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Decentralized RLS With Data-Adaptive Censoring
for Regressions Over Large-Scale Networks

Zifeng Wang ~, Zheng Yu, Qing Ling

Abstract—The deluge of networked data motivates the develop-
ment of algorithms for computation- and communication-efficient
information processing. In this context, three data-adaptive cen-
soring strategies are introduced to considerably reduce the com-
putation and communication overhead of decentralized recursive
least-squares solvers. The first relies on alternating minimization
and the stochastic Newton iteration to minimize a network-wide
cost, which discards observations with small innovations. In the re-
sultant algorithm, each node performs local data-adaptive censor-
ing to reduce computations while exchanging its local estimate with
neighbors so as to consent on a network-wide solution. The com-
munication cost is further reduced by the second strategy, which
prevents a node from transmitting its local estimate to neighbors
when the innovation it induces to incoming data is minimal. In the
third strategy, not only transmitting, but also receiving estimates
from neighbors is prohibited when data-adaptive censoring is in
effect. For all strategies, a simple criterion is provided for select-
ing the threshold of innovation to reach a prescribed average data
reduction. The novel censoring-based (C)D-RLS algorithms are
proved convergent to the optimal argument in the mean-root devi-
ation sense. Numerical experiments validate the effectiveness of the
proposed algorithms in reducing computation and communication
overhead.

Index Terms—Decentralized estimation, networks, recursive
least-squares (RLS), data-adaptive censoring.

I. INTRODUCTION

N OUR big data era, various networks generate massive
I amounts of streaming data. Examples include wireless sen-
sor networks, where a large number of inexpensive sensors co-
operate to monitor, e.g., the environment [21], [22], or data
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centers, where a group of servers collaboratively handles dy-
namic user requests [24]. Since a single node has limited com-
putational resources, decentralized information processing is
preferable as the network size scales up [6], [8]. In this paper,
we focus on a decentralized linear regression setup, and de-
velop computation- and communication-efficient decentralized
recursive least-squares (D-RLS) algorithms.

The main tool we adopt to reduce computation and commu-
nication costs is data-adaptive censoring, which leverages the
redundancy present especially in big data. Upon receiving an
observation, nodes determine whether it is informative or not.
Less informative observations are discarded, while messages
among neighboring nodes are exchanged only when necessary.
We propose three censoring-based (C)D-RLS algorithms that
can achieve estimation accuracy comparable to D-RLS with-
out censoring, while significantly reducing the computation and
communication overhead.

A. Related Works

The merits of RLS algorithms in solving centralized linear re-
gression problems are well recognized [11], [25]. When stream-
ing observations that depend linearly on a set of unknown param-
eters become available, RLS yields the least-squares parameter
estimates online. RLS reduces the computational burden of find-
ing a batch estimate per iteration, and can even allow for tracking
time-varying parameters. The computational cost can be further
reduced by data-adaptive censoring [4], where less informative
data are discarded. On the other hand, decentralized versions
of RLS without censoring have been advocated to solve linear
regression tasks over networks [15]. In D-RLS, a node updates
its estimate that is common to the entire network by fusing its
local observations with the local estimates of its neighbors. As
time evolves, all local estimates consent on the centralized RLS
solution. This paper builds on both [4] and [15] by developing
censoring-based decentralized RLS algorithms, thus catering to
efficient online linear regression over large-scale networks.

Different from our in-network setting where operation is fully
decentralized and nodes are only able to communicate with their
neighbors, most of the existing distributed censoring algorithms
apply to star topology networks that rely on a fusion center
[21, [9], [10], [19], [23]. Their basic idea is that each node
transmits data to the fusion center for further processing only
when its local likelihood ratio exceeds a threshold [23]; see
also [9] where communication constraints are also taken into
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account. Information fusion over fading channels is considered
in [10]. Practical issues such as joint dependence of sensor
decision rules, randomization of decision strategies as well as
partially known distributions are reported in [2], while [19] also
explores quantization jointly with censoring.

Other than the star topology studied in the aforementioned
works, [20] investigates censoring for a tree structure. If anode’s
local likelihood ratio exceeds a threshold, its local data is sent to
its parent node for fusion. A fully decentralized setting is con-
sidered in [3], where each node determines whether to transmit
its local estimate to its neighbors by comparing the local esti-
mate with the weighted average of its neighbors. Nevertheless,
[3] aims at mitigating only the communication cost, while the
present work also considers reduction of the computational cost
across the network. Furthermore, the censoring-based decentral-
ized linear regression algorithm in [13] deals with optimal full-
complexity estimation when observations are partially known
or corrupted. This is different from our context, where cen-
soring is deliberately introduced to reduce computational and
communication costs for decentralized linear regression.

B. Our Contributions and Organization

The present paper introduces three data-adaptive online
censoring strategies for decentralized linear regression. The re-
sultant CD-RLS algorithms incur low computational and com-
munication costs, and are thus attractive for large-scale network
applications requiring decentralized solvers of linear regres-
sions. Unlike most related works that specifically target wireless
sensor networks (WSNs), the proposed algorithms may be used
in a broader context of decentralized linear regression using
multiple computing platforms. Of particular interest are cases
where a regression dataset is not available at a single machine,
but it is distributed over a network of computing agents that are
interested in accurately estimating the regression coefficients in
an efficient manner.

In Section II, we formulate the decentralized online linear
regression problem (Section II-A), and recast the D-RLS in [15]
into a new form (Section II-B) that prompts the development of
three censoring strategies (Section II-C). Section III develops
the first censoring strategy (Section III-A), analyzes all three
censoring strategies (Section III-B), and discusses how to set the
censoring thresholds (Section III-C). Numerical experiments in
Section IV demonstrate the effectiveness of the novel CD-RLS

algorithms.
Notation: Lower (upper) case boldface letters denote col-
umn vectors (matrices). ()7, |||, || - ||z and E[-] stand for

transpose, 2-norm, induced matrix 2-norm and expectation,
respectively. Symbols tr(X), Amin(X) and Ay (X) are used
for the trace, minimum eigenvalue and maximal eigenvalue
of matrix X, respectively. Kronecker product is denoted by
® and the uniform distribution over [a, b] by U(a,b), and the
Gaussian probability distribution function (pdf) with mean p
and variance o2 by N'(u, o?). The standardized Gaussian pdf
is ¢(t) = (1/v/2n)exp(—t?/2), and its the associated com-
plementary cumulative distribution function is represented by

Q=) = [ o(t)dt.
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II. CONTEXT AND ALGORITHMS

This section outlines the online linear regression setup over
networks, and takes a fresh look at the D-RLS algorithm. Three
strategies are then developed using data-adaptive censoring to
reduce the computational and communication costs of D-RLS.

A. Problem Statement

Consider a bidirectionally connected network with J nodes,
described by a graph G := {V, £}, where V is the set of nodes
with cardinality |V| = J, and £ denotes the set of edges. Each
node j only communicates with its one-hop neighbors, collected
in the set A; C V. The decentralized network is deployed to
estimate a real vector sy € RP. Per time slot¢ = 1,2, ..., node
j receives areal scalar observation x; (¢) involving the wanted s
with a regression row hj (¢), so that z; (t) = hJ (t)so + €;(t),
with ¢ (t) ~ N(0,07).

Our goal is to devise efficient decentralized online algorithms
to solve the following exponentially-weighted least-squares
(EWLS) problem

T,
Sewts(t) = argmin =3 0 N[ (r) —hi (r)s]® (1)

r=1j=1

where S, (t) is the EWLS estimate at slot ¢, and A € (0, 1]
is a forgetting factor that de-emphasizes the importance of past
measurements, and thus enables tracking of a non-stationary
process. When A = 1, (1) boils down to a standard decentralized
online least-squares estimate.

B. D-RLS Revisited

The D-RLS algorithm of [15] solves (1) as follows. Per time
slot t, node j receives z; (t) and h]T (t) and uses them to update
the per-node inverse p X p covariance matrix as

()= " (t—1)

A @t — Dby (Oh] ()@ (¢t - 1)
a A+hl ()@ (t - 1)hy(t)

@)

along with the per-node p x 1 cross-covariance vector as
Y;(t) = Mp;(t — 1) + h; (t); (1). ©)

Using <I>j’1 (t) and 1p; (), node j then updates its local parameter
estimate using

s;(1) = @' (t) | (1) — % 3 (v;i’(t —1) =it - 1))

J'eN;
“)
where ij:/(t — 1) denotes the Lagrange multiplier of node j
corresponding to its neighbor 5 at slot ¢ — 1, that captures the

accumulated differences of neighboring estimates, recursively
obtained as (p > 0 is a step-size)

Vi (=) =v](t=2) +p[si(t = 1) =spt = D]. (5
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Next, we develop an equivalent novel form of D-RLS recur-
sions (2)—(5) that is convenient for our incorporation of data-
adaptive censoring. Detailed derivation of the equivalence can
be found in Appendix B. The inverse covariance matrix is up-
dated as in (2). However, the update of s;(t) in (4) is replaced
by

sj(t) = sj(t — 1) + @' ()hy () [2(t) — hj (t)s;(t — 1)]
— p®; 1 (t)6;(t—1) (6)

where d;(t) stands for a Lagrange multiplier conveying
network-wide information that is updated as

8i(t) =65t —1)+ Y [s;(t) — s (1)]

J'EN;

A S syt 1) — syt - 1))

J'EN;

)

Observe that 6 (¢) stores the weighted sum of differences be-
tween the local estimate of node j, and all estimates of its neigh-
bors. Interestingly, if the network is disconnected and the nodes
areisolated, then d; (t) = Osolongas d,(0) = 0, and the update
of s;(t) in (6) basically boils down to the centralized RLS one
[11], [25]. That is, the current estimate is modified from its pre-
vious value using the prediction error z; (t) — h (t)s; (t — 1),
which is known as the incoming data innovation. If on the other
hand the network is connected, nodes can leverage estimates
of their neighbors (captured by 4, (¢)), which provide new in-
formation from the network other than its own observations
{z;(t)}. The term pr>;1 (t)d;(t — 1) can be viewed as a Lapla-
cian smoothing regularizer, which encourages all nodes of the
graph to reach consensus on their estimates.

