatched post-change models on two classical detection
procedures, the cumulative sum (CUSUM) procedure and the
Shiryaev-Roberts (SR) procedure. The impacts of mismatched
models are characterized in terms of various finite or asymptotic
performance bounds on ARL, PFA, and average detection delay
(ADD). It is shown that post-change model mismatch results in an
increase in ADD, and the rate of performance degradation depends
on the difference between two Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergences,
one is between the priori- and post-change distributions, and
the other one is between the true and mismatched post-change
distributions.

I. INTRODUCTION

such as detection delay, probability of false alarm (PFAY a
average run length (ARL) to false alarm, etc.

Quickest change detection is an online detection methat, an
it aims at minimizing the detection delay of a change point
under the constraints of an upper bound on PFA or a lower
bound on ARL. The change point itself can be modeled as a
random variable with prior distributions. If the prior diftution
of the change point is known, then Bayesian change detection
such as the well known Shiryaev proceduré [2], [3], can be
performed. In [[4], Tartakovsky and Veeravalli asymptdtica
characterize the moments of the detection delay of the &iry
procedure by letting the PFA goes to zero, and they show
that the Shiryaev procedure is asymptotically optimum ia th
Bayesian setting under some mild conditions. When the prior
distribution of the change point is not known, the onlineraa
detection can be performed under the minimax criteriont tha
is, minimizing the expected delay for some worst case change
point distribution. One of the most commonly used minimax
change detection procedures is the cumulative sum (CUSUM)
procedure proposed by Page [5]. The asymptotic behavior of
the CUSUM procedure are characterized by Lorden [6] for
independently and identically distributed (i.i.d.) sapgland
later extended by Lai[[7] for non-i.i.d. samples. It is shown
that the CUSUM procedure can minimize the worst-worst-
case detection delay as the ARL lower bound goes to infinity.

~ Change detection is the process of identifying the timgnother popular minimax change detection method is the
instants at which the distribution of a random process ceangshiryaev-Roberts (SR) procedufe [2]] [3]] [8]. The asyrtipto

It has_ a wide range _Of a_ppllcatlons In various science, €gptimality of the SR procedure are discussed_in [9] and [10].
gineering, and financial fields, such as intrusion detection A above mentioned procedures require precise knowledge
anomaly detection, quality control, financial market as&ly of the distribution functions before and after the changetpo

and medical diagnosis, etc.

In many practical applications, such as anomaly detection,

Change detection methods can be classified into two cafieis relatively easy to learn and estimate the prior-change
gories, offline and online change point detections. In @&flingjstribution, because there is usually a large amount o dat
change detection, the detector estimates the locations@f @yailable before the change point, e.g., data collectenliir
or more change points based on the observations of the enfiggmal operation conditions. On the other hand, it is uguall
random process or time sequence [1]. Offline methods usualifficult to obtain an accurate estimate of the post-change
need to detect the number of change points before iderdifyigistribution, especially for quickest change detectiorergha
the location of each change point. Online change detectigBcision needs to be made as soon as possible with a limited
uses sequential analysis to detect whether a change peifiinber of observations from the post-change distribution.
has happened before the current time by using all currenfs], a modified generalized likelihood ratio (GLR) test is-de
observed samples[2]-[11]. Online change detection ugualleloped to take into consideration of some unknown parammete
needs to make tradeoff among various performance metrigsthe post-change distribution, and it is shown that the ifresti
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procedure can attain the same asymptotic lower bound of
detection delay as the case of known post-change distitouti

