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Abstract— Many modern distributed systems consist of de-
vices that generate more data than what can be transmitted via
a communication link in near real time with high-fidelity. We
consider the scheduling problem in which a device has access
to multiple data sources, but at any moment, only one of them
is revealed in real-time to a remote receiver. Even when the
sources are Gaussian, and the fidelity criterion is the mean
squared error, the globally optimal data selection strategy is not
known. We propose a data-driven methodology to search for
the elusive optimal solution using linear function approximation
approach called neuroscheduling and establish necessary and
sufficient conditions for the optimal scheduler to not over fit
training data. Additionally, we present several numerical results
that show that the globally optimal scheduler and estimator pair
to the Gaussian case are nonlinear.

I. INTRODUCTION

A fundamental question in networked systems is: if an
agent has more data than what can be transmitted over a
link at any given time, how does it choose what to transmit
and what to discard? The transmitter’s choice depends on
what the receiver wants and what it is capable of doing
with the data transmitted. We approach this problem by first
formulating it in its simplest form, shown in Fig. 1. One
transmitting agent has access to two variables X1 and X2,
and must choose one of them to send to a receiving agent
according to a function, γ. The receiving agent will only
have access to either X1 or X2, but it wants to recover
both. To that effect, the receiver uses a function, η. The goal
of the designer is to optimize an appropriate performance
metric (mean squared error, probability of error, etc.) over
all possible functions γ and η.

To the best of our knowledge, the optimal solution to this
problem is unknown even in the canonical case of Gaussian
sources under the mean-squared error distortion. In this
paper, we propose searching for the optimal scheduler using
data-driven linear function approximation approach called
neuroscheduling. Our main contributions are: 1. we provide
a condition that needs to be satisfied by the basis functions
in our approximation to avoid over-fitting; 2. we show via
numerical results that linear estimators in the Gaussian case
are not optimal.

A. Related Literature

Data selection is a topic with a rich history rooted in
statistics, where the goal is choose a subset of the origi-
nal feature set without making any transformation on the
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(b)
Fig. 1. Observation-driven sensor scheduling system with two sensors, one
scheduler and one receiver.

attributes [1]. The conventional approach to this is to use
informativeness metrics reminiscent of Estimation theory,
such as functions of the error covariance matrix and select
a subset of predetermined size K from a larger set with
N features [2]. This optimization problem is known to be
computationally intractable and the alternative is to use sub-
optimal algorithms that have an acceptable performance and
can produce a solution in reasonable time [3]–[5]. However,
this approach is done before the data is collected based on
the probabilistic model of the data and the observation noise.
Moreover, the strategies obtained using such approaches are
static, e.g. “if sensor A is more informative than sensor B,
then sensor A is prioritized.”

Information theory provides alternative ways to measure
informativeness, that can also be used to perform data
selection [6]. However, information theoretic quantities, such
as entropy and mutual information, do not depend on the
data content at all and were designed to capture features
related to the probabilistic model. Recent developments have
established a connection between information and moments
of the underlying random variables [7], but their use to select
informative data on the basis of their realizations remains an
open question. Existing approaches require a full knowledge
of the probabilistic model of the system and provide policies
that do not capture situations where a less informative data
source may produce a very informative data sample.

Control theory, on the other hand, is based on the notion
that data is measured first and then processed using policies
– therefore, the results are naturally adapted to data. In
the control theory literature, data selection appear under
the moniker of event-triggered estimation/control/learning
[8]–[12]. The premise is that in an event-triggered policy,
the data is transmitted to a remote decision-maker if the
observed variable exceeds a certain threshold. The idea is
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that observations that are small (in an appropriate sense) are
predictable and redundant – they are not informative. A large
body of literature based on this principle exists. In particular,
the area of remote estimation has emerged as an area of
interest, where smart sensors independently make decisions
to transmit (or not) their observations to a fusion center [13]–
[18]. The literature reveals that in existing applications, each
sensor observes a single variable/vector that is either fully
kept or discarded. However, to the best of our knowledge, a
similar systematic event-based approach to subset selection
where multiple variables are simultaneously observed at the
same location and a subset of them are selected has not been
developed until now.

