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Optimum Sleep—Wake Scheduling of Sensors
for Quickest Event Detection In
Small Extent Wireless Sensor Networks

K. Premkumak and Anurag Kumér

Abstract—We consider the problem of quickest event detection the sensor nodes gets drained away in the pre—event period.
with sleep—wake scheduling in small extent wireless sensor net- As sensor nodes are energy-limited devices, this reduees th
works in which, at each time slot, each sensor node in thawake iijity of the sensor network. Thu#) addition to the problem
state observes a sample and communicates the information the f quickest t detecti Iso faced with th bl
fusion centre. The sensor nodes in theleep state do not sample 0 ‘?IU'C es_ even _e e_C lon, we are also aC(_a Wi € pro
or communicate any information to the fusion centre, therely ~Of increasing the lifetime of sensor nodebich we address
conserving energy. At each time slot, the fusion centre, aft in this paper by means of optimaleep—wake scheduling of
having received the samples from the sensor nodes in thevake sensor nodes.
state, makes a decision tatop (and thus declare that the event A sensor node can be in one of two states,sthep state or

has occurred) or to continue observing. If it decides tocontinue, th ke state. A node in thel tat b
the fusion centre also makes the decision of choosing the niwer €awake stale. A node In tnsleep Stale CoNServes energy by

of sensor nodes to be in thewake state in the next time slot. We Switching to a low—power state. In thavake state, a sensor
consider three alternative approaches to the problem of chmsing node can make measurements, perform some computations,

the number of sensor nodes to be in thewake state in time slot  and then communicate information to the fusion centre. For
k + 1, based on the information available at time slotk, namely, enhancing the utility and the lifetime of the network, it is
1) optimal control of Mj.1, the number of sensor nodes 10 gggantial to haveptimalsleep—wake schedulingor the sensor

be in the awake state in time slot & + 1, d hil hieving th t and the inf
2) optimal control of ¢x41, the probability of a sensor node noaes, while achieving theé measurement an € Inference

to be in the awake state in time slotk + 1, and objective of theWSN.
3) optimal probability ¢ that a sensor node is in theawake We are interested in the quickest detection of an event with
state in any time slot. a minimal number of sensors in thevake state. A common

In each case, we formulate the problem as a sequential de@si approach to this problem is by having a fixed deterministic
process. We show that a sufficient statistic for detecting th event duty cycle for thesleep—wake activity. However, the duty cycle
and choosing an optimal control at time & is the a posteriori PR .

probability of change IT.. Also, we show that the optimal stopping approach does not maKe use of the prior information about the.
rule is a threshold rule on the a posteriori probability of change. €vent, nor the observations made by the sensors, and hence is
We provide a partial characterisation of the optimal policies not optimal.

for choosing M1 or grt1, and then explore these policies  Hence, in this paper, we formulate the problem as one
numerically. The optimal policy for Mj, can keep very few ot oniimuym sequential change detection. In the classical

sensors awake during the prechange phase and then quickly . L -
increase the number of sensors in thewake state when a change Change detection problemi[1], the decision maker afterrfgavi

is “suspected.” Among the threesleep—wake algorithms described, Observed each sample, has to make a decisiostdp, or
we observe that the total cost is minimum for the optimum contol ~ to continue observing the next sample. In such a situation,

of My+1 and is maximum for the optimum control on q. the decision maker is concerned only about minimising the
Index Terms—Bayesian change detection, sequential changedetection delay while keeping the probability of false adar
detection with observation cost,sleep—wake scheduling bounded from above by, a parameter of interest. However,
in the kind of WSN application described above, there is an
I. INTRODUCTION additional cost associated with generating an observatiah

communicating it to the decision maker, which we incorperat

Event detection (e.g., physical intrusion of a human N3 our formulation. To the best of our knowledge, our work

secure region) is an important application of wireless SENS< the first to look at the problem of ioint desian of optimal
networks YYSNs). Events for which such WSN is deployed c angel detection anﬂeep—f/)vake schedJuIiIng 'a Pl
are typically rare events, and hence, much of the energy oI'} '
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problem subject to a false alarm constraint, in thieedback from the decision maker (in this case, the fusion
Bayesian framework, as an optimal control problem. Weentre) to the sensors. In particular, the feedback coulthée
show that the problem can be modelled as a partialhumber of sensors to be in theake state or the probability
observable Markov decision process (POMDP). of a sensor to be in thawake state in the next time slot. We
2) We obtain an average delay optimum stopping rule fehow that the a posteriori probability of change is suffitien
event detection and show that the stopping rule is far stopping and for controlling the number of sensors to be
threshold rule on the a posteriori probability of changén the awake state. In Sectioh IV, we discuss an optimal open
3) Also, at each time sladt, we obtain the optimal strategyloop sleep—wake scheduler that minimises the detection delay
for choosing the optimum number of sensors to behere there is no feedback from the fusion centre and the
in the awake state in time slotk + 1 based on the sensor nodes. We obtain the optimal probability with which a
sensor observations until tinke for each of the control sensor node is in th@vake state at any time slot. In Sectibnd V,

strategies described as follows: we provide numerical results for thgeep—wake scheduling
(i) control of My, the number of sensors to be indlgorithms we obtain. Sectidn VI summarises the results in
the awake state in time slot + 1, this paper.

