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Abstract—In this paper, we investigate the problem of remote
estimation of a discrete-time joint Markov process using multiple
sensors. Each sensor observes a different component of the joint
Markov process, and in each time slot, the monitor obtains
a partial state value by sending a pull request to one of the
sensors. The monitor chooses the sequence of sensors to observe
with the goal of minimizing the mean of age of incorrect
information (MAolIl) by using the partial state observations
obtained, which have different freshness levels. For instance, a
monitor may be interested in tracking the location of an object
by obtaining observations from two sensors, which observe the
z and y coordinates of the object separately, in different time
slots. The monitor, then, needs to decide which coordinate to
observe in the next time slot given the history. In addition to
this partial observability of the state of Markov process, there
is an erasure channel with a fixed one-slot delay between each
sensor and the monitor. First, we obtain a sufficient statistic,
namely the belief, representing the joint distribution of the age
of incorrect information (Aoll) and the current state of the
observed process by using the history of all pull requests and
observations. Then, we formulate the problem with a continuous
state-space Markov decision problem (MDP), namely belief MDP.
To solve the problem, we propose two model predictive control
(MPC) methods, namely MPC without terminal costs (MPC-
WTC) and reinforcement learning MPC (RL-MPC), that have
different advantages in implementation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Age of incorrect information (Aoll) is a joint mismatch and
freshness metric that captures how long there has been a mis-
match between an observed random process and its estimation
at the monitor [I]. Aoll takes into account the dynamics of
the source process, and thus is considered to be a semantic
metric [1]], [2]. Different from other mismatch metrics such
as the mean squared error (MSE) or the binary freshness
[3]], [4]], it penalizes the duration of incorrect estimation by
increasing linearly with time and is reset to zero when the
monitor correctly estimates the process. Aoll is fundamentally
different from other information freshness metrics including
age of information (Aol) and related metrics [3], [6], since
these metrics reset after each status update, while Aoll can
be reset not necessarily only with a status update, but with an
update of the estimate of the monitor, or with a state transition
at the source to the estimated value at the monitor.

Partially observable Markov decision problem (POMDP)
is used to formulate a Markov decision problem (MDP),
where the action maker cannot directly observe the state of
the problem but, from partial observations, it can estimate

the likelihood of the state, which is called the belief, and
the policy is defined as a function of the belief [7], [8]. In
this formulation, the state process is a Markov process, and
state transition probabilities and the cost function depend only
on the state and the action. In active sensing problems, on
the other hand, cost or the state transition probabilities may
depend on the belief, thus they do not fit the POMDP definition
directly, and several formulations that extend POMDP have
been proposed in [9]-[11]. Alternatively, these extensions
of POMDP and POMDP itself can be expressed with an
equivalent continuous MDP where states are the distribution of
unobserved states, and this formulation is called belief-MDP.

In the freshness metrics literature, partial observability and
correlated sensors are studied in different settings. In [12]-
[14], there is a correlation between the processes observed
by different sensors, thus getting an update from a sensor
may contain partially fresh information about other processes,
e.g., multiple cameras may surveil an overlapping area [12].
Alternatively, in [15], [[16], each sensor observes a set of
processes and updates a single monitor. Therefore, samples
from different sensors may include asynchronous information
on the same process, and received components have different
freshness levels.

In this paper, we consider a unique case of correlated sen-
sors, such that multiple sensors observe different components
of a joint Markov process, and a monitor aims to minimize
the mean of Aoll (MAoII) by selecting a sensor to observe in
each time slot. For example, consider an object performing
a random walk on a 2D grid, where two sensors observe
the object’s x and y components separately, and a monitor
remotely tracks the location of the object. Consider another
example where a joint fire-temperature process is tracked by
two sensors, one sensor observes the temperature level as low,
moderate, or high, and the other sensor observes the event of a
fire. In this example, we assume that the fire event only occurs
if the temperature is high, thus each event is not a Markov
process individually, but the joint process can be assumed
to be a Markov process. These example applications will be
described and investigated in more detail in Section

In addition to the partial observability, we also assume a
fixed delay and an erasure probability on the channel from
the sensors to the monitor. Under these assumptions, the
monitor can never know the exact state of the process, and
hence the Aoll value of its estimation. In each time slot, the



monitor estimates the process using the maximum a-posteriori
probability (MAP) rule, thus the Aoll depends on both the
source and the estimation processes. This relation disallows us
to use the POMDP formulation directly. However, it is possible
to obtain a belief that corresponds to the joint distribution of
the state and Aoll [17], and formulate the problem as a belief
MDP.