Another body of literature closely related to our work
pertains to the Value of Information (VoI), a concept origi-
nally introduced in the field of economics. Historically, VoI
has been considered in making decisions in optimal control
settings [19]–[22], and it is similar to what we propose here:
transmit the data (or not) based on the level of performance
improvement that can be achieved using that additional data.
In certain cases, scheduling based on VoI may coincide
with the scheduling of Extremum Information [23]. It has
been well-documented that the decision not to communicate
an observation may convey implicit information [13], [15],
[24]–[26]. Such implicit communication leads to substantial
gains in performance, which should also be taken into con-
sideration when computing the VoI. However, the framework
introduced in [20], [21] deals only with a single data source,
whereas our focus in this paper is on identifying a one of
multiple sources that have the largest VoI for a particular
task.

II. PROBLEM SETUP

Consider two Gaussian random variables observed by a
scheduler, which is interested in sending one of them to a
receiver jointly distributed according to (X1, X2) ∼ fX1X2

,
and assume that all sources have stationary statistics. At a
given time, the scheduler observes one realization of X1

and X2 decides using a scheduling policy, whether X1 or
X2 will be transmitted to the destination. Communication
happens in real time, i.e., we do not make our decisions
based on observing blocks of data, which would necessarily
incur communication delay [27]. A scheduling policy is a
map from the observation space R2 to the set {1, 2}. The
decision variable U ∈ {1, 2} is computed according to

U = γ(X1, X2). (1)

Based on U , the information sent over the channel is
determined as follows:

Y =

{
(1, X1), if U = 1

(2, X2), if U = 2,
(2)

where the index in front of the information variable is im-
portant since the receiver needs to know which information
source generated the real number observed in the packet, i.e.,
it indicates the origin of the communication packet.

At the destination, the receiver implements an estimation
policy, which attempts to reconstruct both sources based on
the observation received over the link, Y . We define η as
such estimation policy, and the estimates are computed as
follows: [

X̂1

X̂2

]
= η(Y ). (3)

From the designer’s perspective, the optimization problem
that we are interested in solving is the following:

min
(γ,η)∈Γ×H

E
[
(X1 − X̂1)

2 + (X2 − X̂2)
2
]
, (4)

where Γ and H are the spaces of all admissible scheduling
and estimation policies, respectively. By looking at Problem
(4), we are searching for an optimal scheduling-estimation
pair. A conceptualy simpler version of this problem is: given
an estimator pair (η1, η2), determine the scheduling policy
that is optimal for this fixed estimator. The answer is the
following scheduling policy:

γ⋆
η1,η2

(x1, x2) =

{
1, if |x1 − η1(x2)| ≥ |x2 − η2(x1)|
2, otherwise,

(5)
where η1 and η2 are functions used to estimate X1 and
X2, respectively, based on the information revealed to the
receiver by the scheduler. Assuming that this scheduling
policy is used, then the next step is to find pair of optimal
estimators (η∗1 , η

∗
2), which are nonlinear functions, in general.

The scheduling policy in Eq. (5) is called max-scheduling
[28]. In many cases, it is possible to show that certain
estimation policies are person-by-person optimal [29] with
this policy, leading to locally optimal solutions. However,
such results rely on a guess-and-verify approach, and there is
no systematic way of obtaining locally nor globally optimal
solutions.

A. Optimality of Estimator Pairs

Generally, a scheduler is a measurable function on R2 that
induces a partition of R2. Let γ : R2 → {1, 2}, where
{(x1, x2) ∈ R2 | γ(x1, x2) = 1} ∪ {(x1, x2) ∈ R2 |
γ(x1, x2) = 2} = R2 and {(x1, x2) ∈ R2 | γ(x1, x2) =
1} ∩ {(x1, x2) ∈ R2 | γ(x1, x2) = 2} = ∅. We are
interested in obtaining the optimal estimator pair when the
scheduler follows the max-scheduling policy of Eq. (5). For
this purpose, let us define the error vector on R2 for a
particular estimator pair (η1, η2):