(ii)y control of ¢x+1, the probability of a sensor to be
in the awake state in slotk + 1, and

(iii) constant probability; of a sensor in thewake state [N this section, we describe the problem qfickest event
in any time slot. detection with a cost for taking observatioasd set up the

model. We consider &/SN comprisingn unimodal sensors

(i.e., all the sensors have the same sensing modality, e.g.,

acoustic, vibration, passive infrared (PIR), or magnetie)
oyed in a region4 for an intrusion detection application. We

Il. PROBLEM FORMULATION

B. Discussion of the Related Literature

In this section, we discuss the most relevant literatu
on energy—efficient detection. Censoring was proposed Byisider a small extent network, i.e., the regidris covered
Ragoet al. in [2] as a means to achieve energy—efficiencyy e sensing coveragef each of the sensors. An event (for

Binary hypothesis testing/ith_ energy constraints Was_formu'example, a human “intruder” entering a secure space) happen
lated by Appadwedulet al. in [3]. These schemes find they; 5 random time. The problem is to detect the event as early

|nformat.|on content” in any obseryatlon, and unlnformatl as possible with an optimaleep—wake scheduling of sensors
observations are not sent to the fusion centre. Thus, Gegsorsubject to a false alarm constraint.

saves only the communication cost of an observation. In 0Uny. consider a discrete time system and the basic unit
work, by making a sensor go to tisieep state, we save the ut ime is one slot. The slots are indexed by non—negative

sensing + computation + communication cost of making an jyteqers. A time slot is assumed to be of unit length, and éenc
observation. slot k refers to the time intervalk, k + 1). We assume that

In related work [[4], Wuet al. proposed a low duty cycle yhe sensor network is time synchronised (sée, [6] for adhiev
strategy forsleep-wake scheduling for sensor networks ems; o synchrony). An event occurs at a random tife Z.,

ployed for data monitoring (data collection) applicatiofts 5, persists from there on for &l> T'. The prior distribution

the case of sequential event detection, duty cycle stesege ¢ (the time slot at which the event happens) is given by
not optimal, and it would be beneficial to adaptively turn the -
| =

sensor nodes to thgeep or awake state based on the prior P{T =k} = { P o1 :
information, and the observations made during the decision (1-p)A=p)*p, if k>0,
process, which is the focus of this paper. where0 < p < 1and0 < p < 1 represents the probability that

In [5], Zacharias and Sundaresan studied the problem tbe event happened even before the observations are made. We
event detection in /SN with physical layer fusion and power say that the state of natur®,, is O before the occurrence of
control at the sensors for energy—efficiency. Their Markev dthe event (i.e.©, = 0 for k < T)) and 1 after the occurrence
cision process (MDP) framework is similar to ours. Howeveaf the event (i.e.9 = 1 for k > T).
in [5], all the sensor nodes are in theake state at all time. At any time & € Z,, the state of natur®, can not be
In our work, we seek an optimal state dependent policy fobserved directly and can be observed only partially thinoug
determining how many sensors to be kept in #hake state, the sensor observations. The observations are obtainedrseq
while achieving the inference objectives (detection delag tially starting from time slot = 1 onwards. Before the event

false alarm). takes place, i.e., fot < k < T, sensori observesX,gi) eR
the distribution of which is given by (-), and after the event
C. Outline of the paper takes place, i.e., fok > T, sensori observesX,iz) € R the

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. In Sedfion ffistribution of which is given byFi(-) # Fo(-) (because of
we formulate theleep—wake scheduling problem for quickestthe small extent network, at tinig, the observations of all the

event detection. We describe various costs associated wiiSors switch their distribution to the postchange distion

the event detection problem. Also, we outline various cof- (-): The corresponding probability density functions (pdfs)

trol strategies fosleep—wake scheduling of sensor nodes. In2'€ given by fo(-) and fi(-) # fo(-1. Conditioned on the

Section[ll, we .d.iS(?USS the Optim?sleep—wake scheduling. 1if the observations are quantised, one can work with prdibabhass
problem that minimises the detection delay when there isfuactions instead of pdfs.



state of nature, i.e., given the change pdinthe observations and fork > 7, cx(-,-,-) := 0. Note that in the above definition
X,S)s are independent across sensor nodes and across twhdhe cost function, if the decisiof, is 1, thenM; is
The event and the observation models are essentially the satways 0. For time: < 7, the costey (O, Dy, Mj11) can be
as in the classical change detection problém, [7] and [8]. written as

The observations are transmitted to a fusion centre. It

is assumed that the communication between the Sensors., (0, Dy, My11)

and the fusion centre is error—free and completes before
the next measurements are takeAt time k, let M, =
{ik1, k2, sikm b C {1,2,---,n} be the set of sensor

= A Le=0y1{pi=1
+ (L{op=1} + AsMi11) 1{p,—0}-(2)

nodes that are in thewake state, and the fusion centre We are interested in obtaining a quickest detection proce-

receives a vector ofM, observationsY;, = Xﬁ“ =

dure that minimises the mean detection delay and the cost of

[Xliik,l)’Xli’ikg)’ . ’Xliik,Mk)]. At time slotk, based on the observations by sensor nodes in theake state subject to the

observations so faY[lzk]E the distribution ofT’, fy(-), and
f1(+), the fusion centre

1) makes a decision on whether to raise an alarm or to
continue sampling, and

2) if it decides to continue sampling, it determines the
number of sensors that must be in theake state in
time slotk + 1.

Let D, € {0,1} be the decision made by the fusion centre to

minimise

subject to

constraint that the probability of false alarm is boundedhby
a desired quantity. We thus have a constrained optimization
problem,

El(r—T)" + A ) M, (3
k=
P{r<T}<a 1

“continue sampling” in time slotk+ 1 (denoted by 0) orstop  \yhere  is a stopping time with respect to the sequence
and raise an alarm” (denoted by 1). 'ka.: 0, the fus'Qn I,,I,,---. The above problem would also arise if we imposed
centre controls the set of sensors to be in dheke state in 3 total energy constraint on the sensors until the stopiaing t
time slotk + 1, and if D = 1, the fusion centre choosesiy which case), can be thought of as tHeagrange multiplier
M1 = 0. Let A, € A be the decision (or control or action)inat relaxes the energy constraint). gt be the cost of false

made by the fusion centre after having obser¥¢dat time  5jarm. The expected total cost (or the Bayes risk) when the
k. We note thatd,, also includes the decisiof;.. Also, the giopping time isr is given by

action spaced depends on the feedback strategy between the
fusion centre and the sensor nodes which we discuss in detail
in Sectionll. LetI := [Y[1.4], Ap,x—1)] be the information
available to the decision maker at the beginning of glot
The action or controld; chosen at timek: depends on the
informationI; (i.e., A is I, measurable).

