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Optimal Update Policy for the Monitoring of

Distributed Sources
Eric Graves, Jake B. Perazzone, Kevin Chan

Abstract—When making decisions in a network, it is important
to have up-to-date knowledge of the current state of the system.
Obtaining this information, however, comes at a cost. In this
paper, we determine the optimal finite-time update policy for
monitoring the binary states of remote sources with a reporting
rate constraint. We first prove an upper and lower bound of
the minimal probability of error before solving the problem
analytically. The error probability is defined as the probability
that the system performs differently than it would with full
system knowledge. More specifically, an error occurs when the
destination node incorrectly determines which top-K priority
sources are in the “free” state. We find that the optimal policy
follows a specific ordered 3-stage update pattern. We then provide
the optimal transition points for each stage for each source.

I. INTRODUCTION AND OUTLINE

In order to make timely decisions in a system, up-to-date

knowledge of its many time-varying processes must be known.

While Age of Information (AoI) is a convenient measure of

the timeliness of this knowledge, it is not always directly

meaningful in the context of the system. When estimating the

value of a remote time-varying source, AoI is defined as the

time elapsed since the remote source last sent an update to

the destination. This metric’s effect on system performance,

however, is not straightforward since the utility of each piece

of information on decision-making is not directly quantified.

Therefore, directly minimizing AoI may or may not lead to

optimal outcomes.

To be clear, though, when there is only a single Markovian

remote source and the update policy must be independent of

the source’s value, AoI is the metric par excellence. Indeed,

as discussed by Cover [1, Theorem 4], for all discrete-time

Markov processes, the divergence between the distribution

over the possible states and the stationary distribution ap-

proaches zero with time. In other words, as more time passes

since the last update of the source’s state, the destination’s

knowledge of the source becomes no better than a random

guess. By applying this reasoning, it is clear that the predictive

power decreases as AoI increases. In this scenario, minimiz-

ing1 AoI yields the maximum predictive power of that remote

source, which should, in theory, benefit the system regardless

of whether the enhanced predictive power is necessary.

Nevertheless, when considering systems where either the

update policy can be a function of the source’s value or there

are multiple Markovian remote sources competing to update,

the superiority of AoI2 is no longer assured. For the former,
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1Usually, this is minimizing the average or maximum AoI over the run time
of the system.

2Here, the extension is to consider the sum of the various AoIs.

even a lack of an update provides information, while for the

latter, evenly sharing the update resource does not necessarily

provide utility to the system as a whole. That is, having a more

accurate view of a particular remote source is only helpful if

that improved accuracy improves the use of the overall system.

It is possible for a policy that minimizes the AoI of all remote

sources to, in turn, be providing unneeded fidelity to some

sources and withholding it from others. This can be partially

addressed by weighted averaging of AoI, but its effect on the

system is not straightforward.

For a simple example, consider a virtuous CEO (destination)

who needs to schedule meetings to be up-to-date on the various

company projects (remote source) for the purpose of being

able to facilitate actions like project transitions at appropriate

times. Since each meeting consumes resources, e.g., time

on the CEO’s busy calendar, the optimal meeting schedule

would prioritize both projects nearing some milestone as well

as projects that the CEO deems of high value. Choosing a

meeting schedule based on minimizing the sum of AoI across

all projects, however, would lead to an unfavorable outcome.

This is because meetings for higher priority projects would

be delayed in favor of a more balanced schedule where lower

value projects will be scheduled simply because they have not

given updates recently. Additionally, the AoI formulation does

not consider how the importance of each project may evolve

over time. Another simple example is job scheduling in large

scale computing where some nodes are more favorable than

others for a given task.

Before presenting an operational measure surrogate for AoI

and a motivating example, we first discuss some of the history

of AoI literature and other related works. The first to study

age of information problems in the modern context is [2].

Their formulation’s objective was to minimize the AoI in

a system containing a single remote source and destination

connected by a queue with random service times. In particular,

the queue is used to approximate an open network where

multiple users may be slowing down transit of a packet to

the final destination. For this model, they showed that sending

updates as quick as possible was not optimal since it would

backlog the queue and thus delay newer updates from reaching

the destination. Since then, the age of information literature

has expanded considerably [3].

Of particular importance is the class of AoI formulations

under which the remote source can choose whether or not

to update as a function of the value of the source. The first

to explore this research direction is [4] which showed that,

similarly to the base AoI case, zero-wait policies (i.e., send an

update when the queue is empty) are not necessarily optimal.

Instead, they determined optimal policies actually take the
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form of sending updates only when the queue is empty and

the cost (generally a function of the difference between the

source’s current and previous-update states) of not sending

the update goes above a threshold. Here, the intuition is that

if the source has not changed significantly since the prior

update, sending an update prematurely could delay a later

update triggered from a rapid change in the source state.

Along these lines, there are two important works to consider.

First, [5] studied the remote estimation of a Wiener process

when updates about the process must go through a queue.

Second, [6] studied a model similar to [5], but with a stochas-

tic queue delaying the acknowledgment from destination to

source. These works once again determine a minimum time

to wait before transmitting through an empty queue, for both

source and destination, as being optimal.

On the other hand, when modeling a closed network, the

random-delay queue becomes less applicable. Indeed, with all

nodes in the network being included in the model, most delay

sources can be accounted for. As a result, it is more appropriate

for the queue to be replaced with a multiple access channel

where the remote sources share the update resource. Generally,

this takes the form of limiting the number of remote sources

that can update in any given time slot.

The work in [7] is the first to consider such networks, using

the sum of AoI terms as the metric. In their work, they showed

that index policies were near optimal. Index policies, whose

origins date back to Gittins [8] and Whittle [9], [10], are

ones in which each remote source has an associated index

function whose input is the AoI as well as a threshold. Updates

are triggered when the index function output exceeds the

threshold. Index policies were later employed in the wireless-

sensor-update scheduling framework [11] which considered

unreliable channels; [12] which used source entropy instead of

AoI; and [13] which proved tighter bounds on the optimality

gaps for index policies.

In this paper, we consider a system where remote source

nodes update a destination node of their current state. The goal

is to minimize the probability that the destination incorrectly

determines which top-K priority sources are in the “free”

state. This model could, for example, model the monitoring

and allocation of workers in a distributed computation system.

In the next section, we fully specify the system model and

problem. Then, we make the problem more tractable by

estimating the objective function with an upper and lower

bound. An optimal policy based on the approximation is

proven with the most interesting results being that the optimal

policy follows a specific ordered 3-stage update pattern. We

conclude by providing the optimal transition points for each

stage for each source to complete the optimal update policy.

II. NOTATION AND MODEL

A. Notation

Random variables, constants,3 and sets will be written with

upper case, lower case, and script, respectively. For example,

X may take on value x ∈ X . Vectors will be denoted with

3Values of distinction will be written in capital letters using sans font so
that they can be easier to recognize.