Since the belief space contains uncountably many elements,
it is not possible to obtain the value function for each belief by
using dynamic programming from the belief-MDP represen-
tation. Instead, model predictive control (MPC) is one of the
methods used to solve belief-MDP [18]-[21]. Starting from an
initial belief state, MPC evaluates all possible outcomes for a
finite steps and adds terminal costs of states in the final step
[22]. Then, from all calculated trajectories, MPC obtains the
action sequences that minimize the expected cost, and applies
the first action from the sequence.

In this paper, we consider two approaches for terminal
costs. The first approach is MPC without terminal cost (MPC-
WTC) which considers all terminal costs to be zero, and the
first action of the path which minimizes the expected cost
on a finite horizon is applied [23]], [24]. The main advantage
of this method is ease of implementation, and that it does
not require offline learning. However, for a good infinite
approximation, a long horizon might be required. The second
one is reinforcement learning MPC (RL-MPC) where terminal
costs are approximated with the aid of RL [25]. It utilizes
MPC-WTC to learn terminal costs in the first iteration, and
increases its approximation horizon iteratively in a similar
fashion to fitted Q-learning [26]. That allows us to find an
action sequence that minimizes the cost in a larger horizon
with a low complexity compared to MPC-WTC. On the other
hand, the approximation errors in previous iterations may
lead to performance degradation [27], and unlike MPC-WTC
offline learning is required before implementation.

The most commonly used estimation rule in the Aoll litera-
ture is the so-called martingale estimator |28, which estimates
the process as the latest received status update symbol []1]],
[29]-[32]. However, this estimation rule is not applicable to
our case, since we only get a partial observation with a status
update. In a recent work [17]], a MAP rule is utilized for the
estimation that allows the monitor to update its estimation with
the most likely state and, it is shown that the MAP rule is
superior to the martingale estimator for Aoll minimization.

The contribution of the paper can be summarized as follows:

« We investigate a unique age minimization problem where
a joint Markov process is observed partially, and these
updates have different freshness levels.

o« We adapt the method for calculating the distribution
of age and state in [17] for partial observations, and
formulate the problem as a belief-MDP.

e To solve the belief-MDP problem, we propose two MPC
methods, the first one, MPC-WTC, does not require any
learning before its runtime, and the second one, RL-MPC,
is able to approximate the expected cost of the problem
for a longer horizon with low complexity.
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Fig. 1. The illustration of the system model. The processes that sensors
observe are individually non-Markov, but their joint process is Markov with
known transition probabilities. State space of the joint process z(t) is ordered
as {(a, @), (b, @), (a, B), (b, 8)} and its order is denoted with Z;.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

We consider a time-slotted communication system with K
sensors, where sensor-k observes a discrete process x(k) €
X, where Xj is the distinct state-space with cardinality
|Xx| = Ng. Our main assumption is that these processes
are not necessarily a Markov process individually, but the
collection of these processes, which is denoted as

Tt :{xt(l), l’t(2), .’Et(N)}, (1)

is a discrete-time joint Markov process. We denote the state-
space of the joint process with X, but we usually denote the
state by its index T; € {1,2,..., N} with the total number of
joint states |X| = N. This process evolves with a transition
matrix P = {p;; }, where p;; denotes the transition probability
from the state indexed as ¢ to state indexed as j.

There is a single monitor that aims to track the joint process
xy, or equivalently its index ;. In each time slot, the monitor
takes an action a; = k to sample a single sensor k and sends its
decision with a reliable backward channel. With the generate-
at-will (GAW) principle, the chosen sensor sends the sampled
process x;(k) via the forward channel. The forward channel
is an erasure channel with a one-slot delay. In other words,
the packet sampled at time ¢ can be lost in transmission with
erasure probability p., or it is received at time ¢ + 1 with
a successful transmission probability ps = (1 — pe). The
described system model is illustrated in Fig. [l We denote the
observation at the monitor at time ¢ with o; when the action
a;—1 = k is taken in a previous time slot as

Ot_{xtl(k)7 W.p. s,

2
0, W.p.  Pe, @)

where the empty-set () denotes the lost packet and o; =
x¢—1 (k) denotes the received state from sensor-k. Additionally,
the observation space for the action a; = k indicates all
possible observations from sensor-k, thus it is defined as
O(Cl:k’) :XkUV).