The costs involved are i)\, the cost due to
(sampling 4+ computation + communication) per observation
per sensor, ii\, the cost of false alarm, and iii) the detection
delay, defined as the delay between the occurrence of thé even
and the detection, i.e(7 —T)*, wherer is the time instant at
which the decision makestops sampling and raises an aldm
Let ¢ : {0,1} x {(0,0),(0,1),---,(0,n),(1,0)} — R, be
the cost incurred at time slot. For & < 7, the one step
cost function is defined (when the state of natur®is the
decision made iD;,, and the number of sensors in tlveake
state in the next time slot i87;,1) as

¢k (Ok, D, Mi41)

As M1, if ©,=0,D;,=0
. Aty if ©,=0,Dy =1
- 14+ AsMpy1, fOr=1,D,=0
0, if O, =1,Dp =1

R(T)

(see[T]).

2This could be achieved by synchronous time division mutitcess, with
robust modulation and coding. For a formulation that inooapes a random
access network (but neteep—wake scheduling), see [9] and [10].

The notation Yjy, .k, defined for ki
Y Yy 41, Yol

“We note here that the evefitr = k} is completely determined by the

AP{r <T}+E

(1 —T)" + \s i Mk] 4)
k=1

T—1
E|MLe.—op + Y (L{ep—1) + )\sMk+1)‘|
prrs

r 7—1
E|cr(07,1,0)+ > cr(O4,0, Mk-q—l)]
L k=0

¢k (O, D, Mi41)

(] 10

¢x(Ok, Dy, Mk+1)]

e
Il

0

oo

Elck (Or, Diy Mit1)] )
k=0

where stef(a) follows from ¢ (-, -,-) = 0 for k > 7, and step
1) (b) follows from the monotone convergence theorem. Note

that A¢ is a Lagrange multiplier and is chosen such that the

false alarm constraint is satisfied with equality, iRra = «

We note that the stopping time is related to the control
sequence{ A;} in the following manner. For any stopping
< k2 means the vector time 7, there exists a sequence of functions (also called a
policy) v = (v1,v4,--+) such that for anyk, whenr = k,

_ _ / _ _
information I, and hencer is a stopping time with respect to the sequencc.Dk’ = Ui/ (Ik’) =0 for all " < k and Dy = v (Ik’) =1

of random variabled, I, - - -.

for all ¥’ > k. Thus, the unconstrained expected cost given by



S
X

I
NE

Elck (Ok, Diy Miy1)]

el
Il

0

Elck(Or, vk (Ik), Miy1)]

I
NE

el
Il

0

= E[E[ck (O, vk (Tk), Myy1) | L]
0

= E ZE[ck(Gk,Vk(Ik),MkJrl) | Ik]‘| (6)
k=0

8

>
Il

- E [i Elck (O, vi(Ix), My+1) | Ik]]

k=0

the informationl. ¢ 1 is then broadcast via a feedback
channel to the sensors. Thus, given the number of
sensors in thewake state My, at time slotk + 1,

is Bernoulli distributed with parameters:, ¢;+1) and
E[Mi+1 | I] = nge+1. Thus, the problem defined in
Eqn.[9 becomes

T—1
min  E[Ap(1—TL) + > (I + Asngrsr) | (11)
T,41,92 " .4~ k=0

3) Open loop control on ¢: Here, there is no feedback
between fusion centre and the sensor nodes. At time
slot k&, each sensor node is in theavake state with
probabilityq. Note thatM}, the number of sensors in the
awake state at time slok is Bernoulli distributed with
parametergn, ¢). Also note that{ M} process is i.i.d.

where stefa) above follows from the monotone convergence andE[M}11 | Ix] = ng (also, My, is independent of

theorem. From Eqii]2, it is clear that for< 7

Elcx (O, vk (Tk), Mit1) | Li]
= E[\ Ler=0} - L=}
+E[(L{o,=1} + AsMit1) - 1,0y =0y | I
= A E[ljep=0p | ] - Lpao=1
+ (E[1gop=1} | Tk] + As - E[Miq1 | Ti]) - Liu, (1)=01

the information vectol;). Note thatthe probabilityq is
constant over timeThus, the problem defined in EdQd. 9

becomes
T—1
min E| Ay (1 —IL) + > (Il + Asng) (12)
k=0

Here,q is chosen (at timé& = 0) such that it minimises
the above cost.

For k < 7, define the a posteriori probability of thengte that the first two scenarios require a feedback channel

change having occurred at or before time slotIl, :=
E[1{e,=1} | Ix]. and hence, we have
Elex (O, vi(Ti), Myt1) | L]
= Ap (L= 1), a)=1)
+ (Mg + As - E[Mp1 | L)) Ly qpy=0y-  (7)

Thus, we can write the Bayesian risk given in Egh. 6 as

R(r)=E l/\f (1= + i (Il + ASE[Mp41 | Ik])‘| 8
k=0

We are interested in obtaining an optimal stopping timend

an optimal control of the number of sensors in thake state.

Thus, we have the following problem,

T—1
minimise E [)\f (1-10,) + Z (I + AsE[ M4 | Ik])] 9)
k=0
We consider the following possibilities for the problem defi
in Eqn.[9.
1) Closed loop control on Mj1: At time slot &, the

between the fusion centre and the sensors whereas the last
scenario does not require a feedback channel.

In Section[1l, we formulate the optimization problem
defined in Eqns[_10 and 111 in the framework of MDP and
study the optimal closed loageep—wake scheduling policies.

In Sectior( 1V, we formulate the optimization problem defined
in Egn.[12 in the MDP framework and obtain the optimal
probability ¢ of a sensor in thewake state.