Remark 1: In D-RLS, (2) incurs computational complex-
ity O(p?), since calculating the products '1’3‘_1 (t—1)h,;(t)
and <I>;1 (t —1)3p;(t) requires O(p*) multiplications. Simi-
larly, (6) incurs computational complexity O(p?), that is dom-
inated by the matrix-vector multiplications <I>j’1(t)hj (t) and

‘I>j’1 (t)d;(t — 1). The cost of carrying out (7) is relatively mi-
nor. Regarding communication cost per slot ¢, node j needs to
transmit its local estimate s, (¢) to its neighbors and receive es-
timates s;/(¢) from all neighbors j' € N;. The computational
burden of D-RLS recursions (2)—(5) is comparable to that of
(2), (6) and (7), with the cost of (4) being the same as what
(6) requires. Meanwhile, the original form requires neighboring
nodes j and j' to exchange v; (¢) and v;(¢) in addition to s; (¢)
and s;(t), which doubles the communication cost relative to (6)
and (7).

C. Censoring-Based D-RLS Strategies

The D-RLS algorithm has well documented merits for
decentralized online linear regression [15]. However, its compu-
tational and communication costs per iteration are fixed, regard-
less of whether observations and/or the estimates from neigh-
boring nodes are informative or not. This fact motivates our
idea of permeating benefits of data-adaptive censoring to decen-
tralized RLS, through three novel censoring-based (C)D-RLS

IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON SIGNAL PROCESSING, VOL. 66, NO. 6, MARCH 15, 2018

Algorithm 1: CD-RLS-1.

1: Initialize &;(0), {s;(0)}7/_, and {®;"(0)}/_,
2: fort=1,2,...do

3. AlljeV:
4:if |z;(t) — h] (t)s;(t — 1)] < 70;(t) then
5: update ' () using (9)
6: update s; (¢) using (10)
7. else
8: update <I>;1 (t) using (2)
9: update s; () using (6)
10:  endif
11:  transmit s; (¢) to and receive s;/(¢) from all j' € N
12:  compute §;(¢) using (7)
13: end for

strategies. They are different from the RLS algorithms in [4],
where the focus is on centralized online linear regression.

Our first censoring strategy (CD-RLS-1) can be intuitively
motivated as follows. If a given datum (x; (t), h;(¢)) is not in-
formative enough, we do not have to use it since its contribution
to the local estimate of node j, as well as to those of all network
nodes, is limited. With {70 (t)} specifying proper thresholds to
be discussed later, this intuition can be realized using a censoring
indicator variable

(1) = 0,
cj(t) == 1,

If the absolute value of the innovation is less than 70 (t), then
(x(t),h;j(t)) is censored; otherwise (z;(t),h;(t)) is used.
Section III-C will provide rules for selecting the threshold 7
along with the local noise variance O'JZ- (t), whose computations
are lightweight. If data censoring is in effect, we simply throw

away the current datum by letting h; (¢) = 0 in (2), to obtain

if |2;(t) — hj (t)s; (t = 1)| < 70;(2)

if |2;(t) — hl (t)s;(t —1)| > 70 (t).

®)

— S
@)= 1@ (t—1). ©)

Likewise, letting x; (t) = 0 and h; (¢) = 0 in (6), yields
s;(t) =s;(t—1) — p®; ' (t)d;(t —1). (10)

CD-RLS-1 is summarized in Algorithm 1. If censoring is in
effect, computation cost per node and per slot is a fraction 2 /7 of
the D-RLS in (4) and (7) without censoring. To recognize why,
observe that the scalar-matrix multiplication A~' @ (£ — 1) in
(9) is not necessary as the update of 'I’j’l (t) can be merged to
wherever it is needed, e.g., in (10) and the next slot. In addition,
carrying out the O(p?) multiplications to obtain @;1 (t)h;(¢) is
no longer necessary, while the O(p?) multiplications required
to obtain <I>;1 (t)d;(t — 1) remain the same.

The first censoring strategy still requires nodes to communi-
cate with neighbors per time slot; hence, the communication cost
remains the same. Reducing this communication cost, motivates
our second censoring strategy (CD-RLS-2), where each node
does not perform extra computations relative to CD-RLS-1,
but only receives neighboring estimates if its current datum
is censored. The intuition behind this strategy is thatif a datum
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Algorithm 2: CD-RLS-2.

1: Initialize 8, (0), {s;(0 )}] p and {® L)} F
2: fort=1,2,...do

3. AlljeV:
4:if |z;(t) — h] (t)s;(t — 1)] < 70;(t) then
5: receives s;(t) from all j' € N
6: else
7: set s;/(t — 1) as recently received ones from all
j"EN;
8: update B () using (2)
9: update s; (¢) using (6)
10: transmit s; (¢) to and receive s; (t) from all
j"EN;
L1 compute §; (t) using (7)
12:  endif
13: end for

Algorithm 3: CD-RLS-3.

1: Initialize &;(0), {s;(0)}/_, and {@;"(0)}/_,
2: fort=1,2,...do

3 AlljeV:
4: iffx;(t) — h] (t)s;(t — 1)] < 70;(t) then
5 stay idle
6: else
7 set s;/(t — 1) as recently received ones from all
J"EN;
8: update @j’l (t) using (2)
9: update s;(t) using (6)
10: transmit s; (¢) to and receive s;(t) from all
j"EN;
11 compute §; (t) using (7)
12:  endif
13: if do not receive from any ;' € /\/J for d, .« time then
14: receive s (t)
15:  endif
16: end for

is censored, then very likely the current local estimate is
sufficiently accurate, and the node does not need to account
for estimates from its neighbors. Estimates from neighbors, are
only stored for future usage. Likewise, neighbors in A; do not
need node j’s current estimate either, because they have already
received a very similar estimate. CD-RLS-2 is summarized in
Algorithm 2.

The third censoring strategy (CD-RLS-3) given by
Algorithm 3 is more aggressive than the second one. If a node
has its datum censored at a certain slot, then it neither transmits
to nor receives from its neighbors, and in that sense it remains
“isolated” from the rest of the network in this slot. Apparently,
we should not allow any node to be forever isolated. To this end,
we can force each node to receive the local estimate from any of
its neighbors at least once every d;, .« slots, which upper bounds
the delay of information exchange to d,,, .« . Interestingly, the en-
suing section will prove convergence of all three strategies to
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the optimal argument in the mean-square deviation sense under
mild conditions.

III. DEVELOPMENT AND PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

This section starts with a criterion-based development of CD-
RLS-1. Convergence analysis of all three censoring strategies
will follow, before developing practical means of setting the
censoring threshold 70 (t).

A. Derivation of Censoring-Based D-RLS-1

Consider the following truncated quadratic cost that is similar
to the one used in the censoring-based but centralized RLS [4]

fii(s) =
0’ !
sl (t)=h] (t)s]> =570, (1), |z;(t) —h] (t)s| > 70 ()

which is convex, but non-differentiable on {s:|z;(t) —
th (t)s| =70 (t)}. Using (11) to replace the quadratic loss
[z;(T) — h]-T (7)s]? in (1), our CD-RLS-1 criterion is

tJ
msin Z Z )\tf'”fj,r (s)

r=1j=1

12)

To solve (12) in a decentralized manner, we introduce a local
estimate s; per node j, along with auxiliary vectors Zg-/ and Z?
per edge (4, ;). By constraining all local estimates of neigh-
bors to consent, we arrive at the following equivalent separable
convex program per slot ¢

t J
DD AT fia(s)

min (13)
{sjtiev r=1j=1
] ! Y] 7
st. s; =2} ,sy =2,z =2,j€V,j €N

Next, we employ alternating minimization and the stochastic
Newton iteration to derive our first censoring-based solver of
(13). To this end, consider the Lagrangian of (13) that is given
by

(V) (s = 2)) + () (s = 2))]  (14)

'eN;
where s := {s;};cy and z := {zj \Z }]7@;‘ : v
ables, while v := {v]. € RI'}jee]ﬁ\[’ and u:= {u} € Rp}ﬁ.;ﬁvf
are dual variables. Consider also the augmented Lagrangian of
(13), namely

are primal vari-

L,(s,z,v,u) = L(s,z,u,V)

J
ZZ [lls; =2 117 +1lsy — 2 17]  A5)
=1 /N,

N\b
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where p is a positive regularization scale. Note that the con-
straints on z are not dualized, but they are collected in the set
Co={alz] =7/ ,jeV,j €N, j#ib

To minimize (13) per slot ¢ > 0, we rely on alternating min-
imization [27] in an online manner, which entails an iterative
procedure consisting of three steps.