From all previous actions and received observations, the
monitor can calculate the state distribution of the joint process
as a vector m, = [m(1) m(2) 7 (t)], where each
element 7;(¢) corresponds to the probability of being in state
i, and which is expressed as

(1) = P(Ty = ilo1,a1,...,a1—-1,0¢). 3)



The monitor estimates the joint process using the MAP rule,
Ty = argmax 7, 4)

and the mismatch is measured with the freshness metric
Aoll which progressively penalizes the incorrect estimation
as the error stays. The exact calculation of the steady state
distribution is given in the next section. We finalize this section
by expressing the evolution of the Aoll for time slot ¢ as

AOIIt,1 + ]., i’t 74 Tt,

5 Tt = T¢.

Aoll; = ®)

III. BELIEF-MDP FORMULATION

The monitor aims to minimize the MAoIl in the infinite
horizon, based on its actions and the observations it receives.
Since the monitor will never obtain the value of the process x;
exactly due to communication delays, erasures and the partial
observability of the state, it will never know the instantaneous
value of Aoll;. Instead, the monitor estimates their distribution
by using all observations it has received so far as a belief. The
distribution of Aoll is dependent on the source state as stated
in [[17]]. Thus, the joint belief is defined as,

bt(’i, A) = ]P)(ft = ’i,AOIIt = A|Hf), (6)

where H; = {o1,a1,...,a;-1,0¢} is the history of all ob-
servations and actions until time ¢. For practical reasons, we
truncate the age values to Ap,,x while calculating the belief.

We adapt the evolution of the belief in [[17] as follows. First,
assume that the monitor has the belief b;_; and state distribu-
tion 7r;_; at the beginning of time slot ¢, and a new observation
o; arrives. From , if the packet is not lost during com-
munication, the new observation includes information about
x¢_1, thus the belief b;_; should be updated accordingly. The
updated belief is Bt,l(i, A) =P(zy—1 =i,Aoll;_1 = A|Hy),

btfl(iy A)a Ot = (2)7
8o,,ibt—1(1, A) (7

, O.W.,
Z;‘Vzl bt—l(ja A)

where J,, ; is a indicator function that is 1 if the observation
o, includes partial observation from the state . In Fig. [2| the
evolution process of a belief is illustrated with an example.

Similarly, the updated state distribution is 7;_1(i) =
P(Ti—1 = i|Hy),

l;tfl(ia A) =

7?‘-t—l (7')’
orim-1(1) ®)

. —, o.w.
Zj:l 7775—1(.7)

Then, the monitor updates its estimation as £ = argmax m;
by obtaining state distribution for time ¢ as 7, = 7,1 P.

Finally, the belief for time slot ¢ can be calculated using the
updated belief, and the source dynamics as follows,

o1 (i) =

max 7y, i:Xt,A:0,
be(i, A) = { SN b1 (m A= D)ppi, i # X, A >0, (9)
0, 0.W.
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Fig. 2. Evolution of the belief from an initial belief by for the process in Fig.
The first row of the transition matrix P is selected as [0.6,0.1,0.1,0.2],
and the remaining rows are circular-shifted one version of the previous row.
After the first time step, the action a1 = 1 is chosen, and for each possible
observation o2 € (1), corresponding b1, bz and the probability of the
observation is illustrated. For each case, the state with the maximum a-
posteriori probability is highlighted in blue.

We notice that 7; can be expressed as a function of b; since
m(k) = Zﬁ‘;%" bi(k,A). It is well-known that belief b,
contains all necessary information about history H; regarding
decision making, and thus, it is a sufficient statistic [7]. We
can justify this facts using results from ({7) and (9) to obatin,

P(brs1|His1) = P(besi]ozsr,b) = P(bysalbe).  (10)

We additionally denote the evolution of b; from a belief
b;—1 = b and an observation o; = o as

b’ = {btlbtfl = b, [ O}. (11)

Then, transition probabilities between belief b;_1 and b; can be
denoted with T'(b;,ar—1,b:—1), and for by = b7* | it is equal
to the probability that o; is observed. If the transmission is
successful, this probability is equal to p, times the likelihood
of the observed state in b;_; which can be calculated as

TOO7? ay_1,b1) = P(og # Dlbe_1,as1) (12)
N Amax

=ps > D Goabioali,A), (13)
=1 A=0

and the transition to b7 =% occurs in case of an erasure with
probability p., regardless of the action, expressed as

T(b?tzw,at_l,bt_l) = pPe- (14)