I11. QUICKEST CHANGE DETECTION WITH FEEDBACK

In this section, we study thaeep—wake scheduling problem
when there is feedback from the fusion centre to the sensors.

At time slot k, the fusion centre receives &f,—vector
of observationsY,, and computedI,. Recall thatll, =
PiT <k ‘ I ¢ is the a posteriori probability of the event hav-
ing occurred at or before time slét For the event detection
problem, a sufficient statistic for the sensor observatiains
time slotk is given byIl, (seel[11] and page 244,]12]). When
analarm is raised, the system enters into a terminal stdte *
Thus, the state space of th&l,} process isS = [0, 1] U {t}.

2)

fusion centre makes a decision a1, the number Note thatlly is also called thénformation stateof the system.
of sensors in thewake state in time slot: + 1, based  In the rest of the section, we explain the MDP formulation
on the information available (at the fusion centre) up tthat yields the closed loogleep—wake scheduling algorithms.
time slotk. The decision is then fed back to the sensors

via a feedback channel. Thus, the problem becomes a control on the number of sensors in theake state

. 1 In this subsection, we are interested in obtaining an optima
o ElAs(1—1) + Z (I + AsMj11) [(10) control on Mj...1, the number of sensors in thevake state,
k=0 based on the information we have at time stot

Closed loop control ongg1: At time slot k, the fusion At time slot k, after having observe(XQ’lk, the fusion
centre makes a decision @@, 1, the probability that a centre computes the sufficient statisfit,. Based onlly,
sensor is in thawake state at time slok + 1 based on the fusion centre makes a decision s@p or to continue



sampling. If the decision is teontinue at time slotk + 1, policy = (u1, 2, -+) as
the fusion centre (which also acts as a controller) chooses

M1, the number of sensors to be in theake state at time . ~

slot k£ + 1. The fusion centre also keeps track of the residual R(r) = E [;C(Hk’uk(lk))]

energy in the sensor nodes, based on which it chooses the oo

set of sensor noded1;; that must be in thewake state - E[Z (I, i (TI)) (15)
in time slotk + 1. Since, the prechange and the postchange =0

pdfs of the observations are the same for all the sensor nodes _ - . .
and at any time, the sensor observations are conditionaR{cE1Lk is a sufficient statistic fok, for any policy,.;, there

independent across sensors, any observation vector of & %strs] a corrﬁsTonding 90"?”“ SbUCh thaﬁk.(nkg i (L),
m has the same pdf and hence, for decision making, it ence, the last step in the above equation follows (g pa

sufficient to look at only the number of sensors in teake 44, [12D) Since,.the one §tagg 9°St a,”‘?' the density function
state My, 1, i.e., the indices of the sensor nodes that are ???(y;n’“—l) _are time myanant, It is suffllc_|ent to ?onS|der the
the awake state are not required for detection (we assume thﬂ?ss of stationary po_I|C|es (see_ Proposition 2.2.2 of 13t )

the fusion centre chooses the sequeMde, M, --- in such #° S — 4 I_oe a stationary policy. Hence, the cost of using
a way that the rate at which the sensor nodes drain thgﬁe policy i is given by
energy is the same). Thus, the set of controls at time slot

k is given by A = (stop,O),Ume{oyl_’___7n}(continue,m)} Ja(m) = Elzg(ﬂk,ﬁ(ﬂk)) ’Ho = 7T0‘| )

k=0
= {(1,0),(0,0),(0,1),-++, (0,m)}. _ _ and hence, the minimal cost among the class of stationary
We show thatll; can be computed in a recursive manneﬁolicies is given by

from the previous statél;_,, the previous actioi;_;, and

oo

the current observatioKQ"k as, . ) > _
J*(mp) = minE Zc(Hk,u(Hk)) ‘ Iy = mo | .
- B k=0
k
M, The dynamic program (DP) that solves the above problem is
= ¢(Hk717 Ak717Xk; ) H H H
’ given by the Bellman’s equation,
t, if II,_1 =t
t, if Ap_1=1

(13) JH(r) = min{E(w,l),HJ*(w)} (16)

Oj_1¢1 X;:Ak .
Ld ( ) if Il € [0, 1],Ak_1 = (O,Mk)

My, = )
& (X’C k’n’“’l) where the functiord ;- : [0,1] — R, is defined as

where Hy(m)
_ = minf &(m, (0,m)) + Egu yim [ (2(m, (0,m), Y))]}(27)
I, = 1l + (1 — Hk)p, -
M _ %) whereY andy arem-vectors. The notatioBy, ,.#)[-] means
%o (Xk k) o H Fo(X5.7), that the expectation is taken with respect to the pgfy; 7)
oM _ (recall Eqn[I# for the definition obs(y; 7)). Thus, Eqn[16
¢ (Xﬁ/lk) = 1] AX) can be written as
1EMy,

J(r) = min{A;-(1—-n), 7+ A (7)} (18)

éo (X5TT) = Tln (X4) + (1= Moo (X1 ) (14)

where the functiod ;- : [0, 1] — R is defined as
Thus, the a posteriori probability proced;, } is a controlled . (7 P1(Y)
Markov process. Note thaly, = IT; + (1 — II;)p = E[ll;;1] A7 (m) = plm {)\sm + Eg(vim) [J (m)] } (19)
beforeXﬁ”fr’]+1 is observed. Motivated by the structure of the - _ o _
cost given in EqnL]7, we define the one stage cost functidfie optimal policy u* that achieves/* gives the optimal

¢:8 x A— R, when the (state, action) pair {$,a) as stopping rule,7*, and the optimal number of sensors in the
awake state,M;, M, --- , M*..

Af(l—ﬂ'), ifS:T(G[O’l]’a:(l’O) - . .
c(s,a) = T4+ Am, if s=m¢€[0,1],a=(0,m) We now establish some properties of timnimumtotal cost
0, if s=t. function J*.

Theorem 1:The total cost function/*(7) is concave inn.