Destination

Source 1 Source 2 Source 3 Source N

. . .

Fig. 1. Network Model

bold, and subscript will be used to denote the particular

coordinate; for instance, an n-dimensional random variable

would be written as X = (X1, X2, . . . , Xn). Subsets as

coordinates denote the vector comprised of those coordinates,

that is XA = (Xa1 , . . . , Xaq
) for A = a1, . . . , aq .

In the course of the work, there will be a few functions

that occur often enough that they deserve explicit mention.

First, Pr (·) denotes the probability of the event input into

the function. Extensions of the probability function include

conditional probability, where the conditional is to the right

of the divider. When dealing with random variables, say X
and Y , we may instead use PX|Y (x|y), or even P(x|y), in

place of Pr (X = x|Y = y). The expected value is denoted as

E[X ]. We define the norm operator as the ℓ1 norm, such that

‖x‖ =
n
∑

i=1

|xi|.

Finally, [q] = {1, . . . , q} for any integer q. When referencing a

substring such as {j, . . . , q}, we will write this as [q]\ [j− 1].

B. Model

We consider a flat network topology where one destination

node is directly connected with remote source nodes N =
{1, . . . ,N}, for a fixed integer N, like that of Figure 1.

At times t ∈ {0, 1, . . . ,T}, each remote source exists

in either a “busy” state or a “free” state, denoted by the

availability vector

Xn(t) =

{

0 if node n is busy

1 if node n is free,

for each n ∈ N . The state for each node evolves according to

a Markov distribution with parameters µ and λ, in particular

PXn(t)|Xn(t−1)(a|b)

=



















1− λn from free to free, i.e., a = 1, b = 1

λn from free to busy, i.e., a = 0, b = 1

µn from busy to free, i.e., a = 1, b = 0

1− µn from busy to busy, i.e., a = 0, b = 0.

(1)

We assume µn, λn < .5 for all n ∈ N , that is, the transi-

tions occur due to some underlying continuous-time Markov

distribution where the values for µn and λn are the result of

the time-discretization of this process. Also, we assume that

each node starts at steady state, i.e., PXn(0)(1) =
µn

ζn
, where

ζn = µn + λn.



The remote source wishes to keep the destination informed

about its status, and to do this, each remote source n ∈ N
may at any time4 t ∈ [T] send an update to the destination

that informs the destination of the value5 of Xn(t). We assume

that an update sent at time t occurs after the state transition

and is received by the destination at time t + 1. Note that

in this model, the destination’s understanding of the state is

always delayed by at least 1 time slot. We denote whether or

not remote source n reports at time t with the reporting vector

Un(t) =

{

1 if source n reports

0 else.

Each remote source can use their full history to decide to

send an update or not, thus Un(t) may be6 dependent on

{Xn(i)}i∈[t]∪{0} and {Un(i)}i∈[t−1]. Finally, the monitoring

vector Yn(t) denotes the most recent status the destination has

of node n at time t. Thus, we can write

Yn(t) =

{

Xn(t− 1) if Un(t) = 1

Yn(t− 1) else.

Note that Yn(t) is a deterministic function of {Xn(i)}i∈[t]∪{0}

and {Un(i)}i∈[t−1] as this will be useful in the analysis.

C. System Operation

The destination wishes to choose the K most desirable

“free” remote sources at each time t. We assume for simplicity

that the nodes are ordered by preference so that remote source

node 1 is more desirable than 2 which is more desirable than

3, and so on. In the event that less than K nodes are free, the

destination instead wants to simply choose all free choices.

As an example, for N = 6, if the availability vector is

X(t) = [0, 1, 1, 0, 1, 1], the top K = 3 free choices would

be {2, 3, 5}. In any case, to achieve this goal, the destination

(rather naı̈vely7) will choose the top K free choices according

to the monitoring vector Y(t). Each time, t ∈ [T], that

the top K free remote sources differ according to X(t) and

Y(t), they are said to be in error. Thus, continuing the earlier

example, Y(t) = [0, 1, 1, 0, 0, 1] yields an error at time t,
while Y(t) = [0, 1, 1, 0, 1, 0] would not, despite neither being

equal to the earlier X(t). Unused nodes do not affect error.

With that in mind, our goal is to construct an update policy

that minimizes the probability of error subject to an upper

bound on the average number of updates that can be sent

over the network. Each policy is then equivalent to specifying

the values of Un(t) and their relationship. The operational

4Note that this does not include t = 0. This is done to allow for an
initialization state. It is a relatively trivial matter and is only employed to
make the results cleaner.

5This is for simplicity, considering the case where Xn(t′) for all t′ ≤ t are
sent back at time t does not change results but makes for a more cumbersome
presentation.

6As discussed in the next section, our goal is to design Un(t) and so it
does not necessarily need to be dependent on any variables.

7While choosing the set that is most likely free would improve the
selector’s performance, we have kept the destination’s decision independent
of this information. In many real life settings, the design of the information
processing system is independent of the communication protocols for getting
that information. That is the case here.

measures for a policy are captured more formally in the

following definitions.

Operational Definition 1. The update rate is

1

T

T
∑

t=1

N
∑

n=1

E[Un(t)].

Operational Definition 2. The time-averaged error probabil-

ity (to be referred to as error probability) is

1

T

T
∑

t=1

Pr
(

X[V (t)](t) 6= Y[V (t)](t)
)

where V (t) = min
{

n ∈ [N]
∣

∣ ‖X[n](t)‖ = K, else n = N
}

.

Note, the error probability is equal to the expected ratio of

times the system will perform differently than it would with

full system knowledge. In other words, it is the probability at

any given time that the system is operating incorrectly.

Within the context of the systems operation, we want to

determine the policy that minimizes the error probability for a

given update rate. More specifically, for a given update policy

Un and update rate constraint r, we wish to solve

min
Un(t)

1

T

T
∑

t=1

Pr
(

X[V (t)](t) 6= Y[V (t)](t)
)

(2)

s.t.
1

T

T
∑

t=1

N
∑

n=1

E[Un(t)] ≤ r .

Clearly, at one end, not updating will give the maximum error,

while updating every change of status (requiring a rate of
∑

N

n=1
2µnλn

ζn
) will give the minimum. One of our primary

concerns is how the optimal error probability changes as a

function of the update rate. This will, of course, require us to

determine near optimal policies, which is the subject of the

next section.

III. MAIN THEOREMS

To characterize the update rate/error probability trade-off,

we first approximate the error probability in a form that is

analytically tractable. Ideally, we would want to represent

the system as a restless multi-arm bandit so that we could

then solve it with well-known methods like Whittle’s index.

This is not possible, though, as a particular remote source’s

contribution to the error probability depends on the uncertainty

around the other remote sources. That is, if a higher-priority

remote source is guaranteed to be in error, then whether or

not a lower-priority node is in error does not effect the error

probability.

