
1

On the Fundamental Tradeoff of Joint

Communication and QCD: The Monostatic Case
Sung Hoon Lim and Daewon Seo

Abstract—This paper investigates the fundamental tradeoff
between communication and quickest change detection (QCD) in
integrated sensing and communication (ISAC) systems under a
monostatic setup. We introduce a novel Joint Communication and
quickest Change subblock coding Strategy (JCCS) that leverages
feedback to adapt coding dynamically based on real-time state
estimation. The achievable rate-delay region is characterized
using state-dependent mutual information and KL divergence,
providing a comprehensive framework for analyzing the interplay
between communication performance and detection delay. More-
over, we provide a partial converse demonstrating the asymptotic
optimality of the proposed detection algorithm within the JCCS
framework. To illustrate the practical implications, we analyze
binary and MIMO Gaussian channels, revealing insights into
achieving optimal tradeoffs in ISAC system design.

Index Terms—Integrated sensing and communication, quickest
change detection, CuSum test, constant subblock-composition
codes

I. INTRODUCTION

The ability to simultaneously perform communication and

sensing tasks within shared resources is a defining feature

of integrated sensing and communication (ISAC) systems,

which are envisioned to play a central role in next-generation

wireless networks [1], [2]. Unlike traditional systems that

dedicate separate resources and hardware to communication

and sensing respectively, ISAC systems are designed to share

spectrum, power, and hardware, thereby enhancing efficiency

and reducing costs [3], [4]. This unified approach enables

ISAC to support a variety of emerging applications, such as

device localization, autonomous navigation, surveillance, and

healthcare [5], [6].

In ISAC, a primary focus is the tradeoff between communi-

cation rate and sensing accuracy, which has been characterized

in several scenarios. Early investigations on this tradeoff date

back even before the formal emergence of ISAC [7], [8]. Since

then, [9] initiated an information-theoretic study specifically

for current form of ISAC. Also, [10] has examined the tradeoff

between information rate and mean-squared error (MSE) in

state estimation, while [11], [12] have analyzed the relation-

ship between communication rate and either detection error

probability or distortion. Recent advancements include investi-

gations into ISAC for multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO)

systems [10], [13]–[15] and multiuser scenarios [16], [17].

Moreover, machine learning methods have been integrated
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into ISAC design, as demonstrated in [18], [19], and studies

for unequal error protection have been considered in [20]–

[22]. Beyond these intrinsic ISAC metrics, secrecy constraints

have also been incorporated, with studies such as [23], [24]

examining secure communication in the presence of simul-

taneous sensing tasks. Comprehensive surveys, including [4],

[6], [25], [26], offer broader perspectives on ISAC’s potential

and challenges.

Building upon this foundation, we address the delay of

sensing in a quickest change detection (QCD) framework.

QCD problems aim to detect abrupt changes in statistical

distributions as quickly as possible while minimizing false

alarms [27]–[31], which is a critical but less explored aspect

of ISAC. As a representative example, in next-generation

mobility systems such as autonomous vehicles and unmanned

drones, minimizing sensing delay is essential for real-time

decision making (e.g., obstacle detection) or reliable communi-

cation (e.g., channel tracking); incorporating the QCD perspec-

tive into ISAC enables faster sensing, thereby supporting low-

latency decision making and robust communication in dynamic

environments. Similar requirements arise in other latency-

sensitive applications, including robotics, remote healthcare,

surveillance, and defense [32].

On the sensing side, while traditional QCD studies optimize

detection under sensing-only setups [31], our work incorpo-

rates a simultaneous communication requirement, significantly

complicating the design of coding and detection strategies.

On the communication side, investigations on state-dependent

communication channels provide relevant theoretical insights.

For instance, [8], [33], [34] explore state estimation and

amplification in channels with state information. However,

these studies usually focus on average detection performance,

such as average detection accuracy, whereas QCD inher-

ently demands a worst-case consideration of detection delay

minimization. Moreover, the initial study of ISAC systems

in the context of QCD was presented on a bistatic model

which inherently utilizes open-loop coding strategies [35].

This work significantly extends our earlier results in [35] by

addressing the monostatic setting. Whereas [35] focused on

a bistatic architecture with non-adaptive (open-loop) coding,

the present work considers a feedback-enabled scenario where

the transmitter dynamically adapts its coding strategy based

on feedback signals, i.e., delayed channel output observations.