Finally, we can formulate the problem as belief-MDP with
the tuple (B, A, T(V',a,b),r(b)): In this formulation, we con-
sider the unobserved states as s = {, A} with a state space of
S={1,...,N} x{0,..., Apax . Therefore, the belief space
is B = [0, 1]V(Amax+1) and the belief of the problem, b € B
is defined in (6). The action space of the problem is defined as
A € {1,...,K}. The transition probabilities between beliefs
T(by,a;—1,b;—1) are calculated with equations and (T4).
The cost of the unobserved state is 7(s = {Z, A}) = A, thus



expected cost of the belief state b is equal to,

N Amnmax
rh) =Y (s = {i, A}, a)be(i,A)  (15)
i=1 A=0
Amax N
= > A b, A). (16)
A=0

i=1
IV. MODEL PREDICTIVE CONTROL

To find the policy that minimizes the MAolI on an infinite
horizon, we utilize the MPC where the monitor searches
the sequence of actions uf = [us(1),...,u:(¢ — 1)], which
minimize the expected cost by starting with a belief b;, and
evaluating all possible outcomes using an ¢-step look-ahead
table. Then, the monitor applies the first action from the action
sequence, i.e. a; = u; (1). An example of the look-ahead table
is given in Fig. [3] The action sequence u} is expressed as

At+m E-A7
-1}

m=1

l
argmin E z T’(bt+7”) + C(bf,;,.[) bt, Amyy - - - ,at+g_1] s

me{l,...,

a7
where C'(by¢) is the terminal cost after step £. We propose
two MPC approaches based on two terminal cost assumptions.

A. MPC-WTC

In MPC-WTC, terminal costs of beliefs are fixed to 0. Thus,
the monitor chooses the action based on the expected cost from
the first £ steps. This expected value is calculated recursively
by defining R, ¢(b, a), the reward in next £ — m steps, belief
b, and the action a, as

Rm,,[(ba a) = Z T(boa a, b) [T(bov
0€0(a)

a) + Rny1,0(0°)], (18)

where R, ¢(b) is the value of belief state in m < ¢ step,
Ry e(b) = min R, ¢(b,a),
0(b) = min R, (b, a)

and Ry ¢(b) = C(b) = 0 is the terminal cost which is fixed
to 0. In each time slot ¢, the monitor chooses the action as
ay = argmin Ry ¢(b,a). The recursive algorithm, which is
summarized in Algorithm [I| give below, calculates R, ¢(b)

19)

Algorithm 1 R, ,(b): The recursive algorithm to calculate
the expected cost in the next £ — m steps.
for o € A do
for o € O(a) do
if m =/¢—1 then

Ub,a,o = C(bo)
else
Ob,a,0 = Rm-i—l,@(bo)
end if
end for

end for
Return: minge 4 Zoe(’)(a) T(b°,a,b)0p,4,0

b, b,
ausiees 908
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— 00
:-ui? 8 ...... 8
_— 0 o
— 00
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Fig. 3. An /-step look-ahead table that starts a belief state and explores all
possible belief states on £ steps.

B. RL-MPC

In RL-MPC, we adapt the RL-MPC method in [25] that
iteratively approximates terminal costs with a neural network.
In the first iteration, terminal costs are 0, similar to MPC-
WTC, and the network is trained with the value of Ry ¢(b).
In the following iterations, the learned parameters are used for
terminal costs, extending the approximation horizon.

For iteration d, we denote the terminal cost approximation
as Q(b;04) with the neural network parameters 6,. These
parameters are trained with the loss function

J(0q) = Q(bs; 04) — Ro,e(be),

where R,, ¢(b) is given in (I8) except that the terminal costs
are obtained from previous iteration as Ry ,(b) = C(b) =
Q(b;04-1). The network parameters are initiated to satisfy
Qb;04) =0,beBford=1,2.

Notice that with this method, we approximate the expected
rewards in step £ in the first iteration as

(20)

¢
b: 0 =~ 1 m y TIPS - ,
Q( ’ 1) atJIrI'rlnnel.A, IE Z r(bt+ ) bt ag Atyy 1‘|
me{l,...,0—1} m=1
2n
and after iteration d, this is extended for the d¢ steps as
dt
b: 6 ~ 1 m B gy _ .
Q( 7 d) LLHI»I:LIQA, E lz r(bt+ ) bt a Ati-de 1‘|
me{l,..., -1} m=1

(22)
V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In order to investigate the performances of our proposed
MPC methods, we use three belief-agnostic policies as bench-
marks. The first one is random sampling, in which the monitor
chooses one of the sensors uniformly at random. The second
one is round-robin, in which the monitor chooses one of the
sensors in a round-robin (circular) fashion, i.e., the action
taken at time slot ¢, af, is af = mod(a;—1, K) + 1, where
mod(a, b) is the modulo operation that returns the remainder



from the division a by b. The third one is the improved version
of this method called erasure-aware round-robin, which re-
peats the previous action if the message is lost in transmission,
i.e., the action can expressed as a§*™ = mod(a, ), K) + 1,
where pi(t) is the time-stamp of the last successful transmis-
sion before time ¢.