ϵη1,η2

def
=

{
X2 − η2(X1), U = 1

X1 − η1(X2), U = 2.
(6)

For a given pair η1, η2, the quantity ϵη1,η2
is a random

variable on R2. Whenever we change the estimator function
pair (η1, η2), its distribution changes. Ideally, the following
estimator pair should be the optimal one we are after:

η⋆1(x2) = E
[
X1 | X2 = x2, U = 2

]
, (7)

and
η⋆2(x1) = E

[
X2 | X1 = x1, U = 1

]
. (8)



It is important to notice that, in general, E
[
X1 | X2 =

x2, U = 2
]
̸= E

[
X1 | X2 = x2

]
and E

[
X2 | X1 =

x1, U = 1
]
̸= E

[
X2 | X1 = x1

]
. Take the Gaussian case as

an example, suppose (X1, X2) follows a standard bivariate
normal distribution with nonzero correlation coefficient ρ,
then define

η̂1(x2) = E
[
X1 | X2 = x2

]
= ρx2 (9)

and
η̂2(x1) = E

[
X2 | X1 = x1

]
= ρx1. (10)

Computing the expectation of ϵη̂1,η̂2
,we get

E[ϵη̂1,η̂2
] =

1

2

∫

{(x1,x2)∈R2|γ(x1,x2)=1}
−ρx2 dµX

+
1

2

∫

{(x1,x2)∈R2|γ(x1,x2)=2}
−ρx1 dµX , (11)

where µX is the measure induced by (X1, X2) on R2.
Generally E[ϵη̂1,η̂2

] can never be 0 for a nonzero ρ. However,
if we compute E[ϵη⋆

1 ,η
⋆
2
], by law of total expectation, we have

E[ϵη⋆
1 ,η

⋆
2
] =

1

2

(
E[X2]−E

[
E[X2 | X1 = x1, U = 1]

])

+
1

2

(
E[X1]−E

[
E[X1 | X2 = x2, U = 2]

])
= 0, (12)

which implies that even for Gaussian distributions, the
optimal estimator pair (η⋆1 , η

⋆
2) corresponding to the max-

scheduling policy can be nonlinear. The max-scheduling
policy defines the random variable U in the following sense:

U =

{
1,

(
x1 − η1(x2)

)2 ≥
(
x2 − η2(x1)

)2

2,
(
x1 − η1(x2)

)2
<

(
x2 − η2(x1)

)2
.

(13)

For any estimator pair (η1, η2), the scheduler always
chooses to send out the variable that would give the larger
estimation error if not transmitted. If we plug Eq. (13) into
Eq. (6), it is immediate to see that minimizing E[ϵη1,η2

]
is equivalent to minimizing the expectation of the error
which has a smaller magnitude among those two. Thus, we
define the optimality of estimators corresponding to the max-
scheduling policy in the following proposition.

Proposition 1: Suppose the scheduler is desinated to ap-
ply the max-scheduling policy as in Eq. (13). Then the
corresponding optimal estimators η⋆1 and η⋆2 are:

(η⋆1 , η
⋆
2) ∈ argmin

(η1,η2)∈H1×H2

J (η1, η2)

def
= E

[
min

{(
X1 − η1(X2)

)2
,
(
X2 − η2(X1)

)2
}]

. (14)

In practice, given a set of independent and identically dis-
tributed data samples {(xi

1, x
i
2)}Mi=1 drawn from fX1X2

, we
evaluate the performance of (η1, η2) using the empirical
mean:

J̄ (η1, η2) =
1

M

M∑

i=1

min
{(

xi
1−η1(x

i
2)
)2
,
(
xi
2−η2(x

i
1)
)2}

.

(15)

III. APPROXIMATION OF NONLINEAR ESTIMATORS

In general, Problem (14) does not admit a solution in
closed form [30]. There are no systematic ways of solving
this problem in its current description. Instead, we need to
use some form of approximation to obtain a candidate pair
of optimal solutions (η⋆1 , η

⋆
2). Before we proceed with the

search for optimal estimators, one natural question arises: –
What are the appropriate spaces H1 and H2 of admissible
estimators?

