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Optimal Sequential Detection by Sparsity

Likelihood
Jingyan Huang

Abstract—Consider the problem on sequential change-point
detection on multiple data streams. We provide the asymptotic
lower bounds of the detection delays at all levels of change-point
sparsity and we derive a smaller asymptotic lower bound of
the detection delays for the case of extreme sparsity. A sparsity
likelihood stopping rule based on sparsity likelihood scores is
designed to achieve the optimal detections. A numerical study
is also performed to show that the sparsity likelihood stopping
rule performs well at all levels of sparsity. We also illustrate its
applications on non-normal models.

Index Terms—Sequential change-point detection, optimality,
sparse signals

I. INTRODUCTION

Consider N data streams and Xn
t denote the observation

of the nth data stream at time t. A change-point ν ≥ 1 is

said to occur, if for a non-empty subset N ⊂ {1, · · · , N}, the

post-change observations Xn
t for n ∈ N (and t ≥ ν) have the

distributions fn
1 which are different from that of pre-change

observations, fn
0 . The problem is to detect the change-point

ν as early as it occurs, while keeping the false alarm rate as

low as possible.

In the literature, sequential change-point detection is defined

as a stopping rule T with respect to {(X1
t , · · · , XN

t )}t≥1.
The interpretation of T is that, when T = t, we stop at

time t and indicate that an event has occurred in a subset

of data streams somewhere in the first t time steps. In

the literature, the false alarm rate is usually measured by

1/E∞T , where E∞T is the average run length (ARL) to

false alarm when there is no change-point. Our goal is to

find a stopping rule T that minimizes the detection delay

subject to E∞T ≥ γ, where γ is a prescribed constant to

control the global false alarm rate. Applications for this multi-

stream sequential change-point detection (online change-point

detection) problem include hospital management, infectious-

disease modeling, quality control, surveillance, health care,

security and environmental science.

[1] considered the setting where sensors detect changes

locally and transmit their decisions to a fusion center. In

this setting, the authors consider the minimax, uniform and

Bayesian formulations for sequential detection in multi-stream

data. They assume all data streams undergo the change-point

if it occurs. Thus, these procedures may include noise from the

non-signal data streams when only a subset of data streams

undergo change, which may lead to large detection delays.

They showed that their procedure is asymptotically optimal

with N fixed and γ → ∞.

In analogy to the CUSUM statistic considered by [2], [3] and

[4], [5] proposed a sum of CUSUM stopping rule. The advan-

tages of his stopping rule are that the distribution changes

are not assumed to have occurred simultaneously, and the

use of efficient recursive computations. He showed that his

stopping rule achieves optimal detection as γ → ∞. However

the detection delay is relatively large for sparse signals across

sequences.

[6] investigated the setting where the proportion of data

streams undergoing distribution changes is small. They de-

veloped a mixture likelihood ratio (MLR) stopping rule.

[6] showed via simulation studies that their MLR stopping

rules achieved better detection performance compared to other

known approaches over a wide range of #N . They also

provided analytical approximations to ARL of their stopping

rules, which are useful for calculating a suitable detection

threshold. Analytical approximations to detection delays of

their stopping rules were also derived. However an optimality

theory for the case of small or moderate #N was not provided.

[7] proposes a new framework for sequential change-points

detection. The approach utilizes nearest neighbor information

and can be applied to sequences of multivariate observations

or non-Euclidean data objects. One stopping rule is recom-

mended. The asymptotic properties of this stopping rule is

studied as L → ∞, where L denotes the number of obser-

vations utilized in the stopping rule. The author also derives

an accurate analytic approximation to ARL. Simulations show

that the new approach has better performance than likelihood-

based approaches for high dimensional data.

In [8], Mei’s stopping rule was improved by applying a

detectability score transformation on each CUSUM score. The

advantage of this stopping rule is the suppression of the noise

from non-signal data streams. [8] also proposed a modified

version of the mixture likelihood ratio (MLR) stopping rule

that tests against the limits of detectability. The asymptotic

lower bounds of the detection delays at all levels of change-

point sparsity were provided in [8]. For large #N , the lower

bound is trivially given by 1. For moderate #N , the lower

bound grows logarithmically with N . For small #N , the

detection delay grows polynomially with N . The modified

MLR stopping rule achieves optimal detection on all three

domains of N .

In this work, a smaller asymptotic lower bound of the

detection delays than that in [8] for small #N is shown. We

also introduce a stopping rule based on sparsity likelihood

(SL) score that achieves the detection lower bounds. Another

advantage of SL stopping rule is that it is applicable to non-

normal models. The calculations of SL scores rely on the

calculations of p-values. The p-values could be generated

under the models other than normal models.
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The outline of this paper is as follows. In Section II we

introduce the model and assumption on sequential change-

point detection in multiple data streams. In Section III we

provide the asymptotic lower bounds of the detection delays

at all levels of change-point sparsity, with a smaller asymptotic

lower bound than that in [8] at extreme levels of sparsity. In

Section IV we show that a SL stopping rule achieves optimal

detection at all levels of change-point sparsity. A window-

limited rule proposed by [9] integrates into the stopping rule

to show computational efficiency. In Section V a simulation

study is performed to show that SL stopping rules and the

modified MLR stopping rules are relatively competitive over

the full range of N . Furthermore, SL stopping rule outper-

forms other competitors for small #N . In section 6, we

discuss the extensions of SL stopping rule to other non-normal

models. In the Appendix, proofs are provided to show that SL

stopping rules are optimal.