In [11], a non-parametric quickest detection method thagsdo
not require prior knowledge of the distributions is prophse
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In this paper, we study the performance of quickest changeDefine the likelihood ratio of the sampla$™ as
detection with mismatched post-change distribution madel ) n
That is, there is a mismatch between the true post-change A = 1_[“(%7}{“71 = H/\i 3)
distribution and the one used in the detection procedurdewh i=k fo.i(wilxt=t) i=k
the detector is assumed to have ideal knowledge of the pri@gmere
change distribution. The mismatch can be caused by theelimit Fri(zilx
amount of training data after the change point. Specificalty Ai = T
study the impacts of mismatched post-detection models on tw foilwilx )
classical minimax detection procedures, the CUSUM and SRIt is assumed that log A.i.+, converges in probabilitP,
procedures. The performance of CUSUM and SR procedufesd constantDo, asn — oc. That is,
with mismatched models is characterized by deriving variou ) 1
finite or asymptotic bounds on the PFA, ARL, and average 12 Pk (lﬁlogA’“’ﬁ“" — Dio| > 6) =0,¥e>0. (3
detection delay (ADD). It is shown that the PFA and ARL of th
procedures with mismatched post-detection model cannatt
the same bounds as those with ideal post-detection models.
the other hand, under the same ARL or PFA constraints, pogt-
change model mismatch results in degradation of ADD, and the ) . _
rate of degradation is determined by the difference betwieen | N€ quickest change detection is performed sequentially by
true and mismatched post-change distributions, which @an $5ind the observed data sequence. Define a detection precedu

measured as the Kullback-Leibler divergence between toe t{y 25 @ Mapping from the observed sequedigeto a positive
distributions. integerk <n

1:1'—1)

(4)

When the samples are independdny, is the Kullback-Leibler
%vergence between the distributiofis,, and fo .

Detection Procedures

0:Fy ={k:k<n}n=12--- (6)

Il. PROBLEM FORMULATION Sinced(x!") < n, §(x*") is a stopping time.
Denote the change point detected dws 7, then the PFA

Consider two continuous function and where
() 9(x) associated with methodl is defined as

limg ., f(z) = lim,—., g(z) = co. We have the following

notations. PFA(S) = P (T < 0) (7)
f@) < g(x) < lim <1 @ The corresponding ARL is defined as

r—x0 T—xT0 g(I) ARL(5) _ Eoo (T) (8)

If both f() IEIO g(x) andg(z) szo f(z), then the tWo  The ayerage detection delay (ADD) associated with the
functions are called asymptotically equivalentzas+ o, and methodd is defined as
it is denoted as 0
C ADD(5) =E[r —0|r > 0] = > mEx[r —klr > k] (9)
fl@) =< g(z)<= lim —= =1 (2) k=1
rro w0 g() We will study the performance of two classical minimax
procedures: the CUSUM procedure and the SR procedure.
A. System Model 1) CUSUM procedure: The CUSUM procedure is

Consider a random process,zs,---. Define x¥ = 0c.(A) =inf{n: C, > A} (20)
.. n o __ 1in i
l[):cyk;(lm , ). LetFl = o(x*™) be the sigma algebra generateg/zlvhere
Assume there is an unknown change pdinsuch that the C, = max A (11)
distribution of the random process before the change point . ==
differs from that after the change point. LB}, andE,, denote We setinf{{}} = occ. _
the probability measure and the corresponding expectation! N€ test statistics’,, can be recursively calculated as
when th_e change occurs at= k.. Under Py, the conditional Crgr =max(1,Co) A1, n>1 (12)
probability density function (pdf) igo . (z,|x'" 1) forn < k,
and it is f , (@, [x"*~1) for n > k. With such a notatioriP ., with Co = 0. _ _
andE.. can be used to represent the probability measure andt was shown by Lorderi [6] that under the constraint that the
the corresponding expectation before the change poirtjgha ARL is greater than a threshold, as~ — 0 the CU,SUM
the change point happens &t co. minimzes the “worst-worst-case” detection delay defined as
Assume the change point is random and it follows a prior ~ ESADD(d) = sup {esssupEs ((r — 6)"|F7)} (13)
distribution P(§ = k) = m, for k = 1,--- ,n. Define the 920
average probability measuR(&) = >~ 7, m,Px(€), andE is  The result was generalized by L&J [7] to systems with nadk-i.i
the expectation with respect B. samples.