We assume that the admissible estimators belong to the
sets of continuously differentiable functions. So ideally H1 =
C1[a, b] and H2 = C1[c, d], where

a
def
= min{x1

2, . . . , x
M
2 }, b

def
= max{x1

2, . . . , x
M
2 } (16)

c
def
= min{x1

1, . . . , x
M
1 }, d

def
= max{x1

1, . . . , x
M
1 }. (17)

This means that we will ignore the performance of estimator
pairs on R2 \ [a.b] × [c, d] since there are no samples on
this set. For H1 = C1[a, b] and H2 = C1[c, d], Problem
(14) is still non-convex, and infinite-dimensional. To solve
it in practice, we must turn it into a finite dimensional
optimization problem first. In this section, we will discuss
how to approximately solve Problem (14) by performing
optimization over a vector of weight parameters.

A. Principles of Linear Function Approximation

We are going to use a linear combination of functions
{ϕn}∞n=1 to approximate the optimal estimator pair (η⋆1 , η

⋆
2).

It is known that, rigorously, the cardinality of the set of basis
functions for C1[a, b] is ℵ1. Therefore, we can not define a
countable basis for all differentiable functions. To make the
approximation meaningful, we should assume that a unique
linear combination of {ϕn}∞n=1 approaches η⋆1 and η⋆2 in a
Schauder basis sense [31]. That is, there exist two unique
sequences of weight parameters {wn

1 }∞n=1 and {wn
2 }∞n=1 such

that

η⋆1(x) = lim
K→∞

K+1∑

n=1

wn
1ϕn(x), x ∈ [a, b] (18)

and

η⋆2(x) = lim
K→∞

K+1∑

n=1

wn
2ϕn(x), x ∈ [c, d]. (19)

Here, the convergence is with respect to the sup norm
equipped on the space of continuously differentiable func-
tions C1. Formally, consider a set of differentiable functions
denoted by Φ, such that:

Φ(x) =




ϕ1(x)
...

ϕK+1(x)
...



. (20)

Let ϕ1(x) = 1, x ∈ R. A linear approximation for our
estimator functions is given by:

ηj(x) = wT
j Φ(x), (21)



where wj is a sequence of real numbers, j ∈ {1, 2}. Then,
the optimization is performed over the weight sequences
w

def
=(w1,w2), as follows:

minJ (w) = E

[
min

{(
X1 −wT

1Φ(X2)
)2
,

(
X2 −wT

2Φ(X1)
)2
}]

. (22)

For computational tractability, we must truncate sequences
w1 and w2 to have (K + 1) components, where K can be
interpreted as a measure of complexity for the approximation
architecture. This reduces the dimension of the original
problem to (2K +2). With samples {(xi

1, x
i
2)}Mi=1, Problem

(22) is approximated by:

min
ŵ∈R2K+2

Ĵ (ŵ) =
1

M

M∑

i=1

min
{(

xi
1 − ŵT

1Φ(x
i
2)
)2
,

(
xi
2 − ŵT

2Φ(x
i
1)
)2}

. (23)

The choice of ϕn functions and the dimension must be
on a case-by-case analysis. A smart choice of {ϕn}∞n=1

would allow for a shorter truncation, which significantly
reduce the computational cost. By solving Eq. (23) instead
of solving Eq. (14), we lose accuracy with respect to two
aspects. First, after the truncation, the search is restricted to
the space span{ϕ1, . . . , ϕ2K+1}, which is finite-dimensional.
Second, the resulting estimators from (23) can be tailored to
the specific data set {(xi

1, x
i
2)}Mi=1. We consider this as a

over-fitting: the resulting estimator may perform extremely
well on this specific data set, but it is far from the optimum
when considering the whole distribution. The former aspect
of losing accuracy is inevitable since we do not have infinite
computational resources. The later aspect, however, has some
patterns. Through our numerical experiments, we observed
that, to avoid over-fitting, it is necessary to require resulting
estimators to preserve the distribution type. That is, if X1

and X2 are continuous random variables, then η2(X1) and
η1(X2) should have continuous distributions. We have the
following assumption.