II. MODEL AND ASSUMPTION

Consider N data streams. Let Xn
t denote tth observation of

the nth data stream. We assume first that Xn
t are independent

normal with unit variance. Let µn
t denote the mean of Xn

t .

Hence,

Xn
t ∼ N(µn

t , 1). (II.1)

Assume that at some unknown time, ν ≥ 1, there are mean

shifts in a subset N of the data stream. More specifically, we

assume that

µn
t = ∆1{t≥ν,n∈N}, for some ∆ 6= 0, (II.2)

with 1{1∈N},1{2∈N}, · · · ,1{N∈N} i.i.d. Bernoulli(ǫ) for

some 0 < ǫ < 1. We shall let Pν(Eν) denote prob-

ability measure (expectation) with respect to distribution

changes at time ν(Eν denotes expectation with respect to

#N ∼Binomial(N, ǫ)), with ν = ∞ indicating no changes.

A standard measure of the performance of a stopping rule

T is the (expected) detection delay:

DN(T ) = sup
1≤ν<∞

Eν(T − ν + 1|T ≥ ν), (II.3)

subject to the constraint that ARL(T )(:= E∞T ) ≥ γ for

some γ ≥ 1. Often but not always the worst case detection

delay of a stopping rule occurs at ν = 1, i.e. it is more difficult

to detect when a change occurs at earlier stages rather than at

later stages.

Let Eν,N denote expectation with respect to Xn
t ∼

N(µn
t , 1), with µn

t = ∆1{t≥ν,n∈N} for some ∆ 6= 0. That

is, Eν,N denotes expectation with respect to a fixed N . For a

given stopping rule T , a standard measure of the performance

of a stopping rule T is the (expected)detection delay which is

defined as

D
(V )
N (T ) = sup

1≤ν<∞

[
max

N :#N=V
Eν,N (T − ν + 1|T ≥ ν)

]
,

(II.4)

where the average run length (ARL) to false alarm when there

is no change-point is subject to the constraint that ARL(T )(:=
E∞T ) ≥ γ for some γ ≥ 1.

III. DETECTION DELAY LOWER BOUND

We show here the (asymptotic) lower bounds of detection

delay, under the conditions that as N → ∞,

log γ ∼ N ζ for some 0 < ζ ≤ 1, (III.1)

ǫ ∼ N−β for some 0 < β < 1, (III.2)

where an ∼ bn if lim
n→∞

(an/bn) = 1.

For β < 1−ζ
2 , the sparsity likelihood stopping rules achieve

asymptotic detection delay of 1, and are hence optimal.

It was shown in [8] that for 1−ζ
2 < β < 1 − ζ, the

detection delay lower bound grows logarithmically with N .

The proportionality constant is

ρZ(β, ζ) =

{
β − 1−ζ

2 , if 1−ζ
2 < β ≤ 3(1−ζ)

4 ,

(
√
1− ζ −√

1− ζ − β)2, if
3(1−ζ)

4 < β ≤ 1− ζ.
(III.3)

This constant, first defined in [10], it is a two-dimensional

extension of the Donoho–Ingster–Jin constants ρZ(β) :=
ρZ(β, 0), for sparse normal mixture detection, see [11] and

[12], [13]. The extension results from the multiple comparisons

in detecting a normal mean shift, here for sequential change-

point detection on multiple data streams, and in [10] for fixed-

sample change-point detection on multiple sequences.

For β > 1 − ζ, we provide a smaller (asymptotic) lower

bound of detection delay compared with that in [8]. The results

below apply to all stopping rules.

Theorem 1: Assume (II.1), (II.2) and (III.2). Let T be a

stopping rule such that ARL(T ) ≥ γ, with γ satisfying (III.1).

(a) If 1−ζ
2 < β < 1− ζ, then

lim inf
N→∞

DN (T )

logN
≥ 2∆−2ρZ(β, ζ). (III.4)

(b) When V = o( Nζ

logN ) for β > 1− ζ, then

lim inf
N→∞

D
(V )
N (T )

N ζ
≥ 2∆−2V −1. (III.5)

IV. OPTIMAL DETECTION USING SPARSITY LIKELIHOOD

SCORE

We consider here the test of H0 : ν = ∞ versus H1 : ν = s
for some s ≤ t.

Let k = t − s + 1, Sn
st =

t∑
i=s

Xn
i , Z

n
st =

Sn
st√
k
, and pnst =

2Φ(−|Zn
st|), with Φ denoting the distribution function of the

standard normal.

As in [14], let f1(p) =
1

p(2−log p)2 − 1
2 and f2(p) =

1√
p − 2.

Note that
∫ 1

0 fi(p)dp = 0 for i = 1 and 2. Let λ1 ≥ 0 and

λ2 > 0. Define the sparsity likelihood score

ℓ(p) =
N∑

n=1

l(pn), (IV.1)

where ℓ(p) = log
(
1 +

λ1 logN

N
f1(p) +

λ2√
N logN

f2(p)
)
.
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When working with p-values small compared to 1
N logN , the

selection of λ1 > 0 is advantageous because logN
N f1(p)

dominates 1√
N logN

f2(p) for p small compared to 1
N logN .