~



2) SR procedure: The SR procedure is The corresponding mismatched test statistics for the CUSUM
and SR procedures can be written, respectively, as

0s(A) =inf{n: S, > A} (14) R ~
C, = max Ag., (24)
where 1<k<n
. Sp=> Apn 25
o = ) The above test statistics can be calculated recursively as
The test statistics,, can be recursively calculated as _ -

On+1 = max(l, Cn))\nJrl (26)
Snt1=(1+5)Ans1, 121 (16) Snt1 = (14 50)Ans1 (27)

with Sy = 0. The CUSUM and SR procedures with mismatched models

Under the constraint that the ARL is greater than a threshqlely pe represented, respectively, as
~v > 1, it is shown by Pollak and Tartakovsky inl[9] that the

SR procedure can minimize the following metric ‘fc(A) =7 =inf{n: C, > A} (28)
oo 0s(A) = 7, = inf{n: S, > A} (29)
E — k)t
RIADD — 2=t=0 k(T — k) (17)
Eoo(T) l1l. 1 MPACTS OFMODEL MISMATCH ON ARL AND PFA

The asymptotic ADD of both CUSUM and SR procedures In this section, we study the impacts of post-change model
are studied in[[4]. It is shown that if the convergence cdadit mismatch of the performance of the CUSUM and SR detection

in @) is satisfied, then procedures, in terms of the ARL and the PFA.
PFA(0.(4)) < « (18) 4 gL
PFA(3.(A)) < a (19)

The ARLs of the CUSUM and SR procedures with mis-
for A = 6/a, whered = 3°7° | kmy, is the prior mean of the matched post-change models are studied in this subsection.

change point. Lemma I: S, — n is a martingale under the probability
In addition, forA = /q, measureP ., andE.(S,, — n) = 0.
0 | Proof: Under the probability measui®,,, we have
~ & D kin|1:k—1
ADD(6:(4)) = D (20) Eoy (Ap) = / de(xk‘ |x1-k_1)dP0 (kA1) 1
| log o dPo (xFm|xtk 1)
ADD (45(A)) 30 Do (21) (30)

_ For the SR procedure, based on the recursive calculation of

C. Detection Procedures with Mismatched Models Sn+1, we have

The above detection procedures require the knowledge of Eoo(Sp+1[Sn) =1+ 5, (31)
the distributions ofc before and after the change point. In thisrhusgn —n is a Martingale.
paper we will consider the model mismatch case that(z) From the definiton of S,, we have E(S,) =
is perfectly known, yet there are mismatches for the post:z_l Eoo (Apn) = n. -

change distributiory; ,,(z). Denotef, ,,(x) as the model used Lemma 2: The ARL for both the CUSUM and SR proce-

by the detection method, anfl ,,(x) as the true model. We y,res with mismatched post-change models satisfy

will study how the post-change model mismatch will affect th .
performance of the CUSUM and SR detection procedures. ARL(6.(4)) = A (32)

With the mismatched modéf, ,,(z), define the mismatched ARL(0,(A)) > A (33)

likelihood rati )
1elihood ratio Proof: If Euo(7,) = o0, then ARL(G.(A)) = 0o > A.

22) We will next consider the case whéf,(7;) < co. From
(1), it is straightforward thaBu[|Sn1 — (n + 1) — S, —
n|S,] = 0. Based on the optional stopping theorem, we have

) n Eoo(Sz, — 7s) = oo (81 — 1) =0 (34)

< f17i(xi|x1:i—1)

Ai = T— T
fo,i(zifxt=1)

and

N 7)) = =) >
Let P, denote the mismatched probability measure such that } ) Eoo(7s) = Eoo(S7,) 2 4 (35)
underPy, the conditional probability density function (pdf) is SinceC,, < S,,, under the same threshol], we haver, >

fon(@a|x' 1) forn < k, anditisfi , (z,|x ") forn > k. 7, thusEo (7.) > Eoo(7s) > A. n



B. PFA IV. ADD wWITH MISMATCHED MODELS

Lemma 3: The PFA of the SR procedure with mismatched The ADD of CUSUM and SR procedures with mismatched
model is upper bounded by post-change distributions are studied in this section.
In order to study the impact of model mismatch on ADD,

5.(A)) < mi 0 36 we define the likelihood ratio between the true and mismakche
PFA(0s(4)) < min Z’l (36) post-change distributions as

Al fil@alxtmh)

wheref = 377 | ky, is the priori mean of the change poiht - & — (45)
_ Proof: Since S, — n is a martingale with respect B, filanxtin=t)
S, is a sub-martingale with respect ®,,. Based on Doob’s and
inequality, we have n o
A = TTA (46)
Po(7s <n)=Pu ( max Sy > A) <l (37) =k
1sk<n A In addition to the convergence assumption b (5), it is
Therefore assumed that log A}l win CONverges in probability?, to a
constant,D; , that is
0 _
P(7s <0) = Zka (Ts < k)= a (38) JEQOP’“( 10gAkk+n_D11 >€) =0,Ye>0, (47)