[S1] Local estimate updates:

s(t) = arg msinﬁ(s, z(t—1),v(t—1),u(t —1))
[S2] Auxiliary variable updates:
z(t) = arg gr&n L,(s(t),z,v(t—1),u(t—1))
[S3] Multiplier updates:
Vi (8) =] (t = 1)+ p[s; (1) — 2] (1)]

W) (t) =) (t = 1) + p[s; (t) — 2] (1)].

Observe that [S2] is a linearly constrained quadratic program,
for which if v} (t—1)+ uj (t — 1) = 0, we always have

sp(t) +85(t) = 2] (1) + 2]

I(t) and 7 (1) =7 (t).

in [S3] are selected
to satlsfy \s (0) + u7/(0) = 0 (the simplest choice is v~]7:/(0) =

ui (0) = 0). It then holds for ¢ > 0 that

Therefore, the initial values of vjjl and u;l

J 7 () =
vi(t) +uj (t) = 0.

Using the latter to eliminate u?l:/ in [S3], we obtain

-1

VI (1) =] (t=1) + E[s; () — 2] (1) =5, () + 2 (1)

=] (t=1) + E[s () — s, ()] (16)

where the first equality comes from subtracting the two lines
in [S3], and the second equality is due to z; (t) = z; (). The
auxiliary variables Z]; and 2]7:, can be also eliminated. When vj

is initialized by vj:/ (0) = 0, summing up both sides of (16) from
r = 1tor =t, we arrive, after telescopic cancellation, at

p t
5; s;(r )]

Moving on to [S1], observe that it can be split into .J per-node
subproblems

a7

¢
s;(t) = argmin Z N fie(s5)
A

M

J'EN;

t—l

fgf(t - 1)I"s;

IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON SIGNAL PROCESSING, VOL. 66, NO. 6, MARCH 15, 2018

Before solv1ng (11) with the stochastic Newton iteration [1],
eliminate v’/ i using (17) to obtain

s;(t) = argmin Z N fie(s5)
A

—sj( )]TSJ'

Y

r=1j'eN;

which after manipulating the double sum yields

t
s;(t) = argmin A £, (s;)
Tor=1

+Z)\f rpz [ (r—1)—sp(r—1)
J'eN;
r—1 T
(sj(€—=1) —sj(€ - 1))] S
=1

If the update in (7) is initialized with §;(0) = 0, summing up
both sides from ¢ =1 to & =7 — 1, we find after telescopic
cancellation

Sir—1)=3" |s;(r—1) —s;(r—1)

J'eN;

r—1

—1)—sp(€— 1))] . (18)

—_

5:

Thus, optimization of s; (¢) reduces to

t
sj(t) = argmin }_\""g;.,(s;) (19)
r=1
where the instantaneous cost per slot ¢ is
9i.4(87) = fie(s;) + pdj (t = 1)s; (20)

The stochastic gradient of the latter is given by
Vg;(s;(t —1))

= —c5(8) [ (w5 (8) = Wy ()3 (¢ = 1)y (0)] + 08 (¢~ 1).

In the stochastic Newton method, the Hessian matrix is given
by

M; (t) = E[V?g;.(s;(t = 1))] = Ele;(t)h; (t)h] (¢)]

where the second equality comes from (11) and (8). A reason-
able approximation of the expectation is provided by sample
averaging. However, presence of A\ # 1 affects attenuation of
regressors, which leads to

t

M (1) = £ SN e () ()] (1)
D Ie- 1+ %cj (t)h; (t)h (2).
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Applying the matrix inversion lemma, we obtain

t

M () = —] ATM (- 1) Q1)
ATIMH(E = Dby (0] ()M (- 1)
— g hr (M (¢ — )by (1)

and after adopting a diminishing step size 1/¢, the stochastic
Newton update becomes
M (Vg (st~ 1)

=sjt-1)— 5

For rational convenience, let <I>j’1 (t)
(21) as (cf. (2))

ety =A@ (t—1)

s;(t)

= M-! ;
= M~ (t)/t, and rewrite

(22)
A @ (t— Dhy (Hh! ()@ (¢ - 1)
A+ ()@ (t —1)h;(t)

Substituting Vg;:(s;(t — 1)) and &;"
Netwon iteration yields (cf. (6))

55(8) = 85 (t = 1) ¢, ()®; " (Db, (6) [ (t) —h7 (1)s; (¢ ~1]
— p®; (08t~ 1)

— G (t

(t) into the stochastic

which completes the development of CD-RLS-1.

B. Convergence analysis

Here we establish convergence of all three novel strategies
for A = 1. With A < 1, the EWLS estimator can even adapt
to time-varying parameter vectors, but analyzing its tracking
performance goes beyond the scope of this paper. For the time-
invariant case (A = 1), we will rely on the following assumption.

(as1) Observations obey the linear model x; (t) = h; (t)sy +
€;(t), where €;(t) ~ N(0,07) is correlated across j and t.
Rows h (t) are uniformly bounded and independent of ¢ (t).
Covariance matrices R, := E[h; (t)h] (t)] > 0, are time-
invariant and positive definite. Process {c;(t)h; (t)th (t)} is
mean ergodic, while {¢;(¢)} and {c;(t)} are uncorrelated.
Eigenvalues of ®;(¢)/t, which approximate the true positive
definite Hessian matrices Elc; (t)h; (¢)h] (t)], are bounded be-
low by a positive constant when ¢ is large enough.

We will assess convergence of our iterative algorithms using
the squared mean-root deviation (SMRD) metric, defined as

2

2

SMRD(t) := { E —sol? (23)

J
3 llss 0

Letting e;(t) :=s;(t) —sp € R? denote the estimation error
of node j and e(t) := [el (¢),...,eT (t)]T € R'? the estima-
tion error across all nodes, one can see that SMRD(t) =
{E]|le(t)|]]}*. Observe that SMRD(t) is a lower-bound ap-
proximation of the mean-square deviation (MSD) metric
MSD(¢) := E[||e( )|I?] [14], [26], since by Jensen’s inequal-
ity {Elle()1}* < Ellle(t)|].

1639

Under (asl), convergence of CD-RLS-1 and CD-RLS-2 is
asserted as follows; see Appendix B for the proof.

Theorem 1: For CD-RLS-1 and CD-RLS-2 Algorithms 1
and 2, set 0, (t) = o, and 'I>j’1 (0) =~I, per node j. Let p :=
min{Anin (Ry; ), € V}, and suppose 0 < p < 1/(7Amax (L))
for CD-RLS-1 and correspondingly 0 < p < py for CD-RLS-2,
while L is the network Laplacian and the constant p, depends
on Amax (L), 7, 7, u, and the upper bound of h; (¢). Under (asl),
there exists ¢y > 0 for which it holds for ¢ > ¢ that

1 2

2

—So||2

7
E [ llsi(t)
j=1

i v Is;(0) = s + vtoo?tr(Ry,)
= 2Q(7)put
Y03 Amax (R}:jl )tr(Ry,, ) In(t) )
4Q* (1)t

Theorem 1 establishes that the SMRD in (23) converges to
zero at a rate O(In(¢)/t). The constant of the convergence rate
is related to Ry, through A .« (R;J1 ), tr(Ry, ) and y; the noise
covariance o7, and the threshold 7 through Q(7). Theorem 1
also indicates the impact of the initial states (determined by
~ and s;(0)), which disappears at a faster rate of O(1/t). To
guarantee convergence, the step size p must be small enough.

The proof for CD-RLS-3 is more challenging. Because a
node does not receive any information from its neighbors when
censoring is in effect, it has to rely on outdated neighboring
estimates when the incoming datum is not censored. This delay
in percolating information may cause computational instabil-
ity. For this reason, we will impose an additional constraint to
guarantee that all local estimates do not grow unbounded. In
practice, this can be realized by truncating local estimates when
they exceed a certain threshold.

(as2) Local estimates {s; (t) } 'j] _, areuniformly bounded V¢ >
0.

Convergence of CD-RLS-3 is then asserted as follows. Sim-
ilar to CD-RLS-1 and CD-RLS-2, the SMRD of CD-RLS-3
converges to zero with rate O(In(t)/t), as stated in the follow-
ing theorem. The proof is omitted due to space limitations, but
can be found in the arxiv version [28].

