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Goal-Oriented Remote Tracking Through Correlated

Observations in Pull-based Communications
Abolfazl Zakeri, Mohammad Moltafet, and Marian Codreanu

Abstract—We address the real-time remote tracking prob-
lem in a status update system comprising two sensors, two
independent information sources, and a remote monitor. The
status updating follows a pull-based communication, where the
monitor commands/pulls the sensors for status updates, i.e., the
actual state of the sources. We consider that the observations
are correlated, meaning that each sensor’s sent data could also
include the state of the other source due to, e.g., inter-sensor
communication or proximity-based monitoring. The effectiveness
of data communication is measured by a generic distortion,
capturing the underlying application’s goal. We provide optimal
command/pulling policies for the monitor that minimize the
average weighted sum distortion and transmission cost. Since
the monitor cannot fully observe the exact state of each source,
we propose a partially observable Markov decision process
(POMDP) and reformulate it as a belief MDP problem. We then
effectively truncate the infinite belief space and transform it into
a finite-state MDP problem, which is solved via relative value
iteration. Simulation results show the effectiveness of the derived
policy over the age-optimal and max-age-first baseline policies.

I. INTRODUCTION

The increasing adoption of the Internet of

Things (IoT) and cyber-physical systems, such as smart

factory/city/transportation, relies heavily on real-time

estimation and tracking of remotely monitored processes

for tasks like data processing, actuation, planning, and

decision-making. Pragmatic or goal-oriented communication,

associated with Level C of communication problems [1],

is critical for these applications. It necessitates efficient

communication system designs tailored to achieve certain

end-user goals. One possible approach to measure the

effectiveness of such systems is through distortion-based

metrics that quantify the difference between the source

information and its estimate at the remote monitor [1], [2].

Several studies in goal-oriented communications, particu-

larly in real-time remote tracking and status updating, explored

distortion-based performance measures, e.g., [3]–[10]. For

instance, [3], [4] highlighted the role of sampling and transmis-

sion policies in reducing reconstruction errors, and [6] recently

exploited similar ideas to introduce a unified performance

metric for goal-oriented communications. Furthermore, in [5],

the performance of sampling and transmission policies for

tracking two Markov sources was analyzed, and [8] derived

transmission policies under average resource constraints us-

ing constrained Markov decision processes (MDP) and drift-

plus-penalty methods. Work [7] demonstrated that estimation

strategies have a significant impact on performance. It revealed
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the limitations of approaches that assume a fixed estimation

strategy based on the last received sample, e.g., [8]. Such fixed

estimation strategies can degrade performance and lead to

inaccurate assessments of sampling and transmission policies.

Despite notable progress in real-time remote tracking, the

impact of correlation in source observations remains underex-

plored. Correlated observations naturally arise in monitoring

systems due to, e.g., spatial dependencies between sensors

or inter-sensor communications. Although this concept, also

referred to as correlated sources [11], has been studied in the

context of the age of information (AoI), e.g., [11], [12], its

impact on goal-oriented communications–where the value and

utility of source information are critical–was not thoroughly

investigated. Furthermore, AoI-oriented works focus on age-

related metrics that are agnostic to the actual value of the

source information and estimation strategies, rendering them

unsuitable for direct application in goal-oriented communi-

cations. To address this gap, this letter focuses on real-time

remote tracking considering correlation in observations.

We consider a slotted system comprising two independent

Markov sources and two sensors transmitting their observa-

tions to a remote monitor over error-prone communication

channels, as illustrated in Fig. 1. The correlation comes from

the fact that an update from a sensor may also include the

(exact) state of the other source [11], [13]. The system operates

under a pull-based communication model, e.g., [14], [15],

where the monitor pulls/requests the state of the sources from

the sensors. The objective is to provide an optimal command

strategy that minimizes the average weighted sum of distortion

and transmission cost. Since the monitor does not have real-

time knowledge about the sources, we propose a partially

observable MDP (POMDP) to account for the uncertainty.

We then formulate the belief-MDP problem, expressing the

belief as a function of the AoI at the monitor. Noting that

the belief values remain almost constant as the AoI increases,

we upper bound the AoI and cast the problem as a finite-

state MDP, which is solved using the relative value iteration

algorithm (RVIA). The derived policy is benchmarked against

standard age-optimal and max-age-first policies (e.g., [11]),

demonstrating significant performance improvement.