Still, when the error terms are small, the union bound allows

for at least a partial representation of the error probability as a

sum of the errors contributed by different remote sources. To

that end, our first theorem provides upper and lower bounds

on the error probability for a given t.

Theorem 3.

ρ(t) ≥ Pr
(

X[V (t)](t) 6= Y[V (t)](t)
)

≥
1

4
ρ(t) (3)



where

ρ(t) = min
m∈[N]

ρ(t,m) := αm +

m−1
∑

n=1

αnβn(t), (4)

and αn := Pr
(

‖X[n−1](t)‖ < K
)

= Pr
(

‖X[n−1](0)‖ < K
)

,

βn(t) := Pr (Xn(t) 6= Yn(t)) .

Proof: The full proof can be found in the Appendix A.

In essence, though, the theorem relies on representing the

event X[V (t)](t) 6= Y[V (t)](t) as a union of disjoint events,

specifically ∪m
n=1En(t), where

En =
{X[n−1](t) = Y[n−1](t)}
∩{‖X[n−1](t)‖ < K}
∩{Xn(t) 6= Yn(t)}.

From there, the upper bound can be easily established using

the union bound, while the lower bound requires first showing

that

Pr (En(t)) ≥ βn(t)



αn −
n−1
∑

j=1

αjβj(t)





+

, (5)

followed by using optimization techniques to obtain the lower

bound in (3).

Remark 4. For the remainder of the presentation we will

use αn and βn(t) as defined in Theorem 3. Furthermore, all

sources n ≥ argminm ρ(t,m) are referred to as being in the

tail error. This is done to make it easier to reference when a

source is contributing to the error probability approximation.

Theorem 3 allows for us to bound the minimum error

probability by minimizing 1
T

∑T

t=1 ρ(t) instead. Any policy

that is good at reducing 1
T

∑

T

t=1 ρ(t) should also be reasonably

good at reducing the error probability. It is worth noting that

the contribution of a given remote source to the sum (either

αβ(t), α, or 0) offers an intuitive decomposition. Specifically,

when remote source n’s contribution is αnβn(t), i.e., nodes

n < m, the αn term can be viewed as the probability, at

steady state, that remote source n’s information will change

the system’s response (in this case being included in the top K)

while the βn(t) term is the probability that the destination will

be in error about remote source n’s status. In a loose sense,

then, the contribution of remote source n is equal to the prior

that remote source n could cause an error multiplied by the

probability that remote source n is in error. On the other hand,

for remote sources whose contribution is α or 0, i.e., nodes

n ≥ m, can be viewed as the remote sources whose error is

not well approximated by the union bound.

While Theorem 3 gives us a nice start to finding optimal

solutions, it only considers a single instance of time, and thus

depends on actions in the previous time step. This is probably

best understood through an example, provided in Figure 2.

By applying Theorem 3 at every time t ∈ [T], we are not

guaranteed any particular ordering or structure to where the

final term in the approximating summation will be. In other

words, the point at which sources below a certain priority will

not contribute to an error event is not consistent. Compare this

to Figure 3 which is introduced later.

α1β1(1) α1β1(2) α1β1(3) α1β1(4) α1β1(5) α1β1(6)

α2β2(1) α2 α2β2(3) α2β2(4) α2β2(5) α2β2(6)

α3β3(1) α3β3(3) α3 α3β3(5) α3

α4β4(1) α4 α4β4(5)

Fig. 2. An example of the summation terms approximating the error
probability, with rows being unique to each remote source and columns
representing time.

This affects the ability to directly apply something like

Whittle’s index. Indeed, Whittle’s index relies on the inde-

pendence of the error contributions, but, here, decreasing the

penalty from a given remote source at time t may change

the terms involved in the approximation of ρ(t), thus creating

dependence that is hard to account for. Of course, one may

assume that the remote source terms involved in calculating

ρ(t) are fixed and try to account for all variations, but that

becomes an extremely difficult and challenging problem.

Instead, our next step in this work is to determine the form

that optimal policies may take. Doing so provides some much

needed structure to any future optimization. The next theorem

simplifies the structure to a more analytical form; this structure

will be discussed more after the theorem.

Theorem 5. For each remote source n ∈ N , let Un be the

policy that achieves

min
1

T

T
∑

t=1

ρ(t)

subject to 1
T

∑N

n=1

∑T

t=1 E[Un(t)] ≤ r for a given r > 0.
For some integers Tn, n ∈ [N], the policy,

Ũn(t) =



















1 t ∈ [Tn] andXn(t), Yn(t) ∈ {01, 10}

1 t ∈ [T]\[Tn ] andXn(t), Yn(t) ∈ {01} andλn ≥ µn

1 t ∈ [T]\[Tn ] andXn(t), Yn(t) ∈ {10} andµn > λn

0 else,

is such that

1

T

T
∑

t=1

ρ̃(t) ≤
1

T

T
∑

t=1

ρ(t) + O

(

N

T

)

for ρ̃(t) = minm∈[N] αm +
∑m−1

n=1 αn Pr
(

Xn(t) 6= Ỹn(t)
)

with Ỹn(t) as the Yn(t) obtained when using policy Ũ , and

1

T

N
∑

n=1

T
∑

t=1

E[Ũn(t)] ≤ r + O

(

N

T

)

.

Proof: This theorem consists of a collection of multiple

smaller lemmas, proved in Appendix B.

In particular, Lemma 8 shows that, for a fixed tail error

function f : [T] → [N], the minimization of 1
T

∑

T

t=1 ρ(t, f)
subject to a given update rate can be written as a dynamic

programming problem. From this, we learn directly that the

optimal policy for each remote source will be dependent only

upon the time t and the availability and monitored values at

that time, i.e., Xn(t), Yn(t).



α1β1(1) α1β1(2) α1β1(3) α1β1(4) α1β1(5) α1β1(6)

α2β2(1) α2β2(2) α2β2(3) α2β2(4) α2β2(5) α2

α3β3(1) α3β3(2) α3β3(3) α3 α3

α4β4(1) α4β4(2) α4

Fig. 3. An example of the summation terms approximating the error
probability after Theorem 5. Here, orange boxes are ones where the source
updates in either error state, while all other boxes the remote source only ever
updates in one particular error state, determined by the values of µn and λn.

We use this recursive formulation to analyze the structure of

this solution. Lemma 12 says that if it is optimal for a remote

source to update in a particular monitoring error state,8 e.g.,

Xn(t), Yn(t) = {10}, at time t + 1, then it is also optimal

to update in that same error state at time t, as long as the

remote source is not part of the error tail at time t. Lemma 10

shows that, for each remote source, there exists an error state

such that if it is optimal to update in this state, then it is also

optimal to update in the reverse state; specifically, if λn ≥ µn,

then updating in Xn(t), Yn(t) = 10 implies updating when

XnYn(t) = 01, and vice versa. Lemma 13 demonstrates that

it is never optimal to update at time t if the remote source is

part of the error tail in time t+ 1.