SinceMj, 1 is chosen based on the informatihy there exists

a functionvj, such thatM;,, = v} (I). Thus, the action AlsO, we establish some properties of the optimal pojicy
or control at timek is given by i, (I,) = (vi(Ix), vi(I1)). (which maps the a posteriori probability of changdg to the
Hence, we can write the Bayesian risk given in Egn. 4 for @tion spaced) in the next theorem.



Theorem 2:The optimal stopping rule is given by the
following threshold rule where the threshold is on the a
posteriori probability of change,

™ = inf{k:II; > T}, (20)

for somel" € [0, 1]. The threshold” depends on the probabil-
ity of false alarm constrainty (among other parameters like
the distribution ofT", fo, f1).

Theorem[2 addresses only tlstopping timepart of the
optimal policy..*. We now explore the structure of the optimal |
closed loop control policy fod/* : [0,1] — Z., the optimal
number of sensors in thewake state in thenexttime slot.

At time k, based on the (sufficient) statistié;, the fusion 0 : : : :
centre choosed/;, , = M*(Il;) number of sensor nodes in 0 0.2 _0'4 __0'6 08 T
the awake state. For each < m < n, we define the functions Posterior probability, Tt

Differential cost, d(.;m)

By [0,1] = Ry andA(JT) :[0,1] = Ry as Fig. 1. Differential costsd(-; ), for n = 10 sensors)s = 100.0, As =
. 0.5, fo ~ N(0,1) and f1 ~ N(1,1).
BU(r) = Eupm |J° - ¢1(Y) Jore N1 and - ML
" 2O ge(Yi7) )]
andA(JT)(w) — )\Sm—i—B((,T)(w). Theorem 4:If for each 7 € [0,T"), d(m;w) decreases

monotonically inm, then the optimal number of sensors in
We have shown in the proof of Theorém 1 that for any= the awake state, M* : [0,1] = {0,1,---,n} is given by

0,1,2,-- ,n, the functionsB'™ (r) andA™ () are concave

Ir; T; ) , u | J (ﬂ-) J (7T) Vi M*(']T) _ max{m . d(m,ﬂ') Z As}
Theorem 3:For any = < [0,1], the functionsBST)(w)

monotonically decrease with. B. Control on the probability of a sensor in thevake state

Remark: By increasing the number of sensor nodes in the In this subsection, we are interested in obtaining an optima
awake state, i.e., by increasing:, we expect that the a control ong. 1, the probability of a sensor in thavake state,
posteriori probability of change will get closer to 1 or @0$0 based on the information we have at time siptinstead of
0 (depending on whether the change has occurred or not).détermining the number of sensors that must be inatheke
either case, the one stage cost decreases, and hence, we expsgte in the next slot.
that the functionst,@ (w) monotonically decrease with. At time slotk, after having observeXQ"’“, the fusion centre
At time k, B(JT) (T1;) can be thought of as the cost-to—g@omputes the sufficient statisti€,, based on which it makes a
function from slotk +1 onwards (having usegh sensor nodes decision tostop or to continue sampling. If the decision is to
attimek-+1). Note thatAf,T)(w) has two components, the firstcontinue at time slotk+1, the fusion centre (also acts as a con-
component\,m increases withn and (from Theorerfil3) the troller) chooses;;. .1, the probability of a sensor to be in the
second component decreases withAs m takes values in a awake state at time slok + 1. Thus, the set of controls at time
finite set{0,1,2,--- (713}{ for eachr, there exists an optimal s|ot £ is given by A = (stop, 0), Ugeo.1] (continue,q)} =
M*(r) for which A}. 7T))(w) is minimum. For any given
m € [0,1], we define the differential cost: {1,2,--- ,n} — 1,Uge0,1)(0,9) ¢ = {(1,0), {0} x [0, 1]}.

Ry as When the controld;, = (0,gr+1) is chosen,Mj.q, the

dim;7) = BYV(r) — B (m). (21) number of sensors in thewake state at time slo& + 1 is
Bernoullidistributed with parameters, gi+1). Let v (gr+1)
be the probability thatn sensors are in thewake state at time
slot k& + 1. v (gx+1) IS given by

Note that for anyl < m < n, d(m;w) is bounded and
continuous inr (as B(JT)S are bounded and concave 7).
Also note thatd(m;1) = 0 as B{" V(1) = B/ (1) = o. R
We are interested id(m; ) for 7 € [0, T). In Figure[1, we Ym(qe+1) = ( )Q?H(l — Q)" (22)
plot d(m;7) againstm for m = 1,2, and 3 (for the set of m

parametersy = 10, Ay = 100, A; = 0.5, and f, and f; are The information state at time slétIl;, can be computed in a
unit variance Gaussian pdfs with means 0 and 1 respectivelgcursive manner frofi;,_;, A,_; andX;"* using Eqn[IB.
We observe thatl(m; ) monotonically decreases im, for Thus, it is clear that th¢ll, } process is a controlled Markov
eachr € [0,T) (i.e., d(1;7) > d(2;7) > d(3;7)). We have process, the state space of the process b8irg[0, 1] U {t}.
observed this monotonicity property for different sets »f e Motivated by the cost function given in EJd. 7, define the one
periments for the case whef and f; belong to the Gaussian stage cost functiofi(s, a) when the (state,action) pair (s, a)
class of distributions. We conjecture that this monotdpicias

property ofd holds and state the following theorem which Af(l—m), if s=
gives astructurefor M*, the optimal number of sensors in ¢(s,a) = T+ Asng, if s=me€(0,1],
the awake state. 0, if s=1t.

|

3
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Since, the one stage cost and the density fun@t'gm;ﬁk,l) We chooseq that minimises the Bayesian cost given by
are time invariant, it is sufficient to consider the class taf s Eqn.[12.

tionary policies (see Proposition 2.2.2 of [13]). et S — A At time slot k, the fusion centre receives a vector of
be a stationary policy. Hence, the cost of using the palicy observatiorK{g”k and computesl. In the open loop scenario,

is given by the state space i = {[0, 1]u{t}}. The set of actions is given
oo by A = {stop, continue} = {1,0} where ‘1’ representstop