The closest related work is [12], which partly focuses

on real-time error analysis for correlated observations in a

queuing system. However, this letter differs fundamentally

from [12] in two key aspects: 1) The system model in [12] is

based on a queuing model, whereas this letter is a pull-based

status-updating model, and 2) [12] focuses on the analysis of

real-time error. In contrast, this letter focuses on the design

of pulling policies for a generic distortion metric, including

real-time error, among others.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2503.12962v1
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Fig. 1: System model.

II. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider a real-time tracking system consisting of two

independent sources with corresponding sensors and a remote

monitor, as shown in Fig. 1. Time is divided into discrete time

slots, i.e., t ∈ {0, 1, . . .}.

The sources are indexed by i ∈ {1, 2}. Each source i

is modeled as a two-state (binary) discrete-time Markov

chain Xi(t) = {0, 1} with a symmetric transition probability

matrix Pi. For clarity in presentation, we choose binary

Markov sources, but our study can be easily extended to

general finite Markov sources. This extension would, however,

exponentially increase the dimension of the problem in the

number of states of the sources.

Each source is observed by its dedicated sensor and poten-

tially by the other sensor(s). This could happen due to direct

communication between sensors (e.g., in vehicular communi-

cations) or overlapping sensor views (e.g., in smart factories

where robots working in shared areas may detect each other’s

positions or other related information). At each time slot,

each sensor i collects information about the state of source i.

Additionally, with probability ρij , the measurement collected

by sensor i also includes information about the current state of

source j, Xj(t). The overall correlation structure is captured

by a matrix P , [ρij ], where ρij ∈ [0, 1] represents the

probability that sensor i observes source j, with ρii = 1 for

all i. This type of correlation model is also used in [11], [12].

The status updating follows a pull-based protocol. At each

time slot t, the monitor can pull (command) a sensor. The

selected sensor then sends the status data to the monitor. Let

a(t) ∈ {0, 1, 2} denote the command action of the monitor at

slot t, where a(t) = 0 means the monitor is idle, and a(t) =
i, i = 1, 2, means the monitor commands source i.

We assume an error-prone communication channel between

each sensor and the monitor. Each transmission from sensor i

to the monitor occupies one time slot and is successfully

received with probability qi, referred to as the reception

success probability.

The monitor generates a real-time estimate of each source i.

Let us denote the estimate of source i at slot t by X̂i(t)
for all i. Noting that the construction of the estimate X̂i(t)
depends on the design performance metric, next, we first define

our performance metric and then our estimation strategy.

As a goal-oriented metric, we consider a generic distortion

measure defined as:1

di(t) , fi

(

Xi(t), X̂i(t)
)

, (1)

1This distortion effectively captures the significance of any mismatch
between the actual sources’ state and their estimates, according to the end
application’s goals.

where the function fi : Xi ×Xi → R could be any bounded

function, i.e., |f(.)| < ∞ [10], where Xi ∈ {0, 1} is the

state space of each source i. The function fi(·) can represent

different estimation error metrics. For example, it could be the

squared estimation error, di(t) = (Xi(t)−X̂i(t))
2, or the real-

time error, di(t) = 1{Xi(t) 6=X̂i(t)}
, where the binary indicator

function 1{.} equals one if the input argument holds true.

As shown in [7], the estimation strategy, i.e., the construc-

tion of X̂i(t), has significant impact on the scheduling policy

and performance. We propose a minimum mean distortion

estimation, where distortion could be any function as defined

in (1). To compute the estimate, we require the probability

distribution over the state space of the sources based on

potentially all history of received samples and their time

stamps. Since the sources are Markovian, the most recently

received samples, along with their respective ages, provide

sufficient information to obtain the estimate. The estimate can

be computed as

X̂i(t) = argmin
Yi(t)∈Xi

E {fi (Xi(t), Yi(t))} , (2)

where the expectation is taken with respect to the probability

distribution over Xi(t).
At each time slot, the goal is to determine the optimal

command action a(t) for the monitor that minimizes a cost

function. The cost function combines the average number of

transmissions as a transmission cost and a weighted sum of

distortions. Formally, this leads to the following stochastic

control problem:

minimize lim sup
T→∞

1

T

T
∑

t=1

E

{

∑

i

widi(t)+α1{a(t) 6=0}

}

, (3)

where the variables are {a(t)}t=1,2,.... Here, wi represents the

importance of source i, α is a coefficient that emphasizes the

transmission cost, and E{·} is the expectation operator taken

over the randomness of the system (due to the sources, cor-

relation, and wireless channel) and the (possibly randomized)

action selection of a(t).