The resulting formulation poses a more challenging problem

for characterizing the fundamental tradeoffs between commu-

nication rates and detection delays, particularly due to the

presence of feedback-based adaptive coding. The proposed

strategy, termed the Joint Communication and quickest Change
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subblock coding Strategy (JCCS), is specifically designed to

exploit the structure of the monostatic model. Technically,

both works use constant subblock composition codes, but

the present scheme incorporates dedicated pilot symbols to

estimate the channel state, with the feedback signal induced

by these pilots subsequently used to adaptively transmit state-

dependent codewords. This estimation-and-adaptation mech-

anism introduces new statistical dependencies and is a key

innovation absent from [35]. On the detection side, we develop

a Subblock CuSum (SCS) test that leverages the estimated

state sequence and pilot-aided observations. While both papers

rely on sequential probability ratio test principles, the current

analysis generalizes to multi-state post-change models and

provides cleaner, more refined detection guarantees under

adaptive encoding. Finally, although both works apply asymp-

totic techniques based on Lai’s quickest change detection

framework, the converse analysis here differs from that of [35],

which closely follow and extent the proof of [29]. In particular,

our converse explicitly incorporates the interaction between

adaptive coding and state-aware detection. As a result, this

paper offers a more comprehensive and technically challenging

treatment that generalizes and strengthens our earlier results.

In the present work, we make the following key contribu-

tions:

1) Achievable tradeoff region: We characterize an achiev-

able rate-delay region for the joint communication and

QCD setup for the monostatic model. The results are

summarized in Thm. 1, where achievable rates are ex-

pressed in terms of state-dependent mutual information,

and delay constraints are tied to KL divergences under

false alarm limitations.

2) Novel coding and detection strategies: We develop

feedback-based closed-loop coding strategies that ex-

ploit echo feedback for real-time state detection. Ad-

ditionally, we propose a tailored detection mechanism

based on a generalized cumulative sum (CuSum) test

designed for the ISAC setting.

3) Converse result on detection optimality: We establish

a converse result in Thm. 4 proving the asymptotic

optimality of our proposed detection algorithm within

the framework of our coding strategy. This result ensures

that the delay performance achieved by our method is

fundamentally optimal for the given codebook design.

The developed coding strategy overcomes several technical

challenges. We build on the adaptive QCD strategy developed

for the stand-alone QCD problem in [31]. To integrate the

strategy into a joint communication setting, we develop adap-

tive constant subblock composition codes. Additional pilot

symbols are used to detect the state, and the codeword com-

position is chosen adaptively based on the state detection. Our

strategy allows the codewords to adopt a symbol distribution

that attains some tradeoff point for communication and QCD.

Also, we provide a partial converse showing that, under

our proposed code construction, the Subblock CuSum (SCS)

detection strategy is asymptotically optimal in the sense of

minimizing the worst-case detection delay. While this result

provides insight into the structure of good detection strategies
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Fig. 1: Monostatic model for ISAC. The encoder and QCD

detector are the same entity which has access to the channel

observation Y via feedback.

under our framework, it is partial in the sense that it does

not characterize the whole fundamental tradeoff between rate

and delay. Rather, it establishes optimality of the QCD detec-

tion strategy under the specific codebook design adopted in

this work. By addressing the complexities of feedback-aided

state-dependent channels, this work offers both theoretical

foundations and practical guidelines for future ISAC systems.

Notably, we demonstrate how adaptive strategies leveraging

feedback expand the achievable rate-delay region, revealing

new possibilities for system optimization.

Notation: We closely follow the notation in [36]. Calli-

graphic letters denote alphabet spaces, and uppercase and

lowercase letters respectively denote random variables and

their realizations. For a sequence of random variables, we write

X i2
i1

= Xi1 , . . . , Xi2 , and in particular, X i = X1, . . . , Xi.

For a sequence xn on Xn, the type or composition of xn

is defined to be π(x|xn) :=
∣

∣{i : xi = x}
∣

∣/n for x ∈ X .

Sequences are also written in vector notation, e.g., a length

L vector is denoted by x where the length will be specified

in the context. The notation for a sequence of vectors follow

the same convention xk = x1, . . . ,xk. The Kullback-Leibler

(KL) divergence between two distributions pY |X(y|x) and

qY |X(y|x) and its conditional version are denoted by

D(pY |X‖qY |X |x) =
∑

y∈Y

pY |X(y|x) log pY |X(y|x)
qY |X(y|x) ,

D(pY |X‖qY |X |pX) = EpX
[D(pY |X‖qY |X |X)].