Ja(mo) = ElZg(nk,g(Hk)) ’Ho = WO] , and ‘0’ representsontinue. Note thatIl, can be computed

=0 from II,_1, Ax_1, and Xﬁ/"“ in the same way as shown in

and hence the minimal cost among the class of station%/?n_" Thus{Il;}, k € Z, is a controlled Markov process.
policies is given by otivated by the structure of the cost given in E@h. 7, we

define the one stage cost functionS x 4 — R, when the

J(m) = minE [Z (M, (1)) ‘ m, — WO] . (state, action) pair i$s,a) as
" k=0 Af(l—m), ifs=me(0,1],a=1
The DP that solves the above problem is given by the ¢(s,a) = T+ Asng, fs=m€l0,1,a=0
Bellman’s equation, 0, if s =t.
J*(r) = min{c(r, 1), Hy-(m)} Since, the one stage cost and the density funaicy; IT,_1)
whereH . : [0,1] — R, is defined as are time invariant, it is sufficient to consider the class taf s

tionary policies (see Proposition 2.2.2 bf [13]). Let S — A
be a stationary policy. Hence, the cost of using the padlicy

= min {6(7‘—7 (07 (I)) + Z 'Ym((I)Eabg(y:,‘Fr) [J* ((1)(7‘—7 (07 m)7 Y)} } is given by

H y=(m)

0<g<1 =
whereY andy arem-—vectors. RNecaII that the e>,<pectati9n is Ja(mo) = E ZE(H’“ fi(11,)) ‘Ho —
taken with respect to the padk(y; 7). The Bellman’s equation prd

can be written as . . S
and the optimal cost under the class of stationary poliges i

J'(r) = min{\;-(1-7),7+As-(7)} (23) given by
where the functiomd ;- : [0,1] — R, is defined as o0
J*(m) = minE ZE(Hk,ﬁ(Hk))‘HO_WO
Age(m) B =
. - « (T2 (Y)\] | The DP that solves the ab tion is given by th
—  min { \sng+ Y (Q)E gy (y57 {J < - ﬂ The at solves the above equation is given by the
q6[071]{ mX_:O (@Fsa(vim $2(Y;7) Bellman’s equation,
The optimal policyu* gives the optimal stopping time*, and . (.
the optimal probabilitiesg;, ¥ = 1,2,---,7*. The structure Ji () = mm{c(ﬁv 1), Hy- (”)}

of the optimal policy is shown in the following theorems. _ _
Theorem 5:The total cost functio/*(x) is concave inr. WhereH,- : [0,1] — R, is defined as

Theorem 6:The optimal stopping rule is a threshold rule n
where the threshold is on the a posteriori probability ofgfeg ~ H.- () :=&(m,0) + > ¥mEopy(y:7) [J* (‘P(m (0, m),Y)ﬂ
m=0
™ = inf{k:1I; > T},

whereY andy are m—vectors. The above equation can be
for somel € [0, 1]. The threshold” depends on the probabil-written as

ity of false alarm constrainty (among other parameters like N .

the distribution ofT, fy, f1). Ji(m) = min{Ar-(1—7), 7+ A ()} (25)

where the functioMd ;- : [0, 1] — R, is defined as

IV. QUICKEST CHANGE DETECTION WITHOUT FEEDBACK .
In this_section, we study theeep—wake sc_hedulin_g problem Ay (r) =\sng + Z YmEosayi) {J* (ir . ¢1(Y) ﬂ

defined in Eqn[_I2. Open loop control is applicable to the ’ $2(Y;7)
systems in which there is no feedback channel from the fusign i o _ . )
centre (controller) to the sensors. Here, at any time sla '€ optimal pollcyu that achieves/" gives the optimal
sensor chooses to be in theake state with probability; SIPPINg rule,*. We now prove some properties of the
independent of other sensors. Hen¢#/;}, the number of optimal policy. ) ) )
sensors in thewake state at time slot is i.i.d. Bernoulli ~ 1heorem 7:The optimal total cost function’™(r) is con-

distributedwith parametergn, q). Let 4., be the probability Cave in. _ _ _
thatm sensors are in thawake state.v,, is given by Theorem 8:The optimal stopping rule is a threshold rule
where the threshold is on the a posteriori probability ofrcie

n m n—m
Ym = (m)q (1-q) (24) ™ = inf{k:II, =T},

m=0
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Fig. 2. Optimum number of sensors in theake state M* for n = 10  Fig. 3. A sample run otvent detectiowith n = 10 sensors\; = 100.0,
sensors\y = 100.0, As = 0.5, fo ~ N(0,1) and f; ~ N(1,1). Note A5 =0.5, fo ~N(0,1) and f1 ~ N (1,1).
thatI’ = 0.9 corresponds to the threshold.

100 ¢=
for somel € [0, 1]. The threshold" depends on the probabil- .‘\. o lap_t'Tgm M
ity of false alarm constrainty (among other parameters like 80 .. _
the distribution ofT’, fy, f1).
For eachy € [0, 1], we compute the optimal mean detectionﬁ@
delay Epp (as a function ofy), and then find the optimaj* . 60
for which the optimal mean detection delay is minimum. 8
8 40
g L
V. NUMERICAL RESULTS .
We compute the optimal policy for each of thleep—wake 20
scheduling strategies given in Eqis) L8] 23, 25 using value—
iteration technique (seé [12]). We consider= 10 sensors. 0
The distributions of change—tiniE is taken to be geometric 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 o8 I 1