Theorem 2: For CD-RLS-3 given by Algorithms 3, set
0;(t) = o, and ‘I>j’1(—1) = ~I, per node j. Under (asl) and
(as2) with 0 < p < pp as in Theorem 1, there exists ¢y > 0 for
which it holds V¢ > ¢, that

2
< a+ btln(t)

o=

— 50l (25)

J
E :£:|\Sj(t)

where a and b are positive constants that depend on the upper
bounds of h;(¢) and s;(t), parameters p and 7, the covariance
Ry, (t), the Laplacian matrix L, and #,.

Although the bounds asserted by Theorems 1 and 2 could be
loose, they demonstrate that lim sup,_,., SMRD(¢) = 0, which
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TABLE I
AVERAGE PER STEP PER NODE COMMUNICATION AND COMPUTATIONAL
CosTS, GIVEN THE AVERAGE CENSORING RATIO 7*

Algorithm Communication Computation

D-RLS 2p|E]/ T 7p2/2 + O(p)
CD-RLS-1 2p|E|/ T 7p%(1 — ) /2 + p*n* + O(p)
CD-RLS-2 | 2p|&|(1 —7*)/J 7p%(1 — 7*)/2 + O(p)
CD-RLS-3 | 2p|&|(1 — 7*)2/J 7p?(1 — %) /2 + O(p)

establishes that the decentralized estimates converge to the
ground truth asymptotically.

C. Threshold Setting and Variance Estimation

The threshold 7 influences considerably the performance
of all CD-RLS algorithms. Its value trades off estimation
accuracy for computation and communication overhead. We
provide a simple criterion for setting 7 using the average
censoring ratio 77", which is defined as the number of censored
data over the total number of data [19]. The goal is to
choose 7 so that the actual censoring ratio approaches m*
as t goes to infinity — since we are dealing with streaming
big data, such an asymptotic property is certainly relevant.
When ¢ is large enough, s is very close to sp; thus, the
innovation z;j(t) —h] (t)s;(t — 1) = x;(t) — hl (t)sg
€j(t) ~N(0,07). As a consequence, Pr(c;(t)=0)=Pr
(| () = hi (#)s;(t = 1)| <70;) = Pr(le;(t)| <70;) =Pr
(lej(t)/oj| <T)=1-2Q(7), where the last equality
holds because €;(t)/o; ~ N (0,1). Therefore, 7* = limy;_..,
LS Elej(m)] = 1 —2Q(7), which implies that

T=Q ' ((1-7")/2).

Given the average censoring ratio 7*, Table I compares the
average per step per node communication and computational
costs of D-RLS and the proposed CD-RLS algorithms. We as-
sume that transmitting or receiving a p-dimensional local es-
timate vector to or from a neighboring node incurs a cost of
p. Thus, for D-RLS and CD-RLS-1, the average communica-
tion costs are both 2p|&|/J. In CD-RLS-2, a node does not
transmit to its neighbors when it censors a datum, which leads
to an average communication cost of 2p|€|(1 —7*)/J. CD-
RLS-3 avoids communication over a link as long as one of the
two end nodes censors a datum, and hence reduces the cost to
2p|E](1 — 7*)%/J. As discussed in Section II-C, the computa-
tional costs of CD-RLS-1 for the non-censoring and censoring
cases are O(7p*/2) and O(p*), respectively. For the censor-
ing case, CD-RLS-2 and CD-RLS-3 reduce their computational
costs to O(p), and are more computationally efficient.

If the variances {07} were known, one could simply
choose o;(t) =o;. However, o; in practice is often un-
known. In this case, we consider the running average
o2+ 1)~ S [y () — B (s = (- 1)o3(0) 1
+z;(t+1) — hjr (t + 1)so]?/t, which suggests the recursive
variance estimate

oF(t+1) = (t —1)o7 (t)/t +[z;(t +1) — ] (t + 1)s; (t)]*/t.
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Fig. 1. The network topology used in the numerical experiments.

IV. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

This section provides numerical results to validate the ef-
fectiveness of our novel censoring strategies. We simulate a
network of J = 15 nodes, which are uniformly randomly de-
ployed over a 1 x 1 square. Two nodes within communication
range 0.3 are deemed as being neighbors. The resultant network
topology is depicted in Fig. 1. We compare six algorithms:
the centralized adaptive censoring (AC)-RLS that runs in every
node independently, the distributed diffusion least mean-square
(Diffusion-LMS) algorithm [5], [16], D-RLS without censoring
[17], and the three censoring-based D-RLS algorithms, namely
CD-RLS-1, CD-RLS-2 and CD-RLS-3. All algorithms are eval-
uated on two data sets, one synthetic and one real. The empirical
SMRD is used as performance metric.

For the synthetic data set, the unknown s is p-dimensional
with p = 4. The setting is the one in [17], where WSN-based
decentralized power spectrum estimation is sought for a signal
modeled as an autoregressive process. In this context, consider
an auxiliary sequence 7;(t) that evolves according to 7;(t) =
(1 —q)Bjr;(t —1) + \/qw;(t). Starting from r;(t), the row
h (t) is formed by taking the next p observations, namely
h!'(t) = [rj(t+p—1);...;7;(t)]. Parameters are selected as
q=0.5, B; ~U(0,1), and also uniformly distributed driving
white noise w; (t) ~ U(—+/30,,, V30, ) with a3 ~ U(0,2).
Observation of node j is subject to additive white Gaussian
noise, with covariance JJQ. = 10", where a; ~ U(0,1). The
true signal vector is sy = 1,, for which A =1 is set for all
algorithms. For D-RLS, CD-RLS-1, CD-RLS-2 and CD-RLS-
3, the step size p = 0.01 and <I>]-’1(O) = ~I, where v = 30,
leading to fastest convergence of D-RLS. Regarding the four
censoring-based algorithms AC-RLS, CD-RLS-1, CD-RLS-2
and CD-RLS-3, we set the average censoring ratio to 7% = 0.6,
which is approached using 7 = Q! ((1 — 7*)/2) ~ 0.84. The
variances 0']2- are estimated in an online manner as described in

Section II-C. AC-RLS uses @;'(0) =41, where v = 10°
leads to the fastest convergence. Diffusion-LMS uses the
nearest-neighbor diffusion matrix and 1.5/+/ step size, which
is tuned to obtain fastest convergence. For all curves obtained by
running the algorithms, the ensemble averages are approximated

via sample averaging over 100 Monte Carlo runs.



WANG et al.: DECENTRALIZED RLS WITH DATA-ADAPTIVE CENSORING FOR REGRESSIONS OVER LARGE-SCALE NETWORKS

Diffusion-LMS
—e—D-RLS
—— AC-RLS
- = = CD-RLS-1

CD-RLS-2
- CD-RLS-3

10'F

102
10° 10! 102 10°
Number of iterations

Fig. 2. SMRD of the six algorithms versus number of iterations.

Fig. 2 depicts the SMRD versus the number of iterations. Not
surprisingly, since D-RLS does not censor data, its convergence
rate with respect to the number of iterations is the fastest. Among
the three proposed CD-RLS algorithms, CD-RLS-2 and CD-
RLS-3 are slower than CD-RLS-1, because the former two incur
smaller communication cost than the latter. Though CD-RLS-3
adopts a more aggressive censoring strategy than CD-RLS-2, its
convergence does not degrade as confirmed by Fig. 2. AC-RLS
is the slowest among all except for Diffusion-LMS, because it
is run at all nodes independently, without sharing information
over the network. Even though the SMRD of Diffusion-LMS
vanishes as ¢t — oo (with rate 1/¢), its finite-sample SMRD de-
cays slower than our CD-RLS schemes for which SMRD also
vanishes as ¢ — oo (with rate upper bounded by In(¢)/t). This
is analogous to centralized LMS that for finite samples exhibits
SMRD decaying slower than that of centralized RLS. Note that
due to the non-differentiable cost function (11), Diffusion-LMS
is unable to achieve a linear convergence rate as in the differen-
tiable case [5], [18]. We shall not compare with Diffusion-LMS
in the rest of the numerical experiments.

The merits of censoring are further appreciated when one
considers computational costs. Recall that the target average
censoring ratio is 7" = 0.6, meaning that 3/5 of the data are
discarded (actual values are 0.6320 for AC-RLS, 0.6292 for
CD-RLS-1, 0.6277 for CD-RLS-2, and 0.6237 for CD-RLS-3,
averaged over 100 runs). As confirmed by Fig. 3, the three
CD-RLS algorithms consume considerably less computational
resources relative to D-RLS that does not censor data. Indeed,
whenever a datum is censored, CD-RLS-1 only requires 2/7
of the computations relative to D-RLS, while CD-RLS-2 and
CD-RLS-3 incur minimal computational overhead. Although
AC-RLS is the most computationally efficient algorithm at the
beginning, absence of collaboration undermines its performance
in steady state.

Regarding the amount of data exchanged to communicate lo-
cal estimates in a unicast mode, CD-RLS-1 is the worst because
nodes need to transmit their local estimate to neighbors, no mat-
ter whether local data are censored or not. Fig. 4 corroborates
that CD-RLS-2 and CD-RLS-3 show significant improvement
over D-RLS, demonstrating their potential for reducing both
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Fig. 3.  SMRD of the five algorithms versus computational cost, defined as
the number of multiplications.
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Fig. 4. SMRD of the four decentralized algorithms versus amount of data
transmission in the unicast mode.

communication and computation costs in solving decentralized
linear regression problems over large-scale networks.