- We will study the ADD by considering two caseB;o —

Lemma 4: The PFA of the CUSUM procedure with mis-211 > 0 0r Dio — D1y <0.

matched model is upper bounded by ~
A. Dig—D11 >0

pFA(gC(A)) < 1 < ﬁ (39) We will derive an asymptotic upper bound on ADD as the
A~ A PFA o — 0. To obtain the upper bound, define a new stopping
Proof: It can be easily shown that, is a sub-Martingale time
because B(A) =inf{n >k : Ay, > A} (48)
Eoo(Crs1|Cr) = max(1,Cy) > Cy (40) We have the following lemma regarding the asymptotic behav-
- ior of B(A) as A — oc.
In addition, Eo (C,) = maxi<p<n Eoo(Agn) = 1. Lemma 5: Assume the convergence conditionlin (5) dnd (47)
log A
E A -k = —=—=—, VYq#m 49
<n
wherea™ = a if a > 0 anda™ = 0 otherwise.
Therefore Proof: From [3), [(28) and[{46), we have
log Ay, = log Ay, — log A} 50
P(7 < 0) = Zka (7. < k)= — (42) ©8 R = 108 Rhin 108 Ren (50)
A Based on the convergence condition[ih (5) dnd (47), for any

B € > 0, there existsV, < oo such that for alln > N,
The second inequality i (89) is from the fact that>

min(6) = 1. [ | - : 1~ Dio| < %, a.s. (51)
From the above results, we have " i +
1OgAllc1n D < € (52)
— - a.s.
PFA(&C(l»ga 43) n—k+1 T2
«
0 with respect taPy.
PFA (55 <5)> <a (44)  Thus from [BD)
Based on the above analysis, it can be seen that a mismatc 1og Akin (D1g — D11)| <
in the post-change distribution have no impact on the ARL |7 —k+1
lower bound or PFA upper bound, because the ARL and PFA log Ay, log A1l B
are calculated with respect to the probability meadig, and ‘Tnl — Dio % —Dyi| <€, as. (53)
they will only be affected by the distribution prior to thearige. ne kA ne R



for all n > N, with respect taPy.
For any0 < € < D19 — D11, define

1Og Ak:n

—(Dyg— D
n—k—|—1 ( 10 11)

Te—sup{nZI:

> } (54)
ThusT, < N, < co.
Based on the definition gf(A) in (€5), it is obvious that
Appay-1 <A (55)
Wheng(A4) — 1 > T, we have

log Ag.5(a)—1

ﬂ(A) — — (Dl() — Dll) > —€ (56)

Thus

log Ay, _
B(A) < k + BIkBA-1
10— D11 —¢

B(A) <T.+1, when (A) <T.+1

, when (A4) >T.+1

Therefore
log A, _
BA) < k+14 —S2RAAN-L (57)
Dig— D11 — ¢
log A
<k+14—"%20 . (58)

10— D11 —¢
Sincee can be arbitrarily small and;, < oo, lete — 0 we
have

For the upper bound of,, from (44), we can sefl = g

to ensure PFA< «. The remaining procedures are the same as
the analysis ofr.. [ |

B. Dig— .[)11 <0
To facilitate analysis, define a new stopping time
C(A) =inf{n >v: Ay > A} (65)

We have the following lemma regarding the behavioggfA)
when Dqg — -[)11 < 0.

Lemma 6: Assume the convergence condition[ih (5) dnd (47)
are satisified. IfD;o — D11 < 0 and 4 > 1, then

Er[(Go(A) — k)] =00 (66)

Proof: Define Z,, = log [\v;n = Znp—1 + log :\n.
1) Whenv < k, we have

Er(Zns1|Zn) = Zn + (Dig — D11), foralln >k  (67)

Thus Z,, — n(D1o — Dll) forms a martingale for alh > k,
with Ek(Zk) =Dy — Dll

Proof by contradiction. Assumgy [, (A4)|¢, (A) > k] < oo.
Then based on optional stopping theorem, we have