After establishing these lemmas, we optimize over the tail

error. More specifically, for each source, we fix the number of

time periods where a particular remote source is part of the

tail error, and minimize the contribution of that remote source

to the approximated error probability. With this approach, we

show in Lemma 15 that for remote source n, this single-

source-optimal policy has a parameter Tn, where for times

t ∈ [Tn], the optimal policy is to update in either error state,

while for t /∈ [Tn], the optimal policy updates in at most one

of the error states. Given the policy dominance earlier, this

implies that at most 1 update occurs for t > Tn.

Putting all of this together, it is easy to see that the policy

stated in the lemma should be near optimal. This is proved in

Lemma 16.

Theorem 5 provides us a simpler form to optimize for.

Instead of trying to optimize over sums that took the form

of Figure 2, now we only need to consider optimizing over

sums like that in Figure 3. The ordered sums are advantageous

because each source only requires two parameters to deter-

mine its contribution to the approximated error probability;

in particular, the number of time slots that the remote source

updates in either error state (orange boxes), and the number

of time slots that do not contribute to the approximated error

probability (gray box). Most importantly, though, Theorem 5

and Theorem 3 have exhausted the limits of what we can do

by treating the contribution to the error probability of each

remote source as independent.

For our final theorem, we refine Theorem 5 and produce

explicit Tn for each remote source that, in turn, determine

8Not to be confused with a system error state, X[V (t)](t) 6= Y[V (t)](t),
which affects the probability of error for the whole system.

the update policy. It should be noted that any policy obtained

from this linear optimization problem would result in an error

that is constant per source. To see this, recognize that βn(t)
should converge to its steady state according to an exponential

function, the difference of which is a geometric series whose

sum is constant. Furthermore, the error due to discretization

of time would introduce a penalty of at most 2 accounting for

both places the discretization would impact.

Theorem 6. For each remote source n ∈ [N], a sufficient Tn

guaranteed by Theorem 5 is

Tn =











T n ∈ A(θ)

⌊T′⌋ n ∈ B(θ) \ A(θ)

0 else,

where

A(θ) =

{

n ∈ [N]

∣

∣

∣

∣

θ < αn

(

1

2ωn

− 1

)}

∩ [min Ñ (θ)− 1],

B(θ) =

{

n ∈ [N]

∣

∣

∣

∣

θ ≤ αn

(

1

2ωn

− 1

)}

∩ [max Ñ (θ)− 1],

Ñ (θ) =

{

argminm∈N
τ (θ,m) minm∈[N] τ (θ,m) ≤ 0

N+ 1 else,

τ (θ,m) = αn −
N
∑

n=m

νn
ζn

min(αn, (αn + θ)2ωn),

T
′ = T

r −
∑

n∈A(θ)
2µnλn

ζn
∑

n∈B(θ)\A(θ)
2µnλn

ζn

,

νn = min(λn, µn),

ωn = max(λn, µn),

and where θ is the maximum real number such that
∑

n∈A(θ)

2µnλn

ζn
≤ r ≤

∑

n∈B(θ)

2µnλn

ζn
.

Proof: See Appendix C for the full proof.

Starting with the approximated policy of Theorem 5, relax-

ing the assumption that the update time must be discrete, and

replacing βn(t) with its steady state value νn
λn

for t > Tn for

each remote source n (both of these relaxations incurring a

penalty of at most 1
T

), we can calculate the optimal values of

Tn by solving the following optimization problem

min
s,z∈[0,T][N]×[0,T][N]

∑N

n=1 ǫn(s, z)
s.t. sn ≥ 0 ∀n ∈ [N]

zn ≥ 0 ∀n ∈ [N]
sn + zn ≤ sn−1 + zn−1 ∀n ∈ [N]
∑

n∈N
2µnλn

ζn
sn = r,

(6)

where

ǫn(s, z) :=
αn

νn
ζn

(2ωnsn + zn)

+αn (sn−1 + zn−1 − sn − zn) ,

and s0 + z0 = T by definition. The above formulation is ob-

tained after identifying sn as Tn and t > sn+zn as the region

where α̃⋆
n(t) = 0. Thus,

∑N

n=1 αn (sn−1 + zn−1 − sn − zn)
represents the tail error introduced by Theorem 3.

The reported Tn are the values obtained solving Equa-

tion (6) using the Karush–Kuhn–Tucker (KKT) conditions.

Since the objective function and all constraints are linear, this

solution is both necessary and sufficient.
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Theorem 3’s proof relies first on representing the misse-

lection event as a union of a number of mutually exclusive

events and then approximating these events as independent.

The approximation portion of the proof is not edifying but it is

analytically significant. To that end, before proving Theorem 3,

it will be helpful to characterize

fk(w) = max
{βi}i∈[k]

k
∑

i=2

i−1
∑

j=1

αjβjβi

s.t.

k
∑

i=1

αiβi = w

i−1
∑

j=1

αjβj ∈ [0, αi] ∀i ∈ [k]

βi ∈ [0, 1] ∀i ∈ [k]

(7)

for {αi ∈ [0, 1]}i∈[k]. This characterization will be instrumen-

tal in comparing the misselection probability’s lower bound

(fk(w)) with an upper bound (w).

Lemma 7. Define fk(w) as in Equation (7) and let ci be

defined recursively by

ci = 4αi

(

1−
αi

ci−1

)

,

with c2 = 4α2.

For w ∈ [0, αk]

fk(w) =
w2

ck
≤
w

2
.

Proof: This proof has been removed for space reasons.
To prove this result, write

fi(w) = max
v∈[0,w]

(

w − v

αi

)

x+ fi−1(v) (8)

for i ∈ [k] \ [1], and solve recursively.

A. Proof of Theorem 3

Proof:

First observe that the misselection event at time t, denoted

E(t), can be represented as the union of disjoint events

∪n
i=1Ei(t) where

Ei =
{X[i−1](t) = Y[i−1](t)}
∩{‖X[i−1](t)‖ < k}
∩{Xi(t) 6= Yi(t)}.