We further numerically quantify the savings of computation
and communication that the three censoring-based D-RLS al-
gorithms enjoy over RLS without censoring. We set the target
SMRD to 0.015 and plot the computational and communication
costs required to reach it. According to Fig. 5, the computa-
tional costs of the three censoring-based algorithms decrease to
about half of that of D-RLS as the censoring ratio grows to 0.7,
while CD-RLS-2 outperforms the other two. Though CD-RLS-2
uses more iterations (hence more data) to achieve the target
SMRD than CD-RLS-1 (see Fig. 2), it requires less computation
when a datum is censored. On the other hand, CD-RLS-3 uses
more iterations to achieve the target SMRD than CD-RLS-2,
and hence it incurs more computational cost. The saving of CD-
RLS-3 over CD-RLS-2 is mainly in the communication cost. In
Fig. 6, the communication cost of CD-RLS-2 and CD-RLS-3
decreases as the censoring ratio grows, but that of CD-RLS-1
increases and is larger than that of D-RLS when the censoring
ratio exceeds 0.5. CD-RLS-3 exhibits best performance in terms
of communication cost.
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Fig. 5. Computational cost of the four decentralized algorithms for variable
censoring ratios when target SMRD is 0.015.
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Fig. 6.  Amount of data transmission of the four decentralized algorithms for
variable censoring ratios when target SMRD is 0.015.
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Fig.7.  SMRD after 500 iterations of the four censoring algorithms for variable
censoring ratios.

Next, we vary 7 and evaluate its impact on SMRD, as shown
inFig. 7. The SMRD here is computed after 500 iterations. When
7 is close to 0.5, meaning about 1/2 of the data is censored, the
three proposed CD-RLS algorithms are still able to reach SMRD
of 10~, which is the limit of D-RLS without censoring. Among
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Fig. 8.  SMRD of the four censoring algorithms versus the censoring ratio on
a real data set of protein tertiary structures.
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Fig. 9. First entries in the vector estimates of the four algorithms versus
number of iterations when A = 0.95.

the three algorithms, CD-RLS-1 exhibits the best SMRD curve,
but its computation and communication costs are the highest.
AC-RLS does not perform well especially for low censoring
ratios due to the lack of network-wide collaboration. CD-RLS-
2 and CD-RLS-3 perform comparably in this experiment.

The effectiveness of the novel censoring-based strategies is
further assessed on a real data set of protein tertiary structures
[12]. The premise here is that a given dataset is not available
at a single location, but it is distributed over a network whose
nodes are interested in obtaining accurate regression coefficients
while suppressing the communication and computational over-
head. Again, the graph in Fig. 1 is used to model the network
of regression-performing agents. The number of control vari-
ables is p = 9. The first 45,720 (out of 45,730) observations are
normalized and divided evenly into .J = 15 parts, one per node.
For CD-RLS-1, CD-RLS-2 and CD-RLS-3, we set p = 0.05
and ;' (0) = 5I,,, while for AC-RLS we choose v = 10. The
ground truth vector s; is estimated by solving a batch least-
squares problem on the entire data set. Similar to what we
deduced from Fig. 7 in the synthetic data set, the novel CD-
RLS algorithms outperform AC-RLS in terms of SMRD, as one
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varies the average censoring ratio from 15% to nearly 100% in
Fig. 8.

When A < 1, the three censoring-based strategies are also
able to track time-varying signals well. Note that to track the
signal dynamics in this case, the censoring ratio cannot be too
large. We use the same setting of the synthetic data but change
the true sy such that its th element is 3; sin(37¢/500) when
t < 1000/3, and remains constant after ¢ = 1000/3. The mag-
nitudes §3; are i.i.d. and follow /(0, 1). The parameters of the
four decentralized algorithms are the same as those in the pre-
vious synthetic experiments, except that the censoring ratio is
0.3 when the censoring strategies are applied. Fig. 9 depicts
the evolution of the first entries in the vector estimates of the
four algorithms. They show similar tracking performance, but
the censoring-based algorithms incur lower communication and
computation costs over D-RLS.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

This paper introduced three data-adaptive censoring strate-
gies that significantly reduce the computation and communica-
tion costs of the RLS algorithm over large-scale networks. The
basic idea behind these strategies is to avoid inefficient computa-
tion and communication when the local observations and/or the
neighboring messages are not informative. We proved conver-
gence of the resulting algorithms in the mean-square deviation
sense. Numerical experiments validated the merits of the novel
schemes.

The notion of identifying and discarding less informative
observations can be widely used in various large-scale online
machine learning tasks including nonlinear regression, matrix
completion, clustering and classification, to name a few. These
constitute our future research directions.

APPENDIX A
EQUIVALENT FORM OF D-RLS

Here we prove that D-RLS recursions (2)—(5) are equivalent
to (2), (6) and (7). It follows from (4) that

®;(t)s;(t) — A®;(t — 1)s;(t — 1)

= () — 5 S (= 1)~ Vit - 1)

J'EN;

A1) g - 2) V- 2)

J'EN;
(26)
Applying the matrix inversion lemma to (2) yields
®;(t) = A®;(t — 1) + h;(t)h] (t). (27)

Substituting 4, (t) — Ap;(t — 1) = h;(t)z;(¢) from (3) and
AD;(t —1) = ®;(t) — h;(t)h] (t) from (27) into (26), leads
to
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®;(1)[s;(t) —s;(t = 1)] =hy(t) [ (t) — h] (t)s; (t — 1)]

- % St —1) = vl (t—2)

J'EN;

1 . )
+3 SOWVht=1) = avh(t-2). (@28
J'EN;

Next, we will show that if §(t) is defined as

1 s 1
50 = 55 3070 =X 1)
1 ; ;
- o () — AV (=1 29
3 2 WO 0

then its update is exactly (7). This can be done by taking the
difference between slots ¢ and ¢ — 1 for (29), and substituting
the update of v?l:’ in (5). Due to (29), it follows that (28) is
equivalent to

®;(t)[s;(t) —s;(t = 1)] = by (t)[z;(t) — 0] (t)s;(t — 1)]
— p8(t—1). (30)

Left multiplying (30) with @' (¢), yields the update of s; in
(6), and completes the proof.

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Proof: We need the following lemma in [7, Chapter 7,
Theorem 4].

Lemma 1: Let X, X1, X5, ... be random variables on some
probability space. If X,, — X in probability and Pr(|X,| <
k) = 1 for all n and some k, then X,, — X in rth mean for all
r>1.

Starting with CD-RLS-1, the proof proceeds in five stages.

Stage 1: We first investigate the spectral properties of ®, (t)
when ¢ is sufficiently large. Letting A = 1 and applying the
matrix inversion lemma to the censoring form (2), we have

®;(t) = @;(t — 1) + c; (t)hy (t)h] ().

Summing up from = 1 to » = ¢ and using the telescopic can-
cellation, (31) yields

€1y

®;(t)=> c;(rh;(r)h] (r) + 7T,

t
r=1

(32)
Thanks to the strong law of large numbers, ®;(t)/t converges
to E[c; (t)h; (t)h]T (t)] almost surely as t — oo. Observe that
Elcj(t)h; (H)hj (1)]
= B[h;(t)h] (1) Ble; (1)|h; (1), s; (¢ — 1)]]
= Elhy (t)h? (1) Pr(c; (t) = 1h, (t),s;(t — 1)))-
o T (£)(s; (t-1)—s0)]
h; (t)h] (1) 1 —/ p(z)dz]|.
]

—r 4o BT (£)(s; (t=1)-s0)

=F

(33)
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Observing the integral in (33), we know that

7'-0—0]’1 [T (¢)(s; (t—1)=s0)]
1>1- /
7T+a;1 [hf (t)(s

21—/_:¢(x)dx=

where the event set that the second inequality strictly holds
(namely, “>" becomes “>"") is with nonzero measure. Thus,
substituting (34) into (33) yields

¢(z)dx
J(t=1)=s0)]

2Q(7) (34)

Ele;(thy (H)hy (t)] < E[h; (t)h] ()] = Ry,

J

and

Elc;(t)h; (H)h] (1)] = 2Q(7)E[h; (tH)h! ()] = 2Q(7)Ry, -

Since ®, (t) /t converges to Ec; (t)h; (t)h] ()] almost surely
as t — 00 and h;(t) is uniformly bounded such that ®;(t)/t
is also bounded (cf (32)), we have EJ||®;(t)/t||2] converges
to Eflle; (t)h; (t)h; T'(#)]|2] as t — oo by Lemma 1. Therefore,
2Q(T)Ry, < Elc; (t)hj (t)h] (t)] < Ry, implies that there ex-
ists t; > 0, for which it holds V¢ > ¢, that

)/tl2] < R, [l2

and consequently the expected maximum eigenvalue of ®;(¢)
satisfies

2Q(7) Amax (R, )t < E[Anax(®;(t))]

Q)| Ra, [l2 < El|®; (¢

< Amax Ry ). (35)

Observe that t<I>j’1(t) converges to {E[c;(t)h; (t)h! t)]}71
almost surely as ¢ — oo due to the convergence of ®;(t)/t to
Elc;(t)h; (t)h] (t)]. Since eigenvalues of ®; (t)/t are bounded
below by a positive constant when ¢ is large enough, there exists
t2 > 0 such that ¢® '(t) is bounded V¢ > t,. Following the
same analysis to obtaln (35), it holds Vt > t, that

Amax (R 1)/ (2Q(7)1).
(36)

i)/t < Bwnax (851 (1)] < Auax (R

Letting ¢y := max(t1,t2), (35) and (36) hold Vt > ty.
Stage 2: Rewrite the update of s; as

sj(1) = sj(t — 1) +¢; ()@ ()hy (8) [z (1) — hf ()s; (t — 1)]
—p®; ' ()8, (t —1).