Ex[Z¢,4)1Co(A) > k] — Ex[Co(A)[Co(A) = K](D1o — Dll) =
Ex[Z1] — k(D1o — D11) = —(k — 1)(D1o — D11) (68)

lim ]Ek[ﬁéA,)ax k] <1 (59) Thus whenA > 1,
A—roo BB Ex[Z¢, ()]
Pro=bu Ex[¢o(A) — (k= 1)|C(A) = k] = —m (69)
With the results in Lemm@]5, we can obtain an asymptotic < log A 0 (70
upper bound of the ADD with mismatched post-change models, = |Dyo — Di| <0 (70)
and the results are given in the following theorem. , . !
Theorem 1: Assume the convergence condition [ (5) anzjrh'S contradicts withiEy [, (4) — (k_ — DIGu(4) = K = 0.
@7) are satisified. Let PFA a. If Dy, < Dig, asa — 0, we 1 NUSEr[Go(A)[G(A) > k] = co. SinceP(,(4) = k) > 0,

have

| log af
E[f. — 0|7, > 0] = —1=% (60)
a—0 D10 — D11
log §—log o
E[f, — 0|7, > 0] < —1=2 (61)
a—0 D10 — D11

we haveE;[((,(A) — k)T] = .
2) Whenv > k, we have

Ek(Zn+1|Zn) =Zn+ (D10 — Dll)a for all n >v (71)

Thus Z,, — n(D1p — f)ll) forms a martingale for alh > v,
with Ek(Zv) = Dyg — D11.
Proof by contradiction. Assumgy[(, (A4)|¢,(A) > v] < oc.

Proof: The ADD of the CUSUM procedure with mis- then pased on optional stopping theorem, we have

matched model can be alternatively written as
o0

! > mBi(7 — k)T (62)

oNE =" k=1

By definition, we haver, < 5(A), thus from Lemma&ls,

log A
Ep(7e — k)t < —28%

X (63)
A—o0 DlO — D11

From [43), we can setl = 1 to guarantee PFAC . Thus
Pw(7e > 6) =1 —PFA > 1 — a. Combining [62), [(6B) and

the above results, we have
| log |

E[f. — 07 > 0] = —1=2— (64)
a—0 DlO — D11

Ex[Z¢,(4)1Co(A) = v] = Eg[Co(A)|Co(A) > v](D1o — D) =

(72)
Ex[Z,] — v(D1o — D11) = —(v — 1)(D1o — D11) (73)
Thus whenA > 1,
ExlZ¢,(a)]
Ex[¢o(A) — (v = 1)[G(A4) = v] = —m (74)
< —Lf{ <0 (75)
|D1o — D11

This contradicts withE[¢, (A) — (v —1)|(,(A) > v] > 0. Thus
E[(¢y(A) — v)T] = co. Sincev > k, we haveE[(¢,(A) —
k)*] = Ex[(Co(A) = v)*] = o0. L



Theorem 2: Assume the convergence condition [0 (5) an 45| -+ -mismatched model (p=0.3) upper bound
(@7) are satisified. Let PFA o < 1. If Dy — Dy < 0, then —+— mismatched model (p=°-3; simulation

e 40| —©— mismatched model (p=0.4) upper bound
the ADD of the CUSUM procedure satisfies - © - mismatched model (p=0.4) simulation

- # -true model (p=0.5) upper bound
—#— true model (p=0.5) simulation

w
)]

E[7 — 0|7, > 0] = oo (76)

Proof: Based on the definition of. and(,(A), we have

) (77)

w
o

L : -’

N
[

From [43), we can sefl = 1 to ensure PFA< a. Since
a < 1, thus A > 1. From LemmdD, we have

Ey(7 — k)" = minE(G(4) — k)" =00 (78)

N
o

—_
o

Average Detection Delay (ADD)

_
o

Thus

. . 1 - .
E[TC — 9|TC Z 9] = m ;TF}CE]C(TC — k)+ =0
(79) log A
u Fig. 1. Average detection delay of the CUSUM procedure.