We combine the p-values using the score ℓ(pst), where

pst = (p1st, · · · , pNst) and sparsity likelihood stopping rule can

be expressed as

TSL = inf
{
t : max

k=t−s+1∈K
ℓ(pst) ≥ Cγ

}
. (IV.2)

We follow the window sizes considered in window-limited

GLR stopping rule in [9] for saving computations. Consider

K = {1, · · · , k1} ∪ {
⌊
rjk1

⌋
: j ≥ 1}, k1 ≥ 1, r > 1. (IV.3)

In Theorem 2 below we show that sparsity likelihood stopping

rule achieves minimum detection delay. We select parameters

λ1 > 0 and λ2 =

√
log γ

log log γ
. (IV.4)

Theorem 2: Assume (II.1) and (II.2). Consider stopping rule

TSL, with window sizes in (IV.3). If ARL(TSL) = γ, then the

stopping rule threshold Cγ ≤ log(4γ2 + 2γ). In addition, if

(III.1),(III.2) hold, then the following hold as N → ∞ :

(a) If β < 1−ζ
2 , then

DN (TSL) → 1. (IV.5)

(b) If 1−ζ
2 < β < 1− ζ, then

DN (TSL)

logN
→ 2∆−2ρZ(β, ζ). (IV.6)

(c) If V = o( Nζ

logN ) for β > 1− ζ, then

D
(V )
N (TSL)

N ζ
→ 2∆−2V −1. (IV.7)

V. SIMULATION

In this section, we compare the SL stopping rule against the

four stopping rules below.

For testing the hypothesis that change-points ν = s for some

s ≤ t, the most powerful test at time t is the log likelihood

ℓst =

N∑

n=1

ℓnst, where ℓnst = log(1− ǫ+ ǫe∆Sn
st−k∆2/2),

with k = t− s+ 1 and Sn
st =

∑t
i=s X

n
i .

[6] considered the situation that ǫ and ∆ are known. Since

the change-point ν is unknown, [6] suggest to maximize ℓst
over s. To sum up, the stopping rule can be expressed as

TXS(ǫ0) = inf
{
t : max

k=t−s+1∈K
ℓ̂st(ǫ0) ≥ Cγ

}
, (V.1)

where ℓ̂st(ǫ0) =
N∑

n=1
ℓ̂nst(ǫ0),

ℓ̂nst(ǫ0) = log(1− ǫ0 + ǫ0e
(Zn+

st )2/2), Zn
st = Sn

st/
√
k,

and x+ denotes the positive part of x. Here thresholding

by the positive part plays the role in limiting the current

considerations only to the data streams that appear to be

affected by the change-point. The set K in (V.1) refers to

a pre-determined set of window sizes.

[5] introduced the stopping rule:

TMei = inf
{
t :

N∑

n=1

max
0<s≤t

(∆0S
n
st−k∆2

0/2)
+ ≥ Cγ

}
, (V.2)

with a pre-determined ∆0. In [8], Mei’s stopping rule was

improved by applying a detectability score transformation on

each CUSUM score. The advantages of (V.2) are the efficient

recursive computation of the stopping rule and the suppression

of the noise from non-signal data streams. However, there is

information loss.

Let Rn
t be the CUSUM score of the nth detector at time t,

satisfying

Rn
0 = 0, Rn

t = (Rn
t−1 +∆0X

n
t −∆2

0/2)
+, t ≥ 1. (V.3)

Define

TMei(ǫ0) = inf
{
t :

N∑

n=1

gM (Rn
t ) ≥ Cγ

}
, (V.4)

with the detectability score transformation

gM (x) = log[1 + ǫ0(λM ex/2 − 1)], λM > 0. (V.5)

This is an extension of Mei’s test, for TMei(1) is equivalent

to TMei. Define

DN,k(T ) = sup
k≤ν<∞

Eν(T − ν + 1|T ≥ ν). (V.6)

Motivated by the MLR stopping rule by [6], [8] introduces

a modified version of MLR stopping rule based on the limits

of detectability:

TS(ǫ0) = inf
{
t : max

k=t−s+1∈K

N∑

n=1

g(Zn+
st ) ≥ Cγ

}
, (V.7)

where g(z) = log[1 + ǫ0(λe
z2/4 − 1)], λ = 2(

√
2 − 1), and

ǫ0 = N−1/2, [(log γ)/N ]1/2 which are optimal choices in [8].

A. Assumption and revised SL stopping rule

The above four stopping rules are designed to test the

change of mean ∆ > 0. To benchmark the SL stopping

rule against the above four stopping rules, we restrict our

assumption ∆ 6= 0 to ∆ > 0 in (II.2) in Section V. More

specifically, we assume

µn
t = ∆1{t≥ν,n∈N}, for some ∆ > 0, (V.8)

where ν ≥ 1 denote the unknown time when there are mean

shifts in a subset N of the data stream.

For the revised SL stopping rule, we consider the SL score

based on the one-sided p-value. Let k = t − s + 1, Sn
st =
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t∑
i=s

Xn
i , Z

n
st =

Sn
st√
k
, and pnst = Φ(−Zn

st). Define the sparsity

likelihood score

ℓ(p) =

N∑

n=1

l(pn), (V.9)

where ℓ(p) = log
(
1 +

λ1 logN

N
f1(p) +

λ2√
N logN

f2(p)
)
,

where f1(p), f2(p), λ1, λ2 are defined as in Section IV . The

p-values are combined using the score ℓ(pst), where pst =
(p1st, · · · , pNst) and sparsity likelihood stopping rule can be

expressed as

T 1
SL = inf

{
t : max

k=t−s+1∈K
ℓ(pst) ≥ Cγ

}
, (V.10)

and the window sizes considered are in (IV.3).