Note also that for A = 1, the update of §; is equivalent to (cf.
(18))

8i(t—1)= > [sj(t—1)—s;p(t—1)].

J'EN;

Letting e;(t) := s;(t) — so, the estimation error obeys the
recursion

o) (1)= e (t —1) + ¢; ()®; " (Db (Dl (1) ] (1)s; (¢ ~1)]
— 2 (1) Y [ejlt—1) —ep(t—1)].

J'eN;
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Substituting x; (t) = h;(t)sy + €;(t) to eliminate s; (t — 1), we
obtain
ej(t) = ej(t—1) — ¢;(t)®; " ()h; ()hj (t)e; (t — 1)

+ ¢ (1) B (t)hy (t)e; (t)

02 (1) 3 [es(t—1) —ep(t— 1)),

J'EN;

(37)

Left multiplying (37) with ®; () yields
D;(t)e;(t)

= ®;(t)e;(t — 1) — c;(t)h; (H)h] (t)e; (t — 1)

)=p 2 [e

J'eN;
e]‘(t— 1)
—p > [ej(t—1) —ep(t—1)].

J'EN;

+ ¢j(t)hy j(t—1) —ej(t —1)]

=®;(t-1)
+ ¢j(t)h;(t)e; (1)

(38)

Our convergence analysis result will rely on a matrix
form of (38) that accounts for all nodes j. Define vec-
tors e(t) :=[el (t),...,el (1)]F e R'?, €(t) =[] (t),...,
el ()T € R7, as well as block-diagonal matrices ®(t) :=
diag({®;(t)}) € R77*/r, C(t) := diag({c; (t)}) € R"*,
and H(t) := diag({h;(t)}) € R/?*/. Then (38) can be written
in matrix form as

®(t)e(t)

= [@(t—1) - pLoL]e(t — 1) + H()C(H)e(t)  (39)
7 (t) yields
pL®1,]e(t — 1)

+ & 7 (H)H()C(t)e(t).

which after left multiplication with &~
B (t)e(t) = @7 (¢)[®(t — 1) —

(40)

From (40), we have (® denotes Kronecker product)

Ele" (t)®(t)e(t)]

— Bl (t—1)(®(t— 1)~ pLO L) & (1)

x (®(t—1)—pLaI,)e(t—1)]

+ 2E[e (t —1)(®(t —1) — pL @ L,)" ® ' ()H(¢)C(t)e(t)]

+ E[el (t)CT (H)yHT (1)@ ' (t)H () C(t)e(2)].

Since C(t) and €(t) are irrelevant under (asl), the second term
on the right hand side is zero; hence,

Ele’ (t)®(t)e(t)]
=Ele"(t-1)(®t—-1)—-pLeI,) &
x (®(t—1) — pL@ L,)e(t — 1)]

+ E[e" (t)CT (tH)yHT (1)@ ' (t)H(t)C(t)e(2)].

Stage 3: Consider the first term on the right hand side of (41).
Since L is positive semi-definite, we can find a matrix U =

(t)

(41)
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(L® Ip)é’ such that L ® I, = U U. By the matrix inversion

lemma, it holds that
(@(t—1) - pL®L,)""
=(®(t—-1)-pUuru)!
=& '(t—1)+p® '(t-1)UT
x (Iy, —pU® '(t — U 'US ' (t - 1). (42)
For A\ =1, it follows from (2) that ® (¢t — 1) — &1 (¢) =

0;,. Since ®71(0) =41, it holds that &~
for all t > 1, and consequently

l(t - ]-) j pyIJp

I, —pU® ' (t - 1)U' =1;, - ;yUU' =1;, -pyL ®1,.
If 0 < p < 1/(7Amax (L)), then for all ¢ > 1 it follows that
I, —pUd '(t - 1)UT = 0y,.

This implies that the second term of (42) is positive definite.

Thus, we have
')t -1) =2 (Bt —1)-pLRL,)" 43

and hence, the first term on the right hand side of (41) is bounded
by

Ele”(t—1)(®(t—1) — pL® L) & (1)

x (®(t—1)— pLeI,)e(t —1)]
<Ele"(t—-1)(®(t—1)—-pLaL) e(t—1)]
<Ele’(t—1)®(t—1)Te(t—1)]. (44)

Stage 4: Now consider the second term on the right hand side
of (41). Manipulating the expectation yields

Ble" ()CT ()T ()@~ () H()C(t)e(t)]

= Eltr(e" (1)CT ()H" (1)@~ (H()C(t)e(1))]
= Eltr(CT ()H" ()@~ ()/H()C(t)e(t)e” (1))]
= Eltr(CT ()H" ()@ (/H(1)C(t)diag({o} })].

where diag({o?}) € R7*/ is a diagonal matrix constructed

with {07 }7_, on its diagonal. Expanding the matrix multiplica-
tions and noting that ¢; (t) < 1, we obtain

Ble" ()CT (HH" (1)@ ()H(t)C(t)e(?)]
J
<3 ey

Because @ Yt —1) =
T

)
)

7 ()h;(0)].

(t) due to (22), we further have

E[o@owwéamwamw
J
<Y o?Eh] ()@ (t — 1)h;(t)]
J
<Y o B (B (- D) O] @)
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Since <I>j’1 (t — 1) and h;(¢) are independent, it holds Vt > 1,
that
E[AmaX(‘I);l (t - 1))th (t) HQ]
= E[)\matx(q).j_l (t - 1))]E[||hl (t)||2]
Amax (Ry, 1)
———tr(Ry, 46
<2qme-n ") o

The inequality is due to (36) that shows E P\max(@;l ()] <
Amax (R 1)/(2Q(7)t), ¥t > to and the fact E|[h;(t)[]*] =

tr(E[h; ( )hT( )]) = tr(Ry, ). Using (46) allows one to deduce
from (45) that

Ble" ()CT (HHT ()@~ () H(t)C(t)e(t)]

1 ‘L, B
= W ; Jj )\max (Rh7 )tI‘(RhJ ) (47)

holds Vt > to.
For t <t;, we have <I>j_1
(43), and thus

J
> o} Eh] (t)

(t) = ‘I>j_1(0) = ~I, because to

@7 (t)h; (1))

gzwwwwmm

Therefore, for ¢t < ¢y (45) yields

J
=7 Z O'?-t?"(th ).
Jj=1

Ble" ()CT ()T ()@~ (H()C(t)e(t)]

J

< Z U?tr(th ).

Jj=1

(48)

Stage 5: Substituting (44), (47) and (48) into (41) implies for
t > t, that

Ele” (1)@ (t)e(t)]

< Ele"(t—1)®(t —1)e(t — 1)]

<

+ t — 1 ? max R}L tr(Rh ) (49)

while for ¢ < t

Ele” (t)®(t)e(t)]

<

< Ele"(t—1)®(t — 1)e(t — 1)]

ot

r(Ry,). (50)

Summing (49) from r =ty + 1 to » =t and (50) from r = 1
to r = tp, applying telescopic cancellation, and noticing that
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®(0) =y '1,,, yields for t > ¢,

E[eT (t)P(t)e(t)) 1)
max R71

<7 lleOIF + (m s m)

r=to+1
J
x > ottr(Ry)
j=1

2Q(r)
On the other hand, it holds
Ele" (t)@(t)e(t)] = Elle(t)”/Auax (@7 (t))]
> Ellle(t)[*/EMmax (@7 (1))]
where the last line is due to Cauchy-Schwarz inequality

Ellle)I? /Amax (@7 (E)]EAmax (@7 (1))

_ E[(||e(7:)||/AW(*F
> Ellle(®)|]*.

From  (36), E[/\maX(‘I);l( ))] < )\qu( )/(QQ( ) )
1/()\min(th )QQ(T)t)

holds asymptotlcally. Definining
= min{Ayin(Ry,, ), j € V}, we establish that

2Q(r)utEfle(t)[|’] < Ele” (t)®(t)e(t)],
Combining (51) and (52) implies
2Q(7)ut El|le(t)|[)?

-1 J
<y le(O)I]” + (Wfo + ) 1n(t)> Zaftr(RhJ ).