That is, there is a misselection if the estimated state of node

1 is incorrect, or if the estimated state of node 1 is correct but

node 2 is required and its state is incorrect, or if the estimated

states of node 1 and 2 are correct but node 3 is required and

its state is incorrect, and so on. Since these events are disjoint,

Pr (E(t)) =
n
∑

i=1

Pr (Ei(t)) . (9)

To prove the upper bound

Pr (E(t)) ≤ min
i∈[n]

αi +

i−1
∑

j=1

αjβj(t). (10)

first we establish for each i ∈ [n]

Pr (Ei(t)) ≤ αiβi(t) (11)

where

αi(t) = Pr
(

‖X[i−1](t)‖ < k
)

= Pr
(

‖X[i−1](0)‖ < k
)

and βi(t) = Pr (Xi(t) 6= Yi(t)). This is somewhat trivial but
follows directly as shown

Pr (Ei(t))

= Pr





{X[i−1](t) = Y[i−1](t)}
∩{‖X[i−1](t)‖ < k}
∩{Xi(t) 6= Yi(t)}



 (12)

= Pr (Xi(t) 6= Yi(t)) Pr

(

{X[i−1](t) = Y[i−1](t)}
∩{‖X[i−1](t)‖ < k}

)

(13)

≤ Pr (Xi(t) 6= Yi(t)) Pr
(

∩{‖X[i−1](t)‖ < k}
)

(14)

= αiβi(t); (15)

where (13) is because {Xi, Yi} and {X[i−1], Y[i−1]} are

independent; and (14) follows because Pr (A,B) ≤
min (Pr (A) ,Pr (B)). At the same time, for any i ∈ [n]

n
∑

j=i

Pr (Ei(t)) ≤ Pr
(

‖X[i−1](t)‖ < k
)

= αi. (16)

Combining Equations (9), (11), and (16) yields (10).
For the lower bound observe that for each i ∈ [n]

Pr (Ei(t))

= βi(t)Pr
(

X[i−1](t) = Y[i−1](t), ‖X[i−1](t)‖ < k
)

(17)

= βi(t)

(

αi − Pr

(

X[i−1](t) 6= Y[i−1](t),
‖X[i−1](t)‖ < k

))+

(18)

≥ βi(t)

(

αi −
i−1
∑

j=1

Pr (Ej(t))

)+

(19)

≥ βi(t)

(

αi −
i−1
∑

j=1

αjβj(t)

)+

; (20)

where (18) is by the law of total probability; (19) is because

{X[i−1](t) 6= Y[i−1](t), ‖X[i−1](t)‖ < k} ⊂ ∪i−1
j=1Ei(t)

and {Ej(t)}j∈[n] are mutually exclusive; and finally (20) is
by (11). Hence, letting i⋆ be the minimum index such that

αi⋆ ≤
∑i⋆−1

j=1 αjβj(t), from this observation we can obtain

Pr (Ei(t)) ≥
n
∑

i=1

βi(t)

(

αi −
i−1
∑

j=1

αjβj(t)

)+

(21)

≥
1

2

i⋆−1
∑

i=1

αiβi(t) (22)

≥
1

4

(

αi⋆ +
i⋆−1
∑

i=1

αiβi(t)

)

(23)

≥ min
i∈[n]

1

4

(

αi +

i−1
∑

j=1

αjβj(t)

)

; (24)



where (22) is by Lemma 7; and (23) is because αi⋆ ≤
∑i⋆−1

j=1 αjβj(t).
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Lemma 8. For each positive real number r, there exists a γ
such that the minimum of

∑

T

t=1 ρ(t, f(t)), for a given function

f : [T] → [N], subject to an update rate of r is equal to

1
∑

a=0

1
∑

b=0

τ (ab)n (1)PX(1),Y (1)(a, b), (25)

where the τ terms are derived recursively from the following
equations

α⋆
n(t) = αn1 (n < f(t)) (26)

τ (00)n (t− 1) = (1− µn)τ
(00)
n (t) + µnτ

(10)(t) (27)

τ (01)n (t− 1) = α⋆
n(t− 1) + (1− µn)τ

(00)
n (t) + µnτ

(10)(t)

+ min
(

γ,∆(01)
n (t)− µn∆n(t)

)

(28)

τ (10)n (t− 1) = α⋆
n(t− 1) + (1− λn)τ

(11)
n (t) + λnτ

(01)
n (t)

+ min
(

γ,∆(10)
n (t)− λn∆n(t)

)

(29)

τ (11)n (t− 1) = (1− λn)τ
(11)
n (t) + λnτ

(01)
n (t) (30)

∆n(t) = ∆(01)
n (t) + ∆(10)

n (t) (31)

∆(01)
n (t) = τ (01)n (t)− τ (00)n (t) (32)

∆(10)
n (t) = τ (10)n (t)− τ (11)n (t) (33)

with the optimal policy being

U (00)
n (t) = 0 (34)

U (01)
n (t) = 1

(

γ < ∆(01)
n (t+ 1)− µn∆n(t+ 1)

)

(35)

U (10)
n (t) = 1

(

γ < ∆(10)
n (t+ 1)− λn∆n(t+ 1)

)

(36)

U (11)
n (t) = 0, (37)

where U (ab)(t) represents U(t)|{XY (t− 1) = ab}.

Proof: This (somewhat trivial) proof has been removed

for space reasons, only a sketch is provided

First, we use the Lagrange multiplier method to account for

the update rate requirement, yielding

min

T
∑

t=1

α⋆(t)β(t) + γE[U(t)] (38)

where α⋆(t) is α if the remote source is not part of the tail
error from Theorem 3. Writing the summand recursively as a
dynamic program, noting

PXY (t)|XY (t−1)({01} ∪ {10}|ab)

= PX(t)|X(t−1)(1− b|a)PU(t−1)|XY (t−1)(0|ab)

+ PX(t)|X(t−1)(1− a|a)PU(t−1)|XY (t−1)(1|ab) (39)

and similarly

E[U(t− 1|XY (t− 1) = ab] = PU(t−1)|XY (t−1)(1|ab), (40)

yields the desired result.

Context 9. Fix γ > 0 and function f(t), let U , ∆, and α⋆(t) :
T → {0, α} be the optimal values derived from Lemma 8 for

a particular remote source.

By U (ab)(t) denote the values of U(t) given XY (t) = ab
for all pairs of a, b ∈ {0, 1}.

Lemma 10.
{

U (01)(t) ≥ U (10)(t) λ ≥ µ

U (10)(t) ≥ U (01)(t) µ > λ

for all t ∈ [T].

Proof:

Assume λ ≥ µ with the alternative case being symmetrical.

The lemma follows by proving for all t ∈ [T]

ω(t) ≥ υ(t) and ω(t) ≥ 0 (41)

where

ω(t) = ∆(01)(t)− µ∆(t)

υ(t) = ∆(10)(t)− λ∆(t).

Clearly Lemma 10 is a direct consequence of Equa-

tion (41) since U (01)(t) = 1 (γ < ω(t+ 1)) and U (10)(t) =
1 (γ < υ(t+ 1)).

This can be achieved via mathematical induction. In partic-
ular for the base case

ω(T)− υ(T) = (1− 2µ)α⋆(T)− (1− 2λ)α⋆(T) (42)

= 2(λ− µ)α⋆(T) ≥ 0, (43)

where the final step follows because λ ≥ µ and α⋆(T) ≥ 0;
and

ω(T) = (1− 2µ)α⋆(T) ≥ 0 (44)

where the final line follows because µ ≤ 1
2 .

For the induction step assume that

ω(t+ 1)− υ(t+ 1) ≥ 0 and ω(t+ 1) ≥ 0. (45)

With these assumptions it follows that

ω(t) = (1− 2µ)α⋆(t) + (1− µ)min(γ, ω(t+ 1))

− µmin(γ, υ(t+ 1)) (46)

≥ (1− 2µ)min(γ, ω(t+ 1)) ≥ 0 (47)

since µ ≤ 1
2 and min(γ, υ(t + 1)) ≤ min(γ, ω(t + 1)).