III. A SOLUTION TO PROBLEM (3)

This section proposes a solution to problem (3). The sources

Xi(t) are not observable to the controller, and thus, we first

model problem (3) as a POMDP. Then, we cast the POMDP

into a finite-state MDP problem and solve it using RVIA.

The POMDP is described by the following elements:

• State: Let δi(t) ∈ {1, 2, . . .} denote the age of the most

recent sample X̄i(t) of source i received by the monitor before

slot t. The state at slot t is s(t) =
{

Xi(t), X̄i(t), δi(t)
}

i=1,2
.

The most recent samples X̄i(t) and their ages δi(t) are

included in the state because they are required to construct

the estimate X̂i(t), hence the cost function.

• Observation: The observation (at the monitor) at slot t is

O(t) =
{

X̄i(t), δi(t)
}

i=1,2
.

• Action: The action at slot t is a(t) ∈ {0, 1, 2}, as defined

in Section II.

• State transition probabilities: The transition probabili-

ties from current state s =
{

Xi, X̄i, δi
}

i=1,2
to next state
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s′ =
{

X ′
i, X̄

′
i, δ

′
i

}

i=1,2
under a given action a is defined by

Pr{s′ | s, a}. Since the sources’ dynamics are independent,

Pr{s′ | s, a} is given as

Pr{s′ | s, a} = Pr
{

X̄ ′
1, X̄

′
2, δ

′
1, δ

′
2 | s, a

}

∏

i

Pr{X ′
i |Xi},

where Pr
{

X̄ ′
1, X̄

′
2, δ

′
1, δ

′
2 | s, a

}

is given by (5) on the top of

the next page, and

Pr{X ′
i |Xi} =







pi, if X ′
i = Xi,

1− pi, if X ′
i 6= Xi,

0, otherwise.

(4)

• Observation function: The observation function is the prob-

ability distribution function of o(t) given state s(t) and action

a(t−1), i.e., Pr{o(t)
∣

∣ s(t), a(t− 1)}. Since the observation is

always part of the state, the observation function is determin-

istic, i.e., Pr{o(t)
∣

∣ s(t), a(t− 1)} = 1{o(t)={X̄i(t),δi(t)}
i=1,2

}.

• Cost function: The immediate cost function at slot t is

C(s(t), a(t)) =
∑

i

widi(t) + α1{a(t) 6=0}. (6)

Now, with the POMDP specified above, we follow the belief

MDP approach [16, Ch. 7] to achieve an optimal decision-

making for the POMDP. Accordingly, in the sequel, we

transform the POMDP into a belief MDP.

Let IC(t) denote the complete information state at slot t

consisting of [16, Ch. 7]: i) the initial probability distribution

over the state space, ii) all past and current observations,

o(0), . . . , o(t), and iii) all past actions, a(0), . . . , a(t−1). The

belief is a probability distribution over the source state space.

We define the belief for each source i at slot t as

bi(t) , Pr{Xi(t) = 1
∣

∣ IC(t)}, ∀ i. (7)

The belief at t+1 is updated after performing action a(t) and

receiving observation o(t+ 1). The belief update is given as:

bi(t+ 1) =






pi if δi(t+ 1) = 1, X̄i(t+ 1) = 1
1− pi if δi(t+ 1) = 1, X̄i(t+ 1) = 0,
bi(t)pi + (1− bi(t))p̄i, if δi(t+ 1) 6= 1.

(8)

where p̄i , 1− pi. The belief state is then defined by

z(t) ,
{

bi(t), X̄i(t), δi(t)
}

i=1,2
(9)

Having the belief state defined, we can formulate the belief

MPD problem. However, solving the resulting (belief) MDP

problem is challenging because the belief is a continuous

state variable, and thus, the state space of the problem is

infinite. Nonetheless, from the evolution of belief in (8) we

can observe that the last line in the equation is the propagation

of uncertainty in the associated Markov chain, where the value

of δi(t) indicates how many transitions happened from the last

time the source state was X̄i(t). This argument suggests that

we can equivalently rewrite the belief in (8), based on the

N -step transition probabilities formula [17], as follows:

bi(t+ 1) =

{

0.5
(

1 + (2pi − 1)δi(t+1)
)

if X̄i(t+ 1) = 1

0.5
(

1− (2pi − 1)δi(t+1)
)

if X̄i(t+ 1) = 0.
(10)

From (10), we can observe that for sufficiently large values of

δi(t), i.e., δi(t) ≥ N , the belief approaches 0.5 exponentially

as δi(t) increases. This implies that we can re-define the state

(9) as

z(t) = (11)
{

X̄i(t), δi(t)
}

i=1,2
, X̄i(t) ∈ {0, 1}, δi(t) ∈ {1, . . . , N},

and formulate a finite-state MDP problem.