Please note the infinity ADD result in Theorédn 2 is nnt an
asymptotic result and it only requires < 1. Such a nc

45

asymptotic result is in general not true for the SR proct - - = upper bound with mismatched model %
; e & - N fofi —6— CUSUM with mismatched model (p=0.3) R
If the asymptotic conditiofog(.S,,) o log(Cy,) is ~satlsfle 40 | S GUSUM with true moder (0.5 .- i
then we havel[7, — 0|7, > 0] — oowhenDjg—D;; <0 - =~ SR with mismatched model (»=0.3) -
a—0 8 35 | === SR with true model (p=0.5)
<
V. NUMERICAL RESULTS 230
Numerical and simulation results are provided in this& & o
to verify the analytical bounds obtained in this pape &
the simulations, all data follow a two-dimension multied  § 5o
Gaussian distribution with zero-mean and covariance mi 8
015
R—| ' 7| 8 g
p 1 10
<
The coefficientp before and after the change point is O
0.5, respectively. The prior distribution of the changenpd 51
the geometric distribution with parametgg, that is, 7 = o

(1 —po)*1py. We setpy = 0.1 in all simulations.

Fig. 1 compares the ADD of CUSUM with true or 1
matched post-change point models as a function of the loga- _
rithm of the detection threshold. As indicated by Theofénna, 9 2 Average detection delay of both CUSUM and SR progesiur
asymptotic upper bound is linear ing A, with slope inversely
proportional to D1y — D11. Under the configuration in this
simulation, we haveD, = 0.1438, D;; = 0.0308 for p=0.3, SRinterms of ADD is achieved at the cost of PFA and ARL, as
and Dy, = 0.0090 for p = 0.4. Thus the ADD of the true will be shown in Figs[#4 and]3. Wheing A > 3.5, we can see
model has the smallest slope, and the ADD of the mismatchiicht the ADD curves of both CUSUM and SR procedures with
model with p = 0.3 has the largest slope. The ADDs obtainechismatched models share the same slope as the upper bound.
through simulations are also approximately linealog A, and The ARLs obtained with various detection procedures are
they follow the same trends as their respective upper boundshown in Fig[B as a function of the logrithm of the threshold

We compare the ADDs of systems with the CUSUM and. For the mismatched model after the change point, the
SR procedures in Fidl] 2. For comparison purpose, we use toefficientp is assumed to be 0.3, while the true model uses
same thresholdl for both procedures. It can be seen that even = 0.5. The mismatched model has very small impact on
the upper bound is pretty tight for the CUSUM procedure, the ARL to false alarm, for both CUSUM and SR procedures.
is loose for the SR procedure. The SR procedure considerabty the CUSUM procedure, using= 0.3 instead of its true
outperforms the CUSUM procedure in terms of ADD, for botkalue 0.5 results in a slight increase in the ARL. For the SR
true models and mismatched models. The performance gairpafcedure, the ARLs of system with true or mismatched post-




commonly used minimax procedures, the CUSUM procedure
and the Shiryaev-Roberts procedure, have been characteriz
in this paper. The impacts of mismatched post-change model
on the ARL, PFL, and ADD have been identified in terms
of various finite or asymptotic performance bounds. Debecti
procedures with mismatched post-change models can dttain t
same ARL lower bound or PFA upper bound as those with
true models. On the other hand, the ADD will be increased

=—— CUSUM with true model
—©— CUSUM with mismatched model
==4-= SR with true model i
==©-= SR with mismatched model S i

o
™
T

= = = lower bound

Average Run Length (ARL) to False Alarm

Fig. 3. Average run length to false alarm.

3
log A

3.5

<

= = = SR upper bound

= <+ = SR with true model

= © = SR with mismatched model
CUSUM upper bound

== CUSUM with true model
=—©— CUSUM with mismatched model

significantly due to model mismatch. Whén,— Dy, >0, the
ADD is asymptotically upper bounded. Whénh, — D1; < 0,
the ADD of the CUSUM procedure is infinity.
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Fig. 4. Probability of false alarm.

change model are almost the same. The SR procedure has a
smaller ARL than CUSUM.

Fig.[4 shows the PFA of various detection procedures and
their corresponding upper bounds. All parameters are the sa
as Fig.[B3. The CUSUM procedure outperforms the SR pro-
cedure in terms of PFA, for both true and mismatched post-
change model. It is interesting to note that using a misneatch
coefficient ofp = 0.3 leads to a smaller PFA than using the
true coefficientp = 0.5, for both CUSUM and SR procedures.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have studied the quickest change detection when there is
a mismatch between the true post-change distribution amd th
one used by the detection procedures. The performance of two
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