Assumption 1: Let (X1, X2) be a continuous random vec-
tor supported on R2 with Cor{X1, X2} ≠ 0. The conditional
expectations, E

[
X1 | X2, U = 2

]
and E

[
X2 | X1, U = 1

]
,

when regarded as random variables η⋆1(X2) and η⋆2(X1),
have continuous distributions supported on R. That is, the
probability measure on R induced by η⋆1(X2) and η⋆2(X1)
should be absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue
measure [32].
The reason for Assumption 1 is very natural: as η⋆1(X2) and
η⋆2(X1) are estimations for X1 and X2, we should require
this comparison happens in the same family of distributions.
Unless X1 and X2 are independent, then X1 carries some
information about X2 and vice versa. The information
can be incomplete, but when it comes to the conditional
expectation and change the distribution correspondingly,
we assume that the resulting distribution remains continuous.

The following theorem provides a basic qualification for
functions {ϕn}∞n=1 based on the previous observation.

Theorem 1: Let (X1, X2) be a random vector supported
on R2 with continuous distribution. Denote Lebesgue mea-
sure on R by λ(·). The following two statements cannot be
simultaneously true:

1. λ
(⋂∞

n=1{x ∈ R | ϕ′
n(x) = 0}

)
> 0

2. There exist unique sequences {wn
1 }∞n=1 and

{wn
2 }∞n=1 such that

η⋆1(x) = lim
K→∞

∑K+1
n=1 wn

1ϕn(x) and η⋆2(x) =

lim
K→∞

∑K+1
n=1 wn

2ϕn(x).

Proof: We take random variables X1 and η1(X2) as
an example. The other pair would be similar thus it is
omitted here. The optimal estimator η∗1(·) is the conditional
expectation E

[
X1 | X2,U = 2

]
, it induces a probability

measure µ′ for sets of x2: µ′ def= µX1(η
∗−1
1 (·)), here µX1

denotes the probability measure induced by X1 and η∗−1
1 (·)

is the pre-image of a set through η∗1 . Note that by our
assumption 1, µ′ is a measure induced by a continuous ran-
dom variable supported on R, by Radon-Nikodym theorem,
(∃) f, g : R → R positive almost everywhere, such that (∀)
measurable set A,

µX1(A) =

∫

A

fdλ and µ′(A) =

∫

A

gdλ (24)

such f and g are probability density functions. As they are
positive almost everywhere on R, functions 1

f and 1
g are

positive and exist almost everywhere on R. We can write:

λ(A) =

∫

A

1

f
dµX1 and λ(A) =

∫

A

1

g
dµ′ (25)

This equation indicates equivalence between measures µX1
,

µ′ and λ.
Now consider η̄1 =

∑∞
n=1 w

n
1ϕn as the optimizer of problem

23 when K → ∞. Similarly we define µ′′ def= µX1
(η̄−1

1 (·)).
µ′′ is the probability measure on R induced by random
variable η̄1(X2). On the set ∩∞

n=1{x ∈ R | ϕ′
n(x) = 0},

ϕn can only take a constant value, and the weight parameter
sequence {wn

1 }∞n=1is unique. This implies that η̄1 = c̄ on
∩∞
n=1{x ∈ R | ϕ′

n(x) = 0}, where c̄ is a constant or ±∞.
On the one hand, µ′′({c̄}) ≥ µX1

(∩∞
n=1{x ∈ R | ϕ′

n(x) =
0}) by its definition, and we can compute the right hand side
by

µX1
(∩∞

n=1{x ∈ R | ϕ′
n(x) = 0}) =

∫

∩∞
n=1{x∈R|ϕ′

n(x)=0}
fdλ

(26)
Suppose λ(∩∞

n=1{x ∈ R | ϕ′
n(x) = 0}) > 0. The

integration in (26) is strictly positive since we are integrating
a positive a.e. function with respect to Lebesgue measure on
a set of positive measure. This shows that µ′′({c̄}) > 0 if
λ(∩∞

n=1{x ∈ R | ϕ′
n(x) = 0}) > 0.