(0.01) (and 7o = 0). Also, the prechange and the postchange Posterior probability, Tt
distributions of the sensor observations are taken t&/li@ 1) Fig. 4. Total cost/(x) for n = 10 sensorsA; = 100.0, As = 0.5,
and N (1,1). We set the cost per observation per SenSpto "~ A7(0,1) and fi ~ A’(1,1). Note that the threshold corresponding to
0.5 and the cost of false alarms to 100.0 (this correspondsM = 1 is 0.895, forM = 2 is 0.870, forM = 3 is 0.825, and forA/* is
to a = 0.04). I'=09.
« Optimal control of Mjy1:
We computeM* the optimal number of sensors to be
in the awake state in time slotk + 1 as a function
of the a posteriori probability of change (from the
optimal policyu* given by Egri.1I8) by thealue iteration
algorithm [13], [14] and plot in FigurE]2. We note that
in any time slot, it is not economical to use more than 3
sensors (though we have 10 sensors). Also, from Flgure 2,
it is clear thatM* increases monotonically far < 0.6
and then decreases monotonically for 0.6. Note that,
the regiont € [0.5, 0.82] requires many sensors for
optimal detection whereas the regiorD, 0.3]U[0.9, 1.0]
requires the least number of sensors. This is due to the
fact thatuncertaintyis more in the regiom € [0.5, 0.82]
whereas it is less in the regidf.0, 0.3] U [0.9, 1.0].

happens atry;~ = 161. When My, = 10 sensors

(no sleep scheduling), we find the detection epoch to be
710 = 153. WhenMj.,, = 3 sensors (we chose 3 because
M* < 3), the stopping happens a = 156. From the
above stopping times, it is clear that the detection delay
does not vary significantly in the above three cases. By
having an optimalsleep—wake scheduling, we observe
that until the event occurs only one sensor isaimke
state and as soon as the event occurs, stbep—wake
scheduler ramps up the number of sensors to 3, thereby
making a quick decision. Thus, the optinsdep—wake
scheduling uses a minimal number of sensors before
change and quickly ramps up the number of sensors after
change for quick detection. Also, we see from Figure 3,

In Figure[3, we plot the trajectory of a sample patilaf that ther,, trajectory corresponding td/;(w) = 10
versus the time slok. In our numerical experiment, the (and M1 (m) = 3) gives more reliable information
event occurs af’ = 152. When the number of sensors about the event than the, trajectory corresponding to
to be in theawake state My, is M* () (taken from Myyq1(m) = M™.

Figure[2), for a threshold of 0.9, we see that the detection We also plot the total cost functiosi(r) for the above
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Fig. 5. Total cost/*(r) for n = 10 sensors)\y = 100.0, As = 0.5, Fig. 6. Optimum probability of a sensor in thavake state,q; , , () for
fo ~N(0,1) and f1 ~ N(1,1). The dashed line\s(1 — ) is the cost of n =10 sensorsA; = 100.0, As = 0.5, fo ~ N(0,1) and f1 ~ N (1,1).

false alarm.
100
A;=05 —

cases in Figurgl4. Though the detection delays do notvary 90 - _____ A =0.0
much, the total cost varies significantly. This is because 80
the event happens at time sl@t = 152. In the case s 70 A\
of My11 = M*, itis clear from Figure§]2 andl 3 that+J 60 L\
only one sensor is used for the first 158 time slots. Thisg \ T

. 50
reduces the cost by 10 times compared to the case C§ \
My41 = 10 (in this sample path) and about 3 times & 40 [
compared to the case 8, = 3 (in this sample path). = 30 {
We note from Figur€l4, that it is better to keep 3 sensors 20 } R
active all the time than keeping 10 sensors active all the 10 ~
time. Also, in the case oMM, = 1, after the event 0 e _____
occurs, the a posteriori probability takes more time to 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
cross the threshold compared to the optisiedp—wake Probability of a sensor in the wake state, g

(which quickly ramps up from 1 to 3 sensors) and hence,
the total cost corresponding td/;; = 1 is slightly Fig. 7. Total cost/*(0) for n = 10 sensorsA; = 100.0, fo ~ N'(0,1)
worse than that of\f;, ., = M*. and fi ~ N(1,1).

Optimal control of gx41: In the case of control og,

we consider the same set of parameters as in the case of
control onM},. We computed the optimal policy from the
DP defined in Egn[_23 by value iteration. The optimal
policy also gives the optimal probability of choosing a
sensor in theawake state,q;, ;. We plot the total cost
J*(m) in Figure[. We also plot the optimum probability

of a sensor in thewake state,¢*(7) in Figure[6. We
observe that forr < 0.72, ¢*(7) is an increasing function

only based on Bayesian update (i.e., based on the prior

distribution of 7). Thus atq = 0, the total cost is the

same (which is 73) foi, = 0.5 and \; = 0.0 which is

also evident from Figurgl 7.

Note that when\, > 0, for low values ofq, the detection

delay cost dominates over the observation cost&*ift)

and for high values of;, the observation costs dominate

of , and forr > 0.72, ¢*(r) decreases withr. This over the detection .delay cost. Thus, there is a tr_ade—off

agrees well with the intuition for the optimal control on ~ P€tween the detection delay cost and the observation costs

My 1. as q varies. This is captgred in the Figuré 7. Note that
the Bayesian cost is optimal at= 0.15. When\; = 0,

asq increases the detection delay decreases. Hence, we

see the monotonically decreasing trend fgr= 0.0.