2

H0)t) B (Ana(@ 1 0)F)')

t>1p. (52)

)\m ax (

<97 eI + (vt +

) n ))Za‘?tr(th).

2qm
53)

Finally, with |le(t)[|* := 327 [le; (DI = 27_ 4 lls; (1) —
so||? this leads to (24), which completes the proof of CD-RLS-1.

Consider next CD-RLS-2. Stage 1 of the proof remains the
same, while for Stage 2, e;(t — 1) —e;/(t — 1) is replaced by
cj(t)[ej(t — 1) —ej(t — 1)] in (38) to arrive at

®; (t)ej (t)

(54
—1)e;(t—1) — ¢;(H)h; (t)h] (t)e; (t — 1)

pzcj

J'EN;

+ ¢;(t)h; e]t—l —e](t—l)]

Its matrix form (41) can be expressed as

Ele” (1)@ (t)e(t)]
— Bl (t— 1)(®(t — 1) — p(C(HL) ® L) & (1)
< (®(t — 1) — p(C(HL) @ T, et - 1)

+ E[e" (t)CT ()HT ()@ ()H(t)C(t)e(t)].  (55)
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Observe that the right hand sides of (41) and (55) are only
different in their first terms. Similar to Stage 3 (cf. (44)), we
need to show that the first term satisfies

Ele" (t — 1)(®(t — 1) — p(C(HL) ©1,) & (1)
x (@(t—1) = p(C(t)L) @ I, )e(t — 1)]
< Ele"(t—1)®(t — 1)e(t — 1)]. (56)

Substituting the update (22) with A = 1 into (56), it suffices to
prove that

Ele’ (t —1)C(t) @ L,H(H)H” (t)

x (I +H' )@ '(t - DH@1) ' @ Le(t —1)]

> pEle! (t — 1)We(t — 1)] (57)
where
W:=W, + W/ - W, - (LC(t))®1, — (C(t)L) ® 1,
+ pL L,®~

Ht-1)(CHL) eI,
W, = C(t) @ LHGH" ()@ (t — 1)
x (L +H' )@ 't - DH@1) 'L)®1,
(LC(t) @ L,® '(t - VH(HH" ()&
x (I +H' ()@ ' (t — DH(t) 'L) @ 1,.

For the left hand side of (57), use the lower bound of the con-
ditional expectation 2Q(7) < Elc;(t)|h;(t),s;(t — 1)] toelim-
inate C(t), and arrive at

Ele" (t — 1)C(t) @ L, H(tH)H" (t)
x (Iy + H' ()@~ (t — 1)H(1))
>2Q(r)Ele’ (t — H(H)HT (1)
x (I +HI ()@ 't — DH(t)) ' @ Le(t — 1)].
By (43), it holds that @1 (¢t — 1) < ®71(0)
L, +H ()& ' (t - 1)H(t)]’ = [L, +~H" () H(t)]

By assumption {h;(¢)} are uniformly bounded. If
h! (t)h;(t) < K forall j =1,...,.J, we find

W2 = l(t—l)

T oLe(t—1)

(58)

= v1;,, and thus
—1

- 1
L+H ()& (t— DHE)] ' = ———1,.
Substituting (59) into (58), we obtain a lower bound for the left
hand side of (57) given by

(59)

Ele’ (t - 1)C(t)  L,H(t)H (t)
x (I +H ()@ ' (t— 1)H®) ' @ Le(t —1)]
> 123522 Ele" (t — 1)H(t)H" (t)e(t — 1)]
= 12_’?(;2_2 E[eT (t —1)diag{Ry, }e(t — 1)]
200 pje(c — 1)) (60

>
T 149K2
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As for the right hand side of (57), it is upper bounded by
pE[e! (t — 1)We(t — 1))
< pE[(2[[Will2 + [[W2ll2 + 2[|L[2
+ pl[LIG[@7 (= Dll2)llet = DIP] (6D

where we used that all the diagonal elements ¢; (¢) of C(t) are
within the range [0, 1] while |[W || is upper bounded by

Wiz < [[CHILAE@IZIT (¢ - 1)l
< [|(Ly + = ()@ (t = DH(8) ™ [J2][L]2.

Noticing that [|C(t)||s <1, ||H(#)||3 < K? by assumption,
271t =Dl < |27 (0)[]2 = 7. [|(Ly + H (1)@ (t — 1)
H(t)) !> < 1and||L||s < A\nax (L), we find that

IWi 2 < YAmax (D)K.
Similarly, ||[W2||2 is upper bounded by
[Wallo < 7" Amax (L)* K2
Therefore, (61) reduces to
pEle! (t —1)We(t — 1)]
< P(27Amax (L) K? + 7" Mnax (L)? K2 + 2Anax (L)
+ p¥Amax (L)*) Eflle(t — 1)[I7].

Considering a positive constant

(62)

2Q(7)p TR2 K2 +1
Po = 2 2 +( )
YAmax (L) (1 + vK?) 2 YAmax (L)
vK? n yK? +1
2 ’7)‘111aX(L)

and combining (60) with (62), we see that if p is chosen within
[0, po], then (57) holds for all ¢ > 1; and so does (56).
Following Stages 4 and 5 in the proof for CD-RLS-1, we can
show that (24) holds almost surely for CD-RLS-2 V¢t > . This
completes the proof of the entire theorem. |

REFERENCES

[1] S.I. Amari., “Natural gradient works efficiently in learning,” Neural Com-
put., vol. 10, pp. 251-276, 1998.

[2] S. Appadwedula, V. V. Veeravalli, and D. L. Jones, “Decentralized detec-
tion with censoring sensors,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 56, no. 4,
pp. 1362-1373, Apr. 2008.

[3] R.Arroyo-Valles, S. Maleki, and G. Leus, ““A censoring strategy for decen-
tralized estimation in energy-constrained adaptive diffusion networks,” in
Proc. Int. Workshop Signal Process. Adv. Wireless Commun., Darmstadt,
Germany, Jun. 2013, pp. 155-159.

[4] D. Berberidis, V. Kekatos, and G. B. Giannakis, “Online censoring for
large-scale regressions with application to streaming big data,” IEEE
Trans. Signal Process., vol. 64, no. 15, pp. 3854-3867, Aug. 2016.

[5] P.Bianchi, G. Fort, and W. Hachem, ‘“Performance of a distributed stochas-
tic approximation algorithm,” IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory, vol. 59, no. 11,
pp. 74057418, Nov. 2013.

[6] V.Cevher, S. Becker, and M. Schmidt, “Convex optimization for big data:
Scalable, randomized, and parallel algorithms for big data analytics,” [EEE
Signal Process. Mag., vol. 31, no. 5, pp. 32-43, Sep. 2014.

[71 G. Grimmett and D. Stirzaker, Probability and Random Processes.
London, U.K.: Oxford Univ. Press, 2011.

1647

[8] G. B. Giannakis, Q. Ling, G. Mateos, I. D. Schizas, and H. Zhu, “Decen-

tralized learning for wireless communications and networking,” in Split-

ting Methods in Communication and Imaging, Science and Engineering,

R. Glowinski, S. Osher, and W. Yin, Eds. New York, NY, USA: Springer,

2016.

R. Jiang, Y. Lin, B. Chen, and B. Suter, “Distributed sensor censoring for

detection in sensor networks under communication constraints,” in Proc.

Conf. Rec. 39th Asilomar Conf. Signals, Syst. Comput., Pacific Grove, CA,

USA, Nov. 2005, pp. 946-950.

[10] R. Jiang and B. Chen, “Fusion of censored decisions in wireless sensor
networks,” IEEE Trans. Wireless Commun., vol. 4, no. 6, pp. 2668-2673,
Nov. 2005.

[11] H.J. Kushner and G. G. Yin, Stochastic Approximation Algorithms and
Applications. New York, NY, USA: Springer, 1997.

[12] M. Lichman, “UCI machine learning repository,” 2013. [Online]. Avail-
able: http://archive.ics.uci.edu/ml

[13] Z.Liu, C.Li, and Y. Liu, “Distributed censored regression over networks,”
IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 63, no. 20, pp. 5437-5449, Oct. 2015.

[14] C.G. Lopes and A. H. Sayed, “Diffusion least-mean squares over adaptive
networks: Formulation and performance analysis,” IEEE Trans. Signal
Process., vol. 56, no. 7, pp. 3122-3136, Jul. 2008.

[15] G. Mateos and G. B. Giannakis, “Distributed recursive least-squares: Sta-
bility and performance analysis,” IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 60,
no. 7, pp. 3740-3754, Jul. 2012.

[16] G. Mateos, I. D. Schizas, and G. B. Giannakis, “Performance analysis of
the consensus-based distributed LMS algorithm,” EURASIP J. Adv. Signal
Process., vol. 2009, 2009, Art. no. 981030.

[17] G. Mateos, 1. D. Schizas, and G. B. Giannakis, “Distributed recursive
least-squares for consensus-based in-network adaptive estimation,” IEEE
Trans. Signal Process., vol. 57, no. 11, pp. 4583-4588, Nov. 2009.