Similarly

ω(t)− υ(t) ≥ 2(λ− µ) [α⋆(t) + min(γ, ω(t+ 1))] (48)

≥ 0; (49)

where (48) is because 1− µ+ λ ≥ 1
2 and min(γ, υ(t+1)) ≤

min(γ, ω(t+1)); and (49) is because ω(t+1) ≥ 0 and α⋆(t) ≥
0.

Therefore (41) follows by induction, and the lemma follows

from (41).

Lemma 11. For all t ∈ [T]

∆(t) ≤
2α

ζ
.

Proof: We will use induction for the proof.

To that end, note the result is trivial for t = T.



So, assume that ∆(t+ 1) ≤ 2α
ζ

, and observe that

∆(t) = 2α⋆(t) + min(γ,∆(01)(t+ 1) − λ∆(t+ 1))

+ min(γ,∆(10)(t+ 1)− µ∆(t+ 1)) (50)

≤ 2α+∆(t+ 1)(1− λ− µ) (51)

≤
2α

ζ
; (52)

where the final step uses the induction assumption.

Lemma 12. Suppose α⋆(t+ 1) = α,

if U i(t)(t+ 1) = α+ γ then U i(t) = 1

for i ∈ {(01), (10)}.

Proof: Suppose that λ ≥ µ and therefore ∆(01) ≥
∣

∣∆(10)
∣

∣

+
by Lemma 10.

Now, U (01)(t+ 1) = 1 implies that ∆(01)(t+ 1) = α⋆(t+
1) + γ, hence

∆(01)(t+ 1)− λ∆(t+ 1) ≥ α⋆(t+ 1) + γ −
2λ

ζ
α (53)

> γ; (54)

where Equation (53) is by Lemma 11 and (54) is because

µ > λ and the assumption α⋆(t+ 1) = α.

Still assuming µ ≥ λ, note that if U (10)(t + 1) = 1, this

implies that
1− 2µ

2µ
α > γ (55)

since U (10)(t+1) = 1 requires (1−µ)∆(10)(t+2)−µ∆(01)(t+
2) > γ hence

γ < (1− µ)∆(10)(t+ 2)− µ∆(01)(t+ 2) (56)

≤ (1− 2µ)∆(10)(t+ 2) (57)

≤ (1− 2µ)(α+ γ). (58)

Note now that, because U (01)(t+1) = 1 if U (10)(t+1) = 1,
we have

U (10)(t) = 1

(

γ < ∆(10)(t+ 1) − µ∆(t+ 1)
)

(59)

= 1 (γ < (1− 2µ)(α+ γ)) = 1. (60)

A symmetrical proof follows for λ ≥ µ.

Lemma 13. For the optimal policy given fixed α, if α⋆(t+1) =
0 then U (10)(t) = U (01)(t) = 0.

Proof:

Assume µ ≥ λ with a symmetrical proof for the alternative

case following. In this case we only need to show U (01)(t) =
0, since this already implies U (10)(t) = 0.

To this end note

∆(01)(t+ 1)− λ∆(t) ≤ ∆(01)(t+ 1) ≤ α⋆(t+ 1) + γ = γ (61)

and hence

U (01)(t) = 1

(

γ < ∆(01)(t+ 1)− λ∆(t)
)

= 0. (62)

Context 14. For a fixed γ > 0 and set of integers {An}n∈N ,

where A1 ≤ A2 ≤ · · · ≤ An, for each remote sources n ∈ N
let Un and α⋆

n(t) : T → {0, αn} be the policy that achieves

min

N
∑

n=1

T
∑

t=1

α⋆
n(t)βn(t) + γE[Un(t)],

where βn(t) = Pr (Xn(t) = Yn(t)) and Y (t) is defined by

policy Un(t), and the minimum is subject to
∑T

t=1(αn −
α⋆
n(t)) = An.

By U
(ab)
n (t) denote the values of Un(t) given XnYn(t) = ab

for all pairs of a, b ∈ {0, 1}.

For all of the following lemmas, we will only deal with

a single remote source and thus drop the subscript to avoid

clutter.

Lemma 15. Assume Context 14. If U (01)U (10)(t) = 11
for some t ∈ [T], then there exists a T

′ ∈ [T] such that

U (01)U (10)(t) = 11 if and only if t ∈ [T′].

Proof: This proof has been removed for space concerns,

instead a proof sketch is provided.

If the lemma were not true, then there would exist a time

t′ such that U (01)U (10)(t) = 11 and U (01)U (10)(t − 1) = 00
then it must be that α⋆(t) = 0, or else Lemma 12 would be

violated. The alternative policy though

α̃⋆(t) =











α⋆(t) t ∈ [t̂− 1]

α⋆(t+ 1) t ∈ [T− 1] \ [t̂− 1]

α⋆(t̂) t = T

(63)

and

Ũ (01)Ũ (10)(t) =











U (01)U (10)(t) t ∈ [t̂− 2]

U (01)U (10)(t+ 1) t ∈ [T− 1] \ [t̂− 2]

U (01)U (10)(t̂− 1) t = T

(64)

yield the same error probability as the original but with a

smaller update rate, contradicting the assumption.

Lemma 16. Define the alternative policy Ũ by Ũ (00)(t) =
Ũ (11)(t) = 0 for all t and

Ũ (01)Ũ (10)(t) =











11 t ∈ [T′]

10 t ∈ [T] \ [T′] and λ ≥ µ

01 t ∈ [T] \ [T′] and λ < µ

where T′ is the value guaranteed by Lemma 15, and define
function α̃⋆ : [T ] → {0, α} by

α̃⋆(t) =

{

α t ∈ [T− A]

0 t ∈ [T] \ [T− A]
.

Here,

T
∑

t=1

α̃⋆(t)β̃(t) ≤ O(1) +

T
∑

t=1

α⋆(t)β(t),

T
∑

t=1

E[Ũ(t)] ≤ 1 +

T
∑

t=1

E[U(t)].

Proof:

This proof has been removed due to space concerns only

sketch has been provided.



As in previous proofs assume λ ≥ µ, noting that the

alternative’s proof is symmetric.

Essential to the proof is that the alternative policy forces the

monitored value to go to 0. Indeed, updates only occurs when

XY (t) = 01, and afterwards Y (t + 1) = 0 and therefore no

more updates can occur. Thus, when comparing the optimal

policy and our alternative, the alternative policy can only have

1 more update than the optimal.
To prove the bound on the error term relies on the fact that

the steady state for a policy with no updates and the steady
state for the alternative policy are

P
⋆







0, 0
0, 1
1, 0
1, 1






=









λ
ζ
PY (0)

λ
ζ
PY (1)

µ

ζ
PY (0)

µ

ζ
PY (1)









and P̃
⋆







0, 0
0, 1
1, 0
1, 1






=









λ
ζ

0
µ

ζ

0









(65)

respectively.