On the other hand, we have λ({c̄}) = 0. Measure µ′′

disagrees with λ at least on one λ-null set, thus they can
not be equivalent. But µ′ is equivalent with λ. By looking
at the definition of µ′ and µ′′, the only explanation is: η∗1(·)



and η̄1(·) are not the same function. The approximation fails
in this case even when K → ∞.

Corollary 1: Theorem 1 suggests that simple, wavelets
and Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU) functions are not good
choices for {ϕn}∞n=1.

Remark 1: Theorem 1 is a necessary condition for the
choice of ϕn, whose purpose is to avoid over-fitting. If
we approximate the estimator without taking this condition
into consideration, we would obtain an oscillating function
that tries to fit every sample point in the data set. Such
estimators fail to pass validation tests: If we generate another
set of data from the same distribution and apply our previous
estimator, the performance is degraded with high probability.
Neural networks are popular architectures for approximation
of unknown functions and one of the most commonly used
activation functions is the ReLU. Unfortunately, using an
architecture based on ReLUs violates the condition proposed
in Theorem 1. This means the approximation generated by
a ReLU network would lead to over-fitting. Thus, we must
resort to other activation functions when applying a Neural
Network on Problem (23).

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

As pointed out in the previous section, we should avoid to
use a set of functions such that their derivatives being zero on
a set of positive Lebesgue measure. We tried different types
of functions, it turns out that the family of softplus functions
and polynomials return extrodinary and stable results.

A. Approximation Using Soft-Plus Functions

With a slightly abuse of terminology, we call the function

ϕα,β(x)
def
=

1

α
log

(
1 + exp

(
1± α(x− β)

))
(27)

as a soft-plus function since it is a smooth approximation to
the ReLU function without violating the principle proposed
in Theorem 1. Although the linear combination of ϕα,β(x)
can not cover C1 for arbitrary countable collection of (α, β),
it gives us stable and promising results, especially when
(X1, X2) is a bivariate Gaussian vector. As shown in [33],
the density function of the minimum of two correlated
Gaussian random variables has an explicit analytical form,
which is related to the Gaussian error function erf(·).

B. Approximation Using Polynomials

The Weierstrass Approximation Theorem states that
on a closed interval, we can approximate a continuous
function with vanishing error by increasing the dimension of
approximation. The convergence is even uniform for every
element on the designated interval. This gives us a theoretical
guarantee of convergence if we choose ϕn = xn. It is also
worth mentioning that the polynomials {xn}∞n=1 never
violate the condition λ(∩∞

n=1{x ∈ R | ϕ′
n(x) = 0}) = 0.

This makes polynomials a great choice. However, in practice,
we find out that it requires a relatively large amount of
polynomials to get a decent performance on the resulting
estimator pair. The idea of polynomial approximation

Fig. 2. SoftPlus estimator, along with its corresponding scheduling policy,
and a validation analysis for a symmetric Gaussian distribution across
different correlation values.

definitely worth more investigation, since it may leads to
convergence speed and sample complexity results in the
future.

Fig. 3. Polynomial estimator, along with its corresponding scheduling
policy, and a validation analysis for a symmetric Gaussian distribution across
different correlation values.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

We have considered the problem of remote estimation of
a bivariate Gaussian source when only one of the variables
is revealed by a scheduler to the estimator. The optimal
scheduler for this seemingly simple problem is unknown.
Therefore, we propose to look for good solution using a
single-layer neural network, called neuro-schedulers. We es-
tablish a condition to determining which activation functions
are cannot be used if we are trying to avoid data over-
fitting. We also show that the the optimal scheduler is a
nonlinear in general. Future work consists of using deep
neural-networks and obtaining performance guarantees for



TABLE I
VALIDATION COST OF FOUR DIFFERENT ESTIMATORS FOR THE

SYMMETRIC GAUSSIAN WITH DIFFERENT CORRELATION VALUES.

ρ MMSE Linear SoftPlus Polynomial
0 0.363 0.363 0.303 0.334

0.25 0.360 0.345 0.285 0.315
0.5 0.337 0.288 0.230 0.261
0.75 0.254 0.173 0.140 0.159

specific architectures as well as optimization algorithms that
exploit the inherent structure of the scheduling problem.
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