Open loop control on ¢:

We consider the same set of parameters for the case of
open loop control ong. We obtain.J*(0) for various
values ofg and plotted in the FigurEl 7. We obtain the From Figures 415, anid 7, we note that the total chst)

plot for A; = 0.5 and for A; = 0.0. In the special case is the least for optimal control of/; . Also, we note that in

of ¢ = 1, i.e., havingM;;1 = 10 sensors, and with the open loop control case, the least total cfsf0) = 55 is

As = 0.5, we observe that the total cost is 100 whickachieved when the attempt probabilifyis 0.15 (see Figurél7;
matches with the corresponding cost in Figlte 4. Alsthis corresponds to an average of 1.5 sensors badtige).

in the limiting case of; — 0, all the sensor nodes are inlt is to be noted that this cost is larger than that achieved by
thesleep state at all time slots, and the detection happefize optimal closed loop policies/{(0) = 50 for the closed
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loop control ongi4+1 and J*(0) = 38 for the closed loop which is an infimum of a collection of affine functions gf
control on My.4). From Figures13 anl 2, we see that wheffthis implies thath, (y; x) is concave iny (see [15]). |
My 1(m) = M*(m), the switching of the sensors between The optimal total cost functiow*(r) can be computed
sleep andawake states happen only in 2 slots out of 161 slotsising avalue iterationalgortithm. Here, we first consider a
Otherwise only 1 sensor is on. finite K—horizon problem and then we Iét— oo, to obtain
the infinite horizon problem.
VI. CONCLUSION Note that the cost-to—go functiodts () = Ay - (1 —7) is
In this paper, we formulated the problem of jointly opticoncave inr. Hence, by Lemmgl1, we see that the cost-to—go

mal sleep—wake scheduling and event detection in a sensdunctionsJ%_,(w), JE_,(x), ---, J&(n) are concave inr.
network that minimises the detection delay and the usagehbénce for0 < A <1,
sensing/communication resources. We have set out to solve
the problem in Eqni]9. We have derived the optimal control J*(m) = lim Jg ()
for three approaches using the theory of MDP. We showed the ) - .
existence of the optimal policy and obtained some strutturh (A™1 + (1 = A)m2) = Aim Jo ()‘771 +(1 - )‘)772)

results. _ N > lim AJE(m) + lim (1= \)JE (m)
We prescribe theleep—wake scheduling policies as follows: K—o0 K—o0

When there is a feedback between the fusion centre and the = A" (m) + (1 = N)J*(m2)

sensors and if the feedback is unicast, it is optimal to use th

control onMj,1 policy; when the feedback is only broadcastt follows that J*(x) is concave inn. u

then it is optimal to use the control o@,. ;. If there is
no feedback between the fusion centre and the sensors, we

prescribe the open loop control gnpolicy. APPENDIX

Proof of Theorem[2

APPENDIX Define the mapg’: [0,1] = Ry andH : [0,1] — R, as
Proof of Theorem[1
We use the following Lemma to prove Theorém 1. C(m):=Ap- (1—m)
Lemma 1:If f :[0,1] — R is concave, then for any € H(r) =1+ Ay (7)
R™ (for anym € Z..), the functionh : [0, 1] — R defined by ’
h(y) = Ey,(x: [f< yo1(X) ﬂ Note thatC(1) = 0, H(1) = 1, C(0) = Ay and H(0) =
. b2(x59) y1(X) + (1 — y)oo(X) Aj+(0). Note that
is concave iny, whereg; (x) and ¢y (x) are pdfs onX, and Ay (0)
P2(x:y) = yo1(x) + (1 — y)do(x). - b1 (XM)
Proof For any givenx, define the functiorh; : [0,1] — R = gﬁg {)\Sm—i— E b (xtmp) {J* <¢ X )ﬂ}
0<m<n ’ 2 mip
as
. . p- o1 (X(M)
ha(y; %) < L hin {Asm +J (E¢2<x<m);p> [m
yo1(x) ) _ * ’
_ +(1— L= mm {/\m—i-J()}

AsT:= [-.. dx is a linear operator ant(y) = Thi(y; x),
it is sufficient to show that; (y; x) is concave iny. If f(y)
is concave then (seé [15])

IN

Af - (1 —p) (from Eqn. 16)

The inequality in the second step is justified using Jensen’s

fly) = b {azy +b; } inequality and the inequality in the last step follows frome t
@) definition of J.
wherel = {(a,b) € R? : ay + b > f(y),y € [0,1]}. Hence, Note thatH (1) — C(1) > 0 and H(0) — C(0) < 0. As the
ha(y; x) function H(w) — C(r) is concave, by théntermediate value

61.(x) theorem there existd" € [0, 1] such thatd (T") = C(T"). This
=f ( yox ) {th(x) + (1 —y)gpo(x) I is unique add () = C(r) for at most two values of. If in
y¢1(x) + (1 = y)go(x) the interval[0, 1], there are two distinct values affor which

— inf a; ( yo1(x) ) + bi} H(m) = C(n), then the signs off (0)—C(0) andH (1)—C(1)
(ai,bi)€l yo1(x) + (1 — y)do(x) should be the same. Hence, the optimal stopping rule is given
Jyor ) + (1 = ) ()] by

= ot {aon () +biyor (x) + (1~ )an)] | ™ = inf ki T > T}

= inf {((fli + bi)¢1(x) — bi¢0(x))y + bi¢0(x)} where the threshold is given byl' + A, (I') = A;- (1-T).
(ai,bi)el [



APPENDIX

Proof of Theorem[3

Define
o) = JLHE, G=0.1
MO (xu) x(z) L2t gm0y
u = ( ,:c(m))
v o= ((m+1 (m+2) )
P o1 (u)
7p1(u) + (1 — T)do(u)
Note that
BY)(m)

7 () o o
L iy i
= /m J! (/le % [¢2(V;fr)} dv) do(u;7) du

(1]

(2]

(3]
(4]
(5]
(6]
[7]
(8]
El

[10]

[11]
[12]
[13]
(14]

[15]

— [ 7@ oauiAan
= By (m)
As J* is concave, the inequality in the second line follows
from Jensen'’s inequality. Hence proved. |
APPENDIX

Proof of Theorem[4

Egn.[19 and the monotone property dffn;.) proves the
theorem. |

APPENDIX

Proof of Theorem[38

Follows from the proof of Theorei 1. |

APPENDIX

Proof of Theorem[g

Follows from the proof of Theorei 2. |

APPENDIX

Proof of Theorem[1

Follows from the proof of Theorein 1. |

APPENDIX

Proof of Theorem[§

Follows from the proof of Theorein 2. |
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