Thus, over larger values of T long sequences of not up-

dating move the distribution in a direction with a larger error

(P̃XY (01)+P̃XY (10)) than that of the alternative policy. Over

large enough n, convergence of Markov chains guarantees our

result.
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Proof:

To show this result, we need to solve the following opti-

mization problem

mins,z

∑

N

i=1 ǫi(s, z)
s.t. si ≥ 0 ∀i ∈ [N]

zi ≥ 0 ∀i ∈ [N]
si + zi ≤ si−1 + zi−1 ∀i ∈ [N]
∑N

i=1
2λiµi

ζi
si = Tr

(66)

where s0 + z0 = T and

ǫi(s, z) := αi

νi
ζi

(2ωisi + zi) + αi (si−1 + zi−1 − si − zi) .

(67)

The Kaush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions can be used to

solve Equation (66) since both the function and the constraints

are linear.

To that end, let

f =

∑

N

i=1 ǫi(s, z) +
∑

N

i=1 χi(−si) +
∑

N

i=1 ψi(−zi)

+
∑

N

i=1 ξi(si + zi − si−1 − zi−1)

+θ(−Tr +
∑

N

i=1
2λiµi

ζi
si)

.

(68)
By the KKT conditions the optimal policy must satisfy the
stationary conditions9

χi + ξi+1 − ξi − (αi + θ)
2λiµi

ζi
+ αi − αi+1 = 0 ∀i ∈ [N]

(69)

9These following from

∂f

∂si
= αi − (αi − αi+1)κi − χi − ξi+1κi + ξiκi + θ

∂f

∂zi
= −αi

ωi

ζi
+ αi+1 − ψi + ξi − ξi+1.

ψi + ξi+1 − ξi + αi
ωi

ζi
− αi+1 = 0 ∀i ∈ [N]

(70)

where αN+1, ξN+1 = 0; the complementary slackness condi-
tions

χi(−si) = 0 ∀i ∈ [N] (71)

ψi(−zi) = 0 ∀i ∈ [N] (72)

ξi (si + zi − si−1 − zi−1) = 0 ∀i ∈ [N]; (73)

the primal feasibility conditions

−si ≤ 0 ∀i ∈ [N] (74)

−zi ≤ 0 ∀i ∈ [N] (75)

si + zi − si−1 − zi−1 ≤ 0 ∀i ∈ [N] (76)

N
∑

i=1

2λiµi

ζi
si = Tr; (77)

and the dual feasibility conditions

χi ≥ 0 ψi ≥ 0 ξi ≥ 0 ∀i ∈ [N]. (78)

Solving the KKT conditions will show that for a fixed θ,
the minimum occurs at

si = σiti ∀i ∈ [N] (79)

zi = (1− σi)ti ∀i ∈ [N] (80)

for any values {σi, ti}i∈[N] that satisfy

σi ∈



















{0} θ > αi

(

1
2ωi

− 1
)

[0, 1] θ = αi

(

1
2ωi

− 1
)

{1} θ < αi

(

1
2ωi

− 1
)

,

(81)

ti ∈











{ti−1} i ∈ [N] \ I⋆(θ)

{0} i = ι+(θ)

[0, ti−1] i ∈ I⋆(θ) \ {ι+(θ)},

(82)

N
∑

i=1

2λiµi

ζi
σiti = Tr, (83)

where t0 := 0 and ι+(θ) = max I⋆(θ) and10

I⋆(θ) := argmin
i∈[N+1]

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

αi −
N+1
∑

j=i

νj
ζj

min (αj , (αj + θ)2ωj)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

−

.

To show that (79) and (80) are indeed the case, it will be

helpful to establish a few things. First, observe that

ξi =
αi −

∑

N

j=i

νj
ζj

min (αj , (αj + θ)2ωj)

+
∑

N

j=i min (χj , ψj)
, (84)

by combining Equations (69) and (70). Next, for any k ∈
I⋆(θ) and index i ∈ [N+ 1] \ [k]

ξk − ξi
i− k

≤ max
j∈[i−1]\[k−1]

min (χj , ψj) , (85)

with the inequality being strict if i /∈ I⋆(θ). Equation (85) can
be derived as follows

ξk − ξi ≤
i−1
∑

j=k

min (χj , ψj) (86)

10Recall that αN+1 := 0. The inclusion of this term in the sum is so that
ι+(θ) = N+ 1 when all terms are not negative.



≤ (i− k) max
j∈[i−1]\[k−1]

min (χj , ψj) (87)

where (86) follows from k ∈ I⋆(θ). Note the inequality in (86)

is strict if i /∈ I⋆(θ). Also, for any k ∈ I⋆(θ) and i ∈ [k− 1],

ξk ≤ ξi (88)

with the inequality being strict for i /∈ I⋆(θ). Equation (88)

follows similarly to (85). Finally,

min (χk, ψk) = 0 ∀k ∈ [ι+(θ) − 1]. (89)

Indeed, assume min (χk, ψk) > 0 for some k ∈ [ι+(θ) − 1]
then

ξi = ξι+(θ) +

ι+(θ)−1
∑

j=i

min (χj , ψj) ≥ min (χk, ψk) > 0 (90)

for all i ∈ [k] using Equation (84) and the dual feasibility

conditions (78). Thus min (χk, ψk) > 0 for some k ∈
[ι+(θ) − 1] would mean that ξi > 0 for j ∈ [i] which causes

a contradiction. In specific, noting min (χk, ψk) > 0 requires

sk = zk = 0,

sk = zk = sk−1 = zk−1 = · · · = s1 = z1 = 0

by conditions (73), (71), and (72) while simultaneously s1 +
z1 = t by condition (73) and ξ1 > 0. Hence the assumption

that min (χk, ψk) > 0 for some k ∈ [ι+(θ)−1] must be false.

We begin by proving that, except in the degenerate case11

where ι+(θ) = n+ 1,

si = zi = 0 ∀i ∈ [N] \ [ι+(θ)− 1]. (91)

Of course, this can also be written as si = σiti and zi =
(1−σi)ti for σi ∈ [0, 1] and ti = 0. Let k ∈ [N+1]\[ι+(θ)] be

the smallest index such that12 ξk = 0. For this index k /∈ I⋆(θ)
since k > ι+(θ), hence

0 ≤
ξι+(θ) − ξk

k − ι+(θ)
< max

j∈[k−1]\[ι+(θ)−1]
min (χj , ψj) (92)

by Equation (85). Letting j′ ∈ [k − 1] \ [ι+(θ) − 1] be the

maximizing coordinate, we now have that sj′ = zj′ = 0 by

conditions (71) and (72). Furthermore we know that ξj′′ > 0
for all j′′ ∈ [j′] \ [ι+(θ)] since k was the smallest index such

that ξk = 0. Equation (91) now follows since

sj′ = zj′ = sj′−1 = zj′−1 = · · · = sι+(θ) = zι+(θ) = 0 (93)

by condition (73).