In simulations, we assume that the initial state is known by
the monitor, hence the initial Aoll value is 0. For all methods,
Aoll values are truncated to A .« = 15, and the MAoII values
are obtained over at least 10° state transitions periodically
starting from the initial state. For RL-MPC, a neural network
with two hidden layers is used with the learning rate of
1073, and it is trained at least 4 iterations. We implement
the following two application scenarios.

A. Scenario I: Correlated Temperature-Fire-Freeze Events

We consider a system model with three sensors. The first
sensor observes the temperature of the environment. The
temperature process is Markov with states of “H”, “M”, and
“L” corresponding to high, moderate, and low temperatures,
respectively. The remaining two sensors observe events with
state space Xy = {e1,€1}, and X5 = {e3, €2} and the event
ey (resp. e2) occurs only when the underlying process is in
the state x4(1) = H (resp. x:(1) = L). These temperature-
dependent events can be considered as “fire” and “freeze”,
respectively. Therefore, the number of reachable joint states is
reduced to 5, and these states are sorted as X = {(H, ey, €2),
(H, 51,52), (M, Ehég), (L,El,eg), (L,El,éz)}. Note that
obtaining observations o; = e1, o =“M”, and o; = es reveals
fully the joint state is ;-1 = 1, Ty—1 = 3, and Ty—1 = 5,
respectively. Transition probabilities for the joint process are
denoted with P; as

0.1 07 0.1 0.05 0.05
04 04 0.1 0.05 0.05
P, = 1005 0.05 0.8 0.05 0.05 (23)
0.06 0.05 0.1 01 0.7
0.06 005 01 04 04

Fig. 4] shows the simulation results for this scenario for
varying successful transmission probability p,. We first ob-
serve that both round-robin methods work with a similar
performance to random sampling with a small performance
gain. Fow lower pg, the conventional round-robin method
performs similar to random sampling, and its performance
convergences to the erasure-aware one with increasing ps, as
expected. On the other hand, MPC methods outperform the
benchmark methods, and we observe that choosing ¢ = 1 is
sufficient for this example.

B. Scenario Il: Random Walk on a 2D Grid

We consider a L, x L, grid space, on which an object per-
forms a random walk. We consider two sensors that are only
able to observe the object’s x and y coordinates, separately.
For the random walk, we choose the probability of staying in
the same state as 0.5, moving horizontally as 0.4 (with equal

— + —random sampling
wre@eees rOUNd-robin

—e— round-robin (ea)

—e—MPC-WTC (£=1)
wereaees MPC-WTC (£=2)
— « —RL-MPC ((=1)

MAoIL

24

221 -7

g
< 1.8F7 JU————
S
=1

16

random sampling e~ MPC-WTC (¢=2)
<= round-robin MPC-WTC (£=3)
—o— round-robin (ea) — + —RL-MPC ((=1)
—e— MPC-WTC (£=1)

3x3 3x4 4x4 4x5 5x5 5x6 6x6
number of states

Fig. 5. Comparison of methods for different grid sizes when ps = 0.8.

probability for right and left), and moving vertically as 0.1
(with equal probability for down and up). For the states at
corners and boundaries, these probabilities are normalized.

In Fig. [5] we compare sampling methods for different state
sizes L, x L, by fixing the erasure probability p. = 0.2
(ps = 0.8). We first observe that compared to the random
sampling, round-robin methods provide performance gains,
and this performance gain increases with the erasure-aware
scheme. Again MPC methods outperform all benchmark meth-
ods in this scenario. We observe that MPC-WTC performs
better with increasing the look-ahead step size from ¢ = 1
to £ = 2, and increasing it further does not improve the
performance further. On the other hand, RL-MPC captures the
same performance with ¢ = 1.

VI. CONCLUSION

We investigated a unique remote estimation problem in
which a monitor obtains different components of a joint
Markov process with different freshness levels, and it aims
to minimize MAoII by choosing which sensor to observe in
each time slot. First, we obtained sufficient statistics for the
problem namely the belief, and formulated the problem as
a belief-MDP. Then, we proposed MPC-WTC and RL-MPC
methods for the problem, and compared them with benchmark
methods. The main advantage of MPC-WTC is that it does
not require any offline learning. On the other hand, RL-MPC
has an implementation advantage that allows it to reach a
similar performance to MPC-WTC with smaller step sizes.
We observed that both MPC methods outperform benchmark
schedules in the scenarios we investigated.
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