B. Simulation results

To compare T 1
SL with other four stopping rules, we firstly

provide the optimal choices of parameters for T 1
SL. For

T 1
SL, we select parameters λ1 = 1 as the same choice of

λ1 in simulation studies in [14]. λ2 we choose is λ2 =

{0.2, 0.4, 0.6, · · · , 1.8,
√

log γ
log log γ }.

The first simulation model we consider is the model in

[8], with (II.1) and (V.8). The parameters selected are N =
100,∆ = 1 and #N ranging from 1 to 100. The thresholds

Cγ is calibrated to ARL of 5000. The set of window sizes

chosen is K = {1, · · · , 200}.

We conduct 500 Monte Carlo trials for the estimation of

each average run length. We also conduct 500 Monte Carlo

trials to simulate the detection delays when the change-point

occurs at time ν = 1, i.e. providing the estimated values of

the worst case detection delays.

As Table II shows, SL stopping rule with λ2 =
√

log γ
log log γ

has the smallest detection delays compared to all other param-

eter settings over

#N = {5, 10, 30, 50, 100}. Compared with λ2 =
√

log γ
log log γ ,

the detection delay with λ2 = 1.0 decreases obviously

for #N = 1 and with the slight effects for #N =
{5, 10, 30, 50, 100}.

We select SL stopping rules with λ1 = 1, λ2 =
√

log γ
log log γ

and λ1 = 1, λ2 = 1.0 to compare against the above four

stopping rules. The thresholds for the stopping rules are in

Table III , and the detection delays are in Table IV . The

simulation outcomes for Xie and Siegmund’s stopping rule,

Mei’s stopping rules, the extension of Mei’s stopping rules

and the modified MLR stopping rule are reproduced from [8].
We see that SL stopping rules and the modified MLR

stopping rules have smaller detection delays compared to other

competitors over the full range of N . To compare the modified

MLR stopping rules with SL stopping rules, we construct

two groups. We construct the group that works better for

small #N , consisting of the modified MLR stopping rule with

ǫ0 = N−1/2 and the SL stopping rule with λ1 = 1, λ2 = 1.0.

We also construct the group that works better for moderate

and large #N , consisting of the modified MLR stopping

rule with ǫ0 = [(log γ)/N ]1/2 and the SL stopping rule

with λ1 = 1, λ2 =
√

log γ
log log γ . Table IV shows that for

moderate and large #N , there is not much differences on

detection delays between SL stopping rules and the modified

MLR stopping rule for each group. For small #N , that is,

#N = 1 and 3, SL stopping rule has the smaller detection

delays compared to that of MLR stopping rule for each group.

TABLE I
THRESHOLDS Cγ FOR SL STOPPING RULES CALIBRATED TO

ARL = 5000.

N = 100
Parameters Cγ ARL

λ1 = 1, λ2 = 0.2 6.400 5071
λ1 = 1, λ2 = 0.4 6.430 5069
λ1 = 1, λ2 = 0.6 6.475 4951
λ1 = 1, λ2 = 0.8 6.560 4943
λ1 = 1, λ2 = 1.0 6.650 5088
λ1 = 1, λ2 = 1.2 6.760 4991
λ1 = 1, λ2 = 1.4 6.860 5024
λ1 = 1, λ2 = 1.6 6.960 5003
λ1 = 1, λ2 = 1.8 7.060 5018

λ1 = 1, λ2 =
√

log γ
log log γ

= 1.99 7.160 5036

TABLE II
DETECTION DELAYS WHEN #N (OUT OF N = 100) DATA STREAMS

UNDERGO NORMAL DISTRIBUTION CHANGES FOR SL STOPPING RULE.

#N

Parameters 1 3 5 10 30 50 100

λ1 = 1, λ2 = 0.2 24.5 13.5 10.4 7.1 3.8 2.8 1.8
λ1 = 1, λ2 = 0.4 24.7 13.3 10.1 6.7 3.4 2.4 1.4
λ1 = 1, λ2 = 0.6 24.8 13.2 9.9 6.4 3.1 2.2 1.2
λ1 = 1, λ2 = 0.8 25.3 13.3 9.7 6.2 2.9 2.0 1.1
λ1 = 1, λ2 = 1.0 25.9 13.3 9.7 6.0 2.7 1.8 1.0
λ1 = 1, λ2 = 1.2 26.4 13.3 9.6 5.9 2.6 1.7 1.0
λ1 = 1, λ2 = 1.4 26.8 13.4 9.6 5.8 2.5 1.7 1.0
λ1 = 1, λ2 = 1.6 27.4 13.5 9.6 5.7 2.4 1.6 1.0
λ1 = 1, λ2 = 1.8 28.0 13.6 9.6 5.7 2.3 1.5 1.0

λ1 = 1, λ2 =
√

log γ
log log γ

= 1.99 28.6 13.7 9.6 5.6 2.2 1.5 1.0

TABLE III
THRESHOLDS Cγ FOR STOPPING RULES CALIBRATED TO ARL = 5000.

THE UPPER BOUNDS OF THE THRESHOLDS, AS GIVEN IN THE STATEMENTS

OF THEOREMS IN [8] AND IN THIS STUDY, ARE IN BRACKETS.