II. PROBLEM STATEMENT

A. Channel model

Consider a state-dependent memoryless broadcast channel

pY,Ỹ |X,S(y, ỹ|x, s) depicted in Fig. 1. This channel can be

expressed as the product of two conditionally independent

components:

p(yn, ỹn|xn, sn) =
n
∏

i=1

p(yi|xi, si)p(ỹi|xi, si), (1)

where sn represents the state sequence, xn is the channel in-

put, and yn, ỹn are the channel output sequences. Specifically,

ỹn is observed at the communication receiver to enable reliable

decoding of the transmitted message, while yn, representing

the feedback (e.g., an echo signal), is observed at the trans-

mitter and aids in state detection.
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The state sequence sn follows a deterministic and step-like

constant pattern. Initially, the sequence remains in a base state,

denoted by si = 0 for i < ν, up to a specific (unknown)

change point ν. After ν, the state transitions to a new unknown

state s ∈ S, where S = {1, . . . , |S|} is a finite set of possible

post-change states. Formally, the state sequence is expressed

as:

si =

{

0 for i < ν,

s for i ≥ ν,

where s 6= 0.

The feedback output yi serves a dual purpose. It supports

state-aware message encoding, which enhances communica-

tion reliability over the state-dependent channel. Additionally,

yn serves as the observation for quickest change detection

(QCD) at the transmitter/detector. This dual objective is in-

herently coupled since accurate state detection enhances both

QCD and communication performance.

The following assumptions are made in our channel model

to ensure that the problem remains well-defined and analyti-

cally tractable. For simplicity, throughout the paper, we will

often denote p(s) = pY |X,s.

Assumption 1. For every pair of states s1 6= s2, where s1 ∈ S
and s2 ∈ S ∪ {0}, there exists an input x ∈ X such that

D(p(s1)‖p(s2)|x) > 0. (2)

This assumption guarantees that for any pair of states s1
and s2, there exists at least one input x that makes the

output distributions distinguishable. Without this property, the

problem would become degenerate, as state transitions would

not be inferable through feedback. The next is a mild technical

assumption additionally needed in our proof.

Assumption 2. For every state s ∈ S and input x ∈ X , the

following holds:

∑

y∈Y

p(s)(y|x)
(

log
p(s)(y|x)
p(0)(y|x)

)2

< V <∞, (3)

where V is a finite constant.

B. Code definition

A code in this work simultaneously serves two purposes:

1) it functions as a conventional channel code to enable

reliable transmission of messages over the state-dependent

noisy channel pỸ |X,S , and 2) it acts as an active sensing signal

to identify the unknown change point ν as quick as possible

from the feedback observations through the channel pY |X,S .

Formally, a code for joint communication and QCD has the

following components. For a given block length n, an (2nR, n)
code consists of

• a message set m ∈ [1 : 2nR],
• an encoder that assigns a symbol xi(m, yi−1), i ∈ [1 : n]

to each message m ∈ [1 : 2nR] and past observation

yi−1 ∈ Yi−1,

• a decoder that assigns a message estimate m̂(ỹn) to each

observation sequence ỹn, and

• a stopping rule N(m) such that the event

{N = i} is measurable with respect to Y i and

x1(m), x2(m,Y2), . . . , xi(m,Y i−1). If the stopping rule

is not activated until the end of the codeword, we define

N = n+ 1.

C. Performance metrics

Next, we define the performance metrics associated with our

problem. For communication, the performance metric is the

average probability of error, denoted by P
(n)
e = P(M̂ 6= M),

where M̂ is the decoder’s estimate. A rate R ∈ R+ is said to

be achievable if there exists a sequence of codes such that the

probability of error P
(n)
e → 0 as the block length n→∞.

For the QCD metrics, we extend Lorden’s formulation [27]

to the ISAC setting. The false alarm rate (FAR) for a given

codebook is defined as

FAR(N) = lim sup
n→∞

max
m∈[1:2nR]

1

E∞[N(m)]
, (4)

where E∞ denotes the expectation under the assumption ν =
∞, i.e., the transmission is entirely over the base-state channel

p(0). This definition resembles the bistatic formulation in [35]

but incorporates the randomness of Y i−1 through feedback

adaptive coding.

Next, the worst average detection delay (WADD) objective

is defined for the worst possible realizations ν under post-

change state s ∈ S (recall that S excludes the base state),

as

WADD(N, s) = Ē
(s)
ν [(N(m)− ν + 1)+|Fν−1(m)] (5)

where

Ē
(s)
ν [·] = sup

ν≥1
lim sup
n→∞

max
m∈[1:2nR]

ess supE(s)