[18] G. Morral, P. Bianchi, and G. Fort, “Success and failure of adaptation-
diffusion algorithms with decaying step size in multiagent networks,”
IEEE Trans. Signal Process., vol. 65, no. 11, pp. 2798-2813, Jun. 2017.

[19] E. Msechu and G. B. Giannakis, “Sensor-centric data reduction for esti-
mation with WSNs via censoring and quantization,” IEEE Trans. Signal
Process., vol. 60, no. 1, pp. 400—414, Jan. 2012.

[20] N. Patwari and A. O. Hero, “Hierarchical censoring for distributed de-
tection in wireless sensor networks,” in Proc. Int. Conf. Acoust., Speech,
Signal Process., Hong Kong, 2003, pp. IV-848-IV-851.

[21] J. Predd, S. Kulkarni, and H. V. Poor, “Distributed learning in wireless
sensor networks,” IEEE Signal Process. Mag., vol. 23, no. 4, pp. 56-69,
Jul. 2006.

[22] M. Rabbat and R. Nowak, “Distributed optimization in sensor networks,”
in Proc. Int. Conf. Inf. Process. Sensor Netw., Berkeley, CA, Apr. 2004,
pp. 20-27.

[23] C. Rago, P. Willett, and Y. Bar-Shalom, “Censoring sensors: A low-
communication-rate scheme for distributed detection,” [EEE Trans.
Aerosp. Electron. Syst., vol. 32, no. 2, pp. 554-568, Apr. 1996.

[24] M. A. Sharkh, M. Jammal, A. Shami, and A. Ouda, “Resource allocation
in a network-based cloud computing environment: Design challenges,”
IEEE Commun. Mag., vol. 51, no. 11, pp. 46-52, Nov. 2013.

[25] K. Slavakis, S. J. Kim, G. Mateos, and G. B. Giannakis, “Stochastic ap-
proximation vis-a-vis online learning for big data analytics,” IEEE Signal
Process. Mag., vol. 31, no. 6, pp. 124-129, Nov. 2014.

[26] V. Solo and X. Kong, Adaptive Signal Processing Algorithms: Stability
and Performance. Englewood Cliffs, NJ, USA: Prentice-Hall, 1995.

[27] P. Tseng, “Applications of a splitting algorithm to decomposition in con-
vex programming and variational inequalities,” SIAM J. Control Optim.,
vol. 29, pp. 119-138, Jan. 1991.

[28] Z. Wang, Z. Yu, Q. Ling, D. Berberidis, and G. B. Giannakis, “Dis-
tributed recursive least-squares with data-adaptive censoring,” in Proc.
IEEE Int. Conf. Acoust., Speech, Signal Process., New Orleans, LA, USA,
Mar. 2017, pp. 5860-5864.

[9

—

Zifeng Wang received the Bachelor’s degree in com-
putational mathematics from the Special Class for
the Gifted Young, University of Science and Tech-
nology of China, Hefei, China, in 2018. He is cur-
rently working toward the Ph.D. degree in applied
mathematics at the University of California, Los
Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, USA. His research in-
terests include optimization and machine learning.



1648

Zheng Yu received the Bachelor’s degree in compu-
tational mathematics from the Special Class for the
Gifted Young, University of Science and Technol-
ogy of China, Hefei, China, in 2017. He is currently
working toward the Ph.D. degree at the Department
of Operation Research and Financial Engineering,
Princeton University, Princeton, NJ, USA. His re-
search interests include stochastic optimization and
machine learning algorithms.

Qing Ling (SM’15) received the B.E. degree in au-
tomation and the Ph.D. degree in control theory and
control engineering from the University of Science
and Technology of China, Hefei, China, in 2001 and
2006, respectively. He was a Postdoctoral Research
Fellow with the Department of Electrical and Com-
puter Engineering, Michigan Technological Univer-
sity, Houghton, MI, USA, from 2006 to 2009, and an
Associate Professor with the Department of Automa-
tion, University of Science and Technology of China,
from 2009 to 2017. He is currently a Professor with
the School of Data and Computer Science, Sun Yat-Sen University, Guangzhou,
China. His research interests include decentralized network optimization and its
applications. He is an Associate Editor for the IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON NET-
WORK AND SERVICE MANAGEMENT and the IEEE SIGNAL PROCESSING LETTERS.
He was the recipient of the 2017 IEEE Signal Processing Society Young Author
Best Paper Award as a Supervisor, and the 2017 International Consortium of
Chinese Mathematicians Distinguished Paper Award.

Dimitris Berberidis (S’15) received the Diploma in
electrical and computer engineering (ECE) from the
University of Patras, Patras, Greece, in 2012, and the
M.Sc. degree in ECE from the University of Min-
nesota, Minneapolis, MN, USA, where he is cur-
rently working toward the Ph.D. degree. His research
interests include statistical signal processing, sketch-
ing and tracking of large-scale processes as well as
active and semisupervised learning over graphs.

IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON SIGNAL PROCESSING, VOL. 66, NO. 6, MARCH 15, 2018

Georgios B. Giannakis (F’97) received the Diploma
in electrical engineering from the National Technical
University of Athens, Athens, Greece, in 1981. From
1982 to 1986, he was with the University of South-
ern California, Los Angeles, CA, USA, where he
received the M.Sc. degree in electrical engineering in
1983, the M.Sc. degree in mathematics in 1986, and
the Ph.D. degree in electrical engineering in 1986.

He was with the University of Virginia from 1987
to 1998, and since 1999, he has been a Professor
with the University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN,
USA, where he is currently the Endowed Chair in wireless telecommunica-
tions, the University of Minnesota McKnight Presidential Chair in electrical
and computer engineering, and the Director of the Digital Technology Cen-
ter. His research interests include communications, networking, and statistical
learning—subjects on which he authored or coauthored more than 400 journal
papers, 700 conference papers, 25 book chapters, 2 edited books, and 2 research
monographs (H-index 128). His current research focuses on learning from Big
Data, wireless cognitive radios, and network science with applications to so-
cial, brain, and power networks with renewables. He is the (co-) inventor of
32 patents issued, and the (co-) recipient of 9 best journal paper awards from
the IEEE Signal Processing (SP) and Communications Societies, including the
G. Marconi Prize Paper Award in Wireless Communications. He was also the
recipient of Technical Achievement Awards from the SP Society (2000), from
EURASIP (2005), the Young Faculty Teaching Award, the G. W. Taylor Award
for Distinguished Research from the University of Minnesota, and the IEEE
Fourier Technical Field Award (inaugural recipient in 2015). He is a Fellow of
EURASIP, and has served the IEEE in a number of posts, including that of a
Distinguished Lecturer for the IEEE-SP Society.





<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /Algerian
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BlackItalic
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /BaskOldFace
    /Batang
    /Bauhaus93
    /BellMT
    /BellMTBold
    /BellMTItalic
    /BerlinSansFB-Bold
    /BerlinSansFBDemi-Bold
    /BerlinSansFB-Reg
    /BernardMT-Condensed
    /BodoniMTPosterCompressed
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /BritannicBold
    /Broadway
    /BrushScriptMT
    /CalifornianFB-Bold
    /CalifornianFB-Italic
    /CalifornianFB-Reg
    /Centaur
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /Chiller-Regular
    /ColonnaMT
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CooperBlack
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /FootlightMTLight
    /FreestyleScript-Regular
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Haettenschweiler
    /HarlowSolid
    /Harrington
    /HighTowerText-Italic
    /HighTowerText-Reg
    /Impact
    /InformalRoman-Regular
    /Jokerman-Regular
    /JuiceITC-Regular
    /KristenITC-Regular
    /KuenstlerScript-Black
    /KuenstlerScript-Medium
    /KuenstlerScript-TwoBold
    /KunstlerScript
    /LatinWide
    /LetterGothicMT
    /LetterGothicMT-Bold
    /LetterGothicMT-BoldOblique
    /LetterGothicMT-Oblique
    /LucidaBright
    /LucidaBright-Demi
    /LucidaBright-DemiItalic
    /LucidaBright-Italic
    /LucidaCalligraphy-Italic
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaFax
    /LucidaFax-Demi
    /LucidaFax-DemiItalic
    /LucidaFax-Italic
    /LucidaHandwriting-Italic
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Magneto-Bold
    /MaturaMTScriptCapitals
    /MediciScriptLTStd
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /Mistral
    /Modern-Regular
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MS-Mincho
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /NiagaraEngraved-Reg
    /NiagaraSolid-Reg
    /NuptialScript
    /OldEnglishTextMT
    /Onyx
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Parchment-Regular
    /Playbill
    /PMingLiU
    /PoorRichard-Regular
    /Ravie
    /ShowcardGothic-Reg
    /SimSun
    /SnapITC-Regular
    /Stencil
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TempusSansITC
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Bold
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-BoldCond
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-BoldIt
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Cond
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-CondIt
    /TimesNewRomanMTStd-Italic
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Times-Roman
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /VinerHandITC
    /Vivaldii
    /VladimirScript
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /ZapfChanceryStd-Demi
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDFs that match the "Suggested"  settings for PDF Specification 4.0)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