N = 100
Test Cγ ARL

Mei 88.500 (106.8) 4997

Mei(N−1/2) 3.480 (9.81) 4994

Mei(3N−1/2) 5.020 (9.61) 4976

S(N−1/2) 4.250 (18.42) 5066

S(3N−1/2) 6.300 (18.42) 5195
SL(λ1 = 1, λ2 = 1.0) 6.650 (18.42) 5088

SL(λ1 = 1, λ2 =
√

log γ
log log γ

= 1.99) 7.160 (18.42) 5036
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TABLE IV
DETECTION DELAYS WHEN #N (OUT OF N = 100) DATA STREAMS

UNDERGO NORMAL DISTRIBUTION CHANGES.

#N

Test 1 3 5 10 30 50 100

XS(1) 52.3 18.7 12.2 6.7 3.0 2.3 2.0
XS(0.1) 31.6 14.2 10.4 6.7 3.5 2.8 2.0
Mei 53.2 23.0 15.7 9.6 4.9 3.8 3.0
Mei(0.1) 26.4 14.6 10.8 7.7 4.5 3.4 2.3
Mei(0.3) 34.3 15.9 11.8 7.6 4.1 3.1 2.0
S(0.1) 26.8 13.4 9.6 6.4 2.8 2.0 1.1
S(0.3) 32.6 14.0 9.5 5.6 2.3 1.5 1.0
SL(λ1 = 1, λ2 = 1.0) 25.9 13.3 9.7 6.0 2.7 1.8 1.0

SL(λ1 = 1, λ2 =
√

log γ
log log γ

= 1.99) 28.6 13.7 9.6 5.6 2.2 1.5 1.0
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VI. EXTENSIONS TO NON-NORMAL MODEL

Here we extend our current models to other non-normal

models and apply the SL stopping rule.

The calculations of SL scores rely on the calculations of

p-values. The p-values could be generated under the models

other than normal models. In this section, we aim to extend

normal models to other non-normal models with the applica-

tion of SL stopping rule.

We consider N data streams. Suppose that Xn
t is tth

observation of the nth data stream. We assume that Xn
t are

independent random variables from a certain distribution. Let

E(Xn
t ) = µn

t , where

µn
t =

{
∆1, t ≥ ν, n ∈ N ,
∆0, otherwises,

where ∆0 is assumed known, ∆1 6= ∆0,and ν is the unknown

time when the mean shifts in a subset N of the data stream

occur.

We consider the test of H0 : ν = ∞ versus H1 : ν = s
for some s ≤ t. Let k = t− s+ 1, and pnst can be calculated

from the observations {(Xn
i )}s≤i≤t. If Xn

t follow discrete

distribution, there are continuity adjustments for pnst so that it

is distributed as Uniform(0,1) under the null hypothesis. f1(p)
and f2(p) are defined in Section IV . Let λ1 ≥ 0 and λ2 > 0.
Define the sparsity likelihood score

ℓ(p) =

N∑

n=1

l(pn), (VI.1)

where ℓ(p) = log
(
1 +

λ1 logN

N
f1(p) +

λ2√
N logN

f2(p)
)
.

And we consider the SL stopping rule

TSL = inf
{
t : max

k=t−s+1∈K
l(pst) ≥ Cγ

}
, (VI.2)

where K is the set of window sizes considered in (IV.3).
In the next two subsections, we consider the application of

SL stopping rules on two non-normal models, Poisson model

and binomial model.

A. Poisson model and an example

Let Xn
t denote tth observation of the nth sequence. We

assume that Xn
t are independent Poisson random variables.

Let µn
t denote mean of Xn

t . Hence,

Xn
t ∼ Poisson(µn

t ), (VI.3)

µn
t =

{
∆1 6= 0.015, t ≥ ν, n ∈ N ,
∆0 = 0.015, otherwises.

To test H0 : ν = ∞ versus H1 : ν = s for some s ≤
t. Let k = t − s + 1, Sn

st =
t∑

i=s

Xn
i ∼ Poisson(kµn

t ). P-

values are calculated based on pnst = 2min(ϕn
st, 1 − ϕn

st),
where ϕn

st ∼ Uniform(P (X < Sn
st), P (X ≤ Sn

st)), and X ∼
Poisson(k∆0).

We select ∆0 = 0.015,∆1 = 0.3, λ1 = 1, λ2 =
√

log γ
log log γ .

Let k = t − s + 1 and Sn
st =

t∑
i=s

Xn
i ∼ Poisson(k∆1) if

n ∈ N and ν = 1. p-values are computed and SL stopping

rule is applied.

B. Binomial model and an example

Let Xn
t denote tth observation of the nth sequence. We

assume that Xn
t are independent binomial random variables.

Let pnt denote success probability of Xn
t . Hence,

Xn
t ∼ Binomial(n0, p

n
t ), (VI.4)

pnt =

{
p1 6= 0.001, t ≥ ν, n ∈ N ,
p0 = 0.001, otherwises.

Let k = t − s + 1, Sn
st =

t∑
i=s

Xn
i ∼ Binomial(kn0, p

n
t ).

P-values are calculated based on pnst = 2min(ϕn
st, 1 − ϕn

st),
where ϕn

st ∼ Uniform(P (S < Sn
st), P (S ≤ Sn

st)), and S ∼
Binomial(kn0, p0).

We select n0 = 5, p0 = 0.001, p1 = 0.05, λ1 = 1, λ2 =√
log γ

log log γ . Let k = t − s + 1 and Sn
st =

t∑
i=s

Xn
i ∼

Binomial(kn0, p1) if n ∈ N and ν = 1. p-values are computed

and SL stopping rule is applied.