Note that the action of the above-mentioned finite-state

MDP problem remains the same as that of the POMDP.

Moreover, the state transition probabilities are given by

Pr{z′ | z, a} =
∑

Xi∈{0,1}

Pr{z′ | z, a,X1, X2}Pr{X1, X2 | z, a},

(12)

where Pr{z′ | z, a,X1, X2} can be obtained by (5),

and due to the independency between the dynamic

of sources, Pr{X1, X2 | z, a} can be written as

Pr{X1, X2 | z, a} =
∏

i∈{1,2}

Pr{Xi | z, a}, where

Pr{Xi | z, a} =














0.5
(

1 + (2pi − 1)δi(t)
)

, if Xi = 1, X̄i = 1,

0.5
(

1− (2pi − 1)δi(t)
)

, if Xi = 0, X̄i = 1,
0.5

(

1 + (2pi − 1)δi(t)
)

, if Xi = 0, X̄i = 0,

0.5
(

1− (2pi − 1)δi(t)
)

, if Xi = 1, X̄i = 0.
(13)

Finally, the immediate cost function is

C(t) =
∑

i

wi

(

bi(t)f(1, X̂i(t)) + (1− bi(t))f(0, X̂i(t))
)

+ α1{a(t) 6=0}, (14)

where bi(t) is given by (8), and the estimate X̂i(t) is obtained

according to minimum mean distortion estimation, using the

ages δi(t) and the last sample X̄i(t) given in the state z(t).
Due to the source dynamics and the chance of loss in the

channels, it is not difficult to see that the above-formulated

MDP is unichain. Furthermore, the MDP is also aperiodic.

Shortly, these follow because the state (0, 0, N,N) can be

accessible from any state, including itself, under any stationary

deterministic policy. By unichain and aperiodicity properties

of the MDP, we apply RVIA to obtain an optimal policy, which

is guaranteed to converge [18].

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

This section presents simulation results to demonstrate the

effectiveness of the derived policy and the impact of various

parameters on the system’s performance. The RVIA stopping

criterion is set to 10−3, the weights of both sources, w1

and w2, are set to 1, and the distortion metric defaults to

real-time error unless stated otherwise. Other parameters are

provided in the captions of the corresponding figure. For

benchmarking, we consider two commonly used policies: 1)

Max-age-first: this policy commands the sensor whose direct

observing source has the highest age at the monitor. 2) Age-

optimal: this policy is derived by replacing the distortion,
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Pr
{

X̄ ′
1, X̄

′
2, δ

′
1, δ

′
2 | s, a

}

=















































1, if a = 0, X̄ ′
1 = X̄1, X̄ ′

2 = X̄2, δ′1 = δ1 + 1, δ′2 = δ2 + 1,
1− q1, if a = 1, X̄ ′

1 = X̄1, X̄ ′
2 = X̄2, δ′1 = δ1 + 1, δ′2 = δ2 + 1,

1− q2, if a = 2, X̄ ′
1 = X̄1, X̄ ′

2 = X̄2, δ′1 = δ1 + 1, δ′2 = δ2 + 1,
q1ρ12, if a = 1, X̄ ′

1 = X1, X̄ ′
2 = X2, δ′1 = 1, δ′2 = 1,

q1(1− ρ12), if a = 1, X̄ ′
1 = X1, X̄ ′

2 = X̄2, δ′1 = 1, δ′2 = δ2 + 1,
q2ρ21, if a = 2, X̄ ′

1 = X1, X̄ ′
2 = X2, δ′1 = 1, δ′2 = 1,

q2(1− ρ21), if a = 2, X̄ ′
1 = X̄1, X̄ ′

2 = X2, δ′1 = δ1 + 1, δ′2 = 1,
0, otherwise.

(5)

0 1 2 3 4 5
0

2

4

6

Fig. 2: The average cost (the objective function in (3)) vs. the
coefficient α (transmission cost) for p1 = 0.7, p2 = 0.7, q1 = 0.8,
q2 = 0.6, ρ12 = 0.4, and ρ21 = 0.7.

di(t), with the AoI at the monitor, δi(t), in the objective

function (3) and solving the resulting problem.