Before moving on to the case of i < ι+(θ), it will be helpful

to prove that

ξι+(θ) = 0, (94)

or by combining (84), (89), and (94) the more applicable

ξi = 0 ∀i ∈ I⋆(θ). (95)

Equation (94) can be seen as a consequence of (91) and (88).

That is, if ξι+(θ) > 0, then ξj > 0 for all j ∈ [ι+(θ)]. This

would simultaneously imply s1+z1 = 0 by (91) and (73) due

11In such a case, [N] \ [ι+(θ)− 1] is empty.
12The existence of this index is guaranteed since ξn+1 = 0 by definition.

to ξj > 0 for j ∈ [ι+(θ)]\ [1]; as well as implying s1+z1 = T

by (73) due to ξ1 > 0. Hence, it must be that ξι+(θ) = 0.
Now, moving on to prove Equations (79) and (80) for i <

ι+(θ). Here

ξj = αj − αι+(θ) −

ι+(θ)−1
∑

i=j

νi
ζi

min (αi, (αi + θ)2ωi) (96)

χj =
2ωjνj
ζj

∣

∣

∣

∣

θ − αj

(

1

2ωj

− 1

)∣

∣

∣

∣

+

(97)

ψj = −
2ωjνj
ζj

∣

∣

∣

∣

θ − αj

(

1

2ωj

− 1

)∣

∣

∣

∣

−

, (98)

can be obtained by combining (84), (89), and (94). Recalling
that ξi = 0 if and only if i ∈ I⋆(θ) it must follow that

si + zi ∈

{

{si−1 + zi−1} i /∈ I⋆(θ)

[0, si−1 + zi−1] i ∈ I⋆(θ).
(99)

Furthermore, by using Equations (97), (98), (71), and (72) it

follows that for i such that θ > αi

(

1
2ωi

− 1
)

si = 0 zi = si + zi; (100)

while for i such that θ > αi

(

1
2ωi

− 1
)

si = si + zi zi = 0; (101)

and for the remaining case of θ = αi

(

1
2ωi

− 1
)

we trivially

have

si ∈ [0, si + zi] zi ∈ [0, si + zi]. (102)

Putting these equations together it follows that all {si, zi}i∈[N]

that solve the KKT conditions are a subset of the set of values

detailed in (79) and (80).
That all values {si, zi}i∈[N] defined by Equations (79)

and (80) are equal can be easily seen by plugging those value
into the approximated and simplifying to

N
∑

i=1

ǫi(s, z) = −Tθr + Tαι−(θ)

+ T

ι−(θ)−1
∑

i=1

νi
ζi

min (αi, (αi + θ)2ωi) , (103)

where ι−(θ) = min I⋆(θ), by using that the various KKT

conditions as well as

σiαi2ωi+(1−σi)αi = min (αi, (αi + θ)2ωi)−θ2ωiσi (104)

for all i ∈ [N] and that

0 = ξi − ξj (105)

= αi − αj −

j−1
∑

k=i

νk
ζk

min (αk, (αk + θ)2ωk) (106)

= −

j−1
∑

k=i

νk
ζk

min (αk, (αk + θ)2ωk) + αk+1 − αk (107)

for all i ∈ I⋆(θ)\[ι+(θ)] and corresponding j = min I⋆(θ)\[i]
(that is the smallest value in I⋆(θ) greater than i).



REFERENCES

[1] T. M. Cover, “Which processes satisfy the second law,” Physical origins

of time asymmetry, pp. 98–107, 1994.
[2] S. Kaul, R. Yates, and M. Gruteser, “Real-time status: How often should

one update?” in 2012 Proceedings IEEE INFOCOM. IEEE, 2012, pp.
2731–2735.

[3] R. D. Yates, Y. Sun, D. R. Brown, S. K. Kaul, E. Modiano, and
S. Ulukus, “Age of information: An introduction and survey,” IEEE
Journal on Selected Areas in Communications, vol. 39, no. 5, pp. 1183–
1210, 2021.

[4] Y. Sun, E. Uysal-Biyikoglu, R. D. Yates, C. E. Koksal, and N. B. Shroff,
“Update or wait: How to keep your data fresh,” IEEE Transactions on

Information Theory, vol. 63, no. 11, pp. 7492–7508, 2017.
[5] Y. Sun, Y. Polyanskiy, and E. Uysal, “Sampling of the wiener process for

remote estimation over a channel with random delay,” IEEE Transactions
on Information Theory, vol. 66, no. 2, pp. 1118–1135, 2019.

[6] C.-H. Tsai and C.-C. Wang, “Unifying aoi minimization and remote
estimation—optimal sensor/controller coordination with random two-
way delay,” IEEE/ACM Transactions on Networking, vol. 30, no. 1, pp.
229–242, 2021.

[7] Q. He, D. Yuan, and A. Ephremides, “Optimizing freshness of infor-
mation: On minimum age link scheduling in wireless systems,” in 2016
14th International Symposium on Modeling and Optimization in Mobile,

Ad Hoc, and Wireless Networks (WiOpt). IEEE, 2016, pp. 1–8.
[8] J. C. Gittins, “Bandit processes and dynamic allocation indices,” Journal

of the Royal Statistical Society Series B: Statistical Methodology, vol. 41,
no. 2, pp. 148–164, 1979.

[9] P. Whittle, “Restless bandits: Activity allocation in a changing world,”
Journal of applied probability, vol. 25, no. A, pp. 287–298, 1988.

[10] R. R. Weber and G. Weiss, “On an index policy for restless bandits,”
Journal of Applied Probability, vol. 27, no. 3, pp. 637–648, 1990.
[Online]. Available: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3214547

[11] I. Kadota, A. Sinha, E. Uysal-Biyikoglu, R. Singh, and E. Modiano,
“Scheduling policies for minimizing age of information in broadcast
wireless networks,” IEEE/ACM Transactions on Networking, vol. 26,
no. 6, pp. 2637–2650, 2018.

[12] G. Chen, S. C. Liew, and Y. Shao, “Uncertainty-of-information schedul-
ing: A restless multi-armed bandit framework,” IEEE Trans. Info. The.,
pp. 1–1, 2022.

[13] S. Kriouile, M. Assaad, and A. Maatouk, “On the global optimality
of whittle’s index policy for minimizing the age of information,” IEEE

Transactions on Information Theory, vol. 68, no. 1, pp. 572–600, 2021.

http://www.jstor.org/stable/3214547

	Introduction and Outline
	Notation and Model
	Notation
	Model
	System Operation

	Main Theorems
	Appendix A: Proof of Theorem 3
	Proof of Theorem 3

	Appendix B: Proof of Theorem 5
	Appendix C: Theorem 6
	References