For the two non-normal models and examples in VI-A

and VI-B we all consider simulation settings N = 100,

#N ranging from 1 to 100, ν = 1, ARL = 5000 and

K = {1, · · · , 200}. The detection thresholds are in Table V ,

the detection delays in Table V I .

As the results in Table V I show, SL stopping rule is capable

to detect online change-points on multiple data streams for

non-normal models.

TABLE V
THRESHOLDS Cγ FOR STOPPING RULES CALIBRATED TO ARL = 5000.

N = 100
Test Cγ ARL

SL(Poi,λ1 = 1, λ2 =
√

log γ
log log γ

) 9.1 4865

SL(Bin,λ1 = 1, λ2 =
√

log γ
log log γ

) 9.1 5072

TABLE VI
DETECTION DELAYS WHEN #N (OUT OF N = 100) DATA STREAMS

UNDERGO POISSON AND BINOMIAL DISTRIBUTION CHANGES.

#N

Test 1 3 5 10 30 50 100

SL(Poi,λ1 = 1, λ2 = 1.99) 27.6 12.7 8.8 5.3 2.3 1.5 1.0
SL(Bin,λ1 = 1, λ2 = 1.99) 23.6 11.1 7.6 4.5 1.9 1.3 1.0
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APPENDIX

We summarize below the definitions of the probability

measures used in the proofs of Theorems 1 − 2 in this and

the next section:

1.Ps(Es): This is the probability measure (expectation) under

which an arbitrarily chosen sequence has probability (1 − ǫ)
that all observations are (i.i.d.) N(0, 1), and probability ǫ
that observations are N(0, 1) before time s, N(∆, 1) at and

after time s. In particular, if

(a) s = ∞, then with probability 1 all observations are

N(0, 1).
(b) s = 1, then an arbitrarily chosen sequence has probability

(1 − ǫ) that all observations are N(0, 1), and probability ǫ
that all observations are N(∆, 1).
2. P (E): This is the probability measure (expectation) under

which Y, Y1, Y2, · · · , are i.i.d.N(0, 1) random variables.

PROOF OF THEOREM 1(a).
Please refer to Section 6 in [8].

PROOF OF THEOREM 1(b).

Let Eν,N denote expectation with respect to Xn
t ∼

N(µn
t , 1), with µn

t satisfying (II.2). For a given stopping rule

T , define

D
(V )
N (T ) = sup

1≤ν<∞

[
max

N :#N=V
Eν,N (T − ν + 1|T ≥ ν)

]
.

(A.1)

Let

k =
⌊
(1 − ǫ)2∆−2V −1N ζ

⌋
, (A.2)

with some ǫ > 0 and V = o( Nζ

logN ). By Lemma 1 in [8], we

can find s ≥ 1 such that

P∞(T ≥ s+ k|T ≥ s) ≥ 1− k/γ. (A.3)

Let t = s+k−1, and consider the test, conditioned on T ≥ s,
of

H0 : Xn
u ∼ N(0, 1) for 1 ≤ n ≤ N, 1 ≤ u ≤ t,

vs Hs,V : Xn
u ∼ N(∆1{u≥s,n∈N}, 1),

for 1 ≤ n ≤ N, 1 ≤ u ≤ t, with N a random subset of

{1, · · · , N} of size V .

By (A.3), the test rejecting H0 when T < s+ k has Type

I error probability not exceeding k/γ.

Let Aj = {N : #N = j}. At time t, the (conditional)

likelihood ratio between Hs,V and H0 is LV , where

Lj =

(
N

j

)−1 ∑

N∈Aj

( ∏

n∈N
eZ

n
st∆

√
k−k∆2/2

)
.

Let Ps,V (Es,V ) denote probability (expectation) with respect

to Hs,V . Let ǫ1 = 2N−β and

L(ǫ1) =

N∏

n=1

(1− ǫ1 + ǫ1e
Zn

st∆
√
k−k∆2/2) (A.4)

[
=

N∑

j=0

(1− ǫ1)
N−jǫj1

(
N

j

)
Lj

]
.

Since Zn
st ∼ N(∆

√
k, 1) if n ∈ N and Zn

st ∼ N(0, 1) if

n /∈ N , it follows that

EeZ
n
st∆

√
k−k∆2/2 =

{
ek∆

2

if n ∈ N ,
1 if n /∈ N .

Therefore, by (A.4),

Es,V L(ǫ1) = (1− ǫ1 + ǫ1e
k∆2

)V . (A.5)

By the monotonicity Es,V L1 ≤ · · · ≤ Es,V LN , and by

P (W ≥ V ) → 1 for W ∼ Binomial(N, ǫ1), it follows from

(A.4) that

Es,V L(ǫ1) ≥ P (W ≥ V )Es,V LV = [1 + o(1)]Es,V LV .
(A.6)

For β > 1 − ζ, k =
⌊
(1− ǫ)2∆−2V −1N ζ

⌋
, with some

ǫ > 0. We show that

(1− ǫ1 + ǫ1e
k∆2

)V ≤ (2ǫ1e
k∆2

)V ≤ ek∆
2V . (A.7)

We can choose ǫ > 0 such that

ek∆
2V = o(exp(2N ζ/3)). (A.8)

By (A.7) and (A.8),

(1− ǫ1 + ǫ1e
k∆2

)V = o(exp(2N ζ/3)). (A.9)

By (A.5), (A.6), (A.9) and Markov’s inequality,

Ps,V (LV ≥ J) → 0, J = exp(2N ζ/3). (A.10)

Let cγ be such that Ps,V (J ≥ LV ≥ cγ) = exp(−N ζ/4). It

follows from (A.10) that

Ps,V (LV ≥ cγ)(= Ps,V (LV ≥ cγ |T ≥ s)) → 0, (A.11)

and that for N large,

P∞(LV ≥ cγ)(= P∞(LV ≥ cγ |T ≥ s)) ≥ P∞(J ≥ LV ≥ cγ)(A.12)

= Es,V (L
−1
V 1{J≥LV ≥cγ})

≥ J−1 exp(−N ζ/4) ≥ k/γ.

By (A.3), (A.12) and the Neyman-Pearson lemma, the test

rejecting H0 when LV ≥ cγ is at least as powerful as the one

based on T, that is,

Ps,V (T ≥ s+ k|T ≥ s) ≥ Ps,V (LV < cγ). (A.13)

It follows from (A.11) and (A.13) that

D
(V )
N (T ) ≥ Es,V (T − s+ 1|T ≥ s)

≥ kPs,V (T ≥ s+ k|T ≥ s)

= k[1 + o(1)],

and the proof of Theorem 1(b) is complete.

Lemma 1: Consider stopping rule TSL, with window sizes

in (IV.3). If the stopping rule threshold Cγ = log(4γ2+2γ) ∼
2 log(γ), then E∞TSL ≥ γ.

PROOF. By Markov inequality. it suffices to show that

P∞(TSL < 2γ) ≤ 1

2
. (A.14)
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Let k = t − s + 1, Sn
st =

t∑
i=s

Xn
i , Z

n
st =

Sn
st√
k
, and pnst =

2Φ(−|Zn
st|).

Since ℓ(pst) =
N∑

n=1
ℓ(pnst) is a log likelihood ratio against

pnst
i.i.d.∼ Uniform(0, 1), it follows from a change of measure

argument that

P∞(ℓ(pst) ≥ Cγ) ≤ e−Cγ = (4γ2 + 2γ)−1. (A.15)

By Bonferroni’s inequality,

P∞(TSL < 2γ) (A.16)

≤
∑

(s,t):1≤s≤t<2γ

P∞(ℓ(pst) ≥ Cγ)

≤
(⌊2γ + 1⌋

2

)
1

2γ(1 + 2γ)

≤ 1

2
,

and (A.14) follows.

Lemma 2: ([14]) Let q = (q1, . . . , qN ), with qn
i.i.d.∼

Uniform(0,1). For fixed λ1 ≥ 0 and δ > 0,

sup
δ≤λ2≤

√
N

P (ℓ(q) ≤ −Cλ2
2) → 0 as C → ∞ and N → ∞.

Assume (III.1), (III.2) and let the threshold Cγ [≤
log(4γ2 + 2γ) by Lemma 1] be such that E∞TSL = γ. Let

η = min
V ∈JN

P1(
N∑

n=1
ℓ(pn1k) ≥ Cγ |#N = V ), where

JN =

{
{V : V = o( Nζ

logN )}, if β > 1− ζ,

{V : V ≥ 1
2Nǫ}, if β < 1− ζ.

(A.17)

In [8], we know that by applying large deviation theory,

P1(#N <
1

2
Nǫ) ≤ exp(−1

8
Nǫ). (A.18)

We show in various cases below that η → 1. When

k =





1, if β < 1−ζ
2 ,⌊

2(1 + ǫ)∆−2ρZ(β, ζ) logN
⌋
, if 1−ζ

2 < β < 1− ζ,⌊
2(1 + ǫ)∆−2V −1N ζ

⌋
, if β > 1− ζ,

for some ǫ > 0. For j ≥ 1 and V ∈ JN , P1(TSL ≥ jk +
1|#N = V ) ≤ (1 − η)j . Hence, if β < 1 − ζ, then Nǫ ∼
N1−β >> N ζ and it follows from (A.18) that

DN (TSL) ≤ k
∞∑

j=0

(1− η)j + γP1(#N /∈ JN ) ∼ k. (A.19)

Similarly, if V = o( Nζ

logN ) for β > 1− ζ, then

D
(V )
N (TSL) ≤ [1 + o(1)]k. (A.20)

For notational simplicity, we shall let C denote a generic

positive constant. Let q = (q1, · · · , qN), with qn
i.i.d.∼

Uniform(0, 1). Let ν be the change-point. For fixed λ1 ≥ 0
and δ > 0, by Lemma 2,

sup
δ≤λ2≤

√
N

P (ℓ(q) ≤ −Cλ2
2) → 0 as C → ∞ and N → ∞.

(A.21)

P1

( ∑

n:n/∈N
ℓ(qn) ≥ −C log γ

)
→ 1 for any C > 0. (A.22)

We show η → 1 in various cases below:

Case 1: k = 1 for β < 1−ζ
2 . When n ∈ N ,

|E1Z
n| = |∆|, (A.23)

with Zn = Zn
st.

Let Γ = {n : n ∈ N , |Zn| ≥ |∆|}. Let

#Γ ∼Binomial(N, rN), where

rN = N−βΦ(−|∆|+ |∆|) = 1

2
N−β . (A.24)

If Qn = 1 and |Zn| ≥ z0 for z0 ≤ |E1Z
n|,

pn = 2

∫ ∞

|Zn|

1√
2π

e−y2/2dy (A.25)

= 2

∫ ∞

|Zn|−z0

1√
2π

e−(z+z0)
2/2dz ≤ 2e−z2

0/2qn = o(qn),

with pn = pnst. By (A.23), for n ∈ Γ,

pn ≤ 2e−
∆2

2 . (A.26)

Let 2e−
∆2

2 = a and by (A.25), λ2 ∼
√

Nζ

ζ logN and log(1 +

x) ∼ x as x → 0,

∑

n∈Γ

[ℓ(pn)− ℓ(qn)] ≥ [1 + o(1)]
λ2(#Γ)√
aN logN

∼
√
N ζ(#Γ)√
Naζ logN

.

(A.27)

We also know that

Cγ = log(4γ2 + 2γ) ∼ 2 log(γ) ∼ 2N ζ. (A.28)

Since ℓ(pn) ≥ ℓ(qn) for all n, η → 1 follows from (A.22),

(A.24), (A.27) and (A.28).

Case 2: k =
⌊
2(1 + ǫ)∆−2ρZ(β, ζ) logN

⌋
for 1−ζ

2 < β <
3(1−ζ)

4 . When n ∈ N ,

|E1Z
n| = |∆|

√
k ≥

√
2ν logN, (A.29)

ν = (1 + ǫ)
1
2 ρZ(β, ζ),

with Zn = Zn
st.

Let Γ = {n : n ∈ N , |Zn| ≥ 2
√
(2β − 1 + ζ) logN}. Let

δ be such that (0 <)2δ = β − 1−ζ
2 − (2

√
β − 1−ζ

2 − √
ν)2.

Let #Γ ∼ Binomial(N, rN ), where

rN (A.30)

≥ N−βΦ
(
− 2

√
(2β − 1 + ζ) logN +

√
2ν logN

)

≥ N−β−(2
√

β− 1−ζ
2

−√
ν)2−δ = N

1
2
−2β− ζ

2
+δ.

Let pn and qn be defined in this section before. By (A.25),

for n ∈ Γ,

pn ≤ 2N−4β+2−2ζ and pn = o(qn). (A.31)

By (A.31), λ2 ∼
√

Nζ

ζ logN and log(1 + x) ∼ x as x → 0,

∑

n∈Γ

[ℓ(pn)−ℓ(qn)] ≥ [1+o(1)]
λ2N

2β−1+ζ(#Γ)√
2N logN

∼ N2β− 3
2
(1−ζ)(#Γ)√

2ζ logN
.

(A.32)
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Since ℓ(pn) ≥ ℓ(qn) for all n, η → 1 follows from (A.22),

(A.28), (A.30) and (A.32).

Case 3: k =
⌊
2(1 + ǫ)∆−2ρZ(β, ζ) logN

⌋
for

3(1−ζ)
4 <

β < 1− ζ. When n ∈ N ,

|E1Z
n| = |∆|

√
k ≥

√
2ν logN, (A.33)

ν = (1 + ǫ)
1
2 ρZ(β, ζ),

with Zn = Zn
st.

Let Γ = {n : n ∈ N , |Zn| ≥
√
2(1− ζ) logN}. Let δ

be such that (0 <)2δ = 1 − ζ − β − (
√
1− ζ − √

ν)2. Let

#Γ ∼Binomial(N, rN ), where

rN (A.34)

≥ N−βΦ
(
−
√
2(1− ζ) logN +

√
2ν logN

)

≥ N−β−(
√
1−ζ−√

ν)2−δ = N ζ+δ−1.

Let pn and qn be defined in this section before. By (A.25),

for n ∈ Γ,

pn ≤ 2N ζ−1 and pn = o(qn). (A.35)

By (A.35), λ2 ∼
√

Nζ

ζ logN and log(1 + x) ∼ x as x → 0,

∑

n∈Γ

[ℓ(pn)− ℓ(qn)] ≥ [1 + o(1)]
λ2(#Γ)√
2N ζ logN

∼ #Γ√
2ζ logN

.

(A.36)

Since ℓ(pn) ≥ ℓ(qn) for all n, η → 1 follows from (A.22),

(A.28), (A.34) and (A.36).

Case 4: k =
⌊
2(1 + ǫ)∆−2V −1N ζ

⌋
for β > 1 − ζ and

V = o( Nζ

logN ). When n ∈ N ,

|E1Z
n| = |∆|

√
k ≥

√
2(1 + ǫ)

1
2V −1N ζ , (A.37)

with Zn = Zn
st.

Let Γ = {n : n ∈ N , |Zn| ≥
√
2(1 + ǫ)

1
3V −1N ζ}. Since

#N = V, by (A.37) and the law of large number,

P1(#Γ ≥ (1 + ǫ)−
1
4 V ) → 1. (A.38)

Let pn and qn be defined in this section before. By (A.37),

for n ∈ Γ,

pn ≤ 2 exp(−(1 + ǫ)
1
2 V −1N ζ). (A.39)

Since V −1N ζ is large compared to logN, by (A.39),

ℓ(pn) ≥ (1 + ǫ)
1
3V −1N ζ for n ∈ Γ. (A.40)

Moreover ℓ(p) ≥ −1 for N large and therefore,

∑

n:n∈N
ℓ(pn) ≥ (#Γ)(1 + ǫ)

1
3V −1N ζ − V. (A.41)

Hence, η → 1 follows from (A.22), (A.28), (A.38), (A.41),

and V −1N ζ → ∞.
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