We first analyze the effect of the coefficient factor α in (3)

(i.e., the transmission cost) on the average weighted total cost,

as shown in Fig. 2. The results indicate that the proposed

policy significantly outperforms the baseline policies, partic-

ularly as the transmission cost increases. This improvement

occurs because the max-age-first policy ignores transmission

costs, and the age-optimal policy is source-agnostic and may

initiate transmissions even when the source state matches its

estimate at the monitor. Additionally, Fig. 2 shows that the

performance of the proposed policy remains nearly constant

beyond a certain point. This is because when the transmission

cost is high, the optimal action for the monitor is to remain

idle, leading to maximum distortion irrespective of α.

Fig. 3 shows the average cost as a function of the observa-

tion correlations, assumed equal for both sources (ρ12 = ρ21),

for two different distortion functions: 1) the real-time error in

Fig. 3(a), and 2) a distortion given by (15) in Fig. 3(b). The

results indicate that as correlation probabilities increase, the

average cost decreases for both distortion functions, especially

when channel conditions are good (q1 and q2 are, e.g., more

than 0.9). This is because a higher correlation provides a

higher chance to update the monitor about the other source’s

state as well, which in turn corrects the sources’ estimates

and reduces the distortion. Furthermore, the figures show that

for both real-time error distortion and the distortion in (15),

the age-optimal and max-age-first policies perform almost

identically, while there is a notable gap between these baseline

0 0.5 1
0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

(a) The real-time error

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
5.5

6

6.5

7

7.5

8

(b) The distortion given by (15)

Fig. 3: The average cost vs. the correlation probabilities for different
distortions for p1 = 0.9, p2 = 0.9, q1 = 0.9, q2 = 0.9, and α = 0.5.

policies and the proposed optimal policy.

d1 =

[

0 30
10 0

]

, d2 =

[

0 10
50 0

]

. (15)

Fig. 4 illustrates the average cost as a function of the self-

transition probabilities of the sources, p1 and p2, for different

policies. The figure highlights a symmetric behavior of the cost

function, with the maximum cost occurring at p1 = p2 = 0.5,

where the sources have the maximum entropy, making them

harder to track accurately. This symmetric behavior is expected

due to the trackability of sources that are either slow-varying,

i.e., high p1 and p2, or fast-varying, i.e., low p1 and p2,

provided that an appropriate optimal estimation strategy is

used. However, if the estimation strategy does not adapt

to the source dynamics, such as using a fixed last-sample
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0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
0.6

0.8

1

1.2

1.4

Fig. 4: The average cost vs. the self-transition probabilities of the
sources for q1 = 0.8, q2 = 0.6, ρ12 = 0.4, ρ21 = 0.7, and α = 0.5.

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

0.6

0.8

1

1.2

Fig. 5: The average cost vs. the channel reliabilities for p1 = 0.9,
p2 = 0.9, ρ12 = 0.8, ρ21 = 0.8, and α = 0.5.

estimate, the performance degrades significantly, particularly

for the fast-varying sources. The performance gap between

the proposed optimal policy and the baseline policies is most

pronounced at p1 = 0.5 and p2 = 0.5, as the baseline policies

are source-agnostic. Nonetheless, the symmetric behavior of

the baseline policies persists because their estimation strategy

adapts adequately to the source dynamics.

Fig. 5 examines the impact of channel reliability on the

performance of different policies with q1 = q2. The results

show a direct relationship between cost reduction and channel

reliability: a higher channel reliability leads to a lower cost.

This is because, by increasing the reliability, the likelihood

of successful transmissions increases, enabling the monitor to

stay informed about the source states and track them more

accurately. The figure also shows that the baseline policies

perform similarly, while the proposed policy consistently out-

performs them.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We studied a goal-oriented real-time remote tracking prob-

lem in a status updating system with correlated observations,

comprising two independent Markov sources, two sensors,

and a monitor. We aimed to find the optimal pull policy

for the monitor to minimize the weighted sum of distortion

and transmission costs. Using a POMDP-based approach, we

formulated the problem as a belief-MDP. Then, by expressing

the belief as a function of AoI, we cast a finite-state MDP

problem and solved it via RVI.

The simulation results showed that the derived policy out-

performs the baseline policies, max-age-first and age-optimal,

in cost reduction, while he baseline policies showed similar

performance in most cases. Results also indicated that the

correlation reduces distortion, which is symmetric around

the self-transition probability being 0.5. While we addressed

correlation in the observations, exploring the correlation in the

sources’ dynamics remains an open problem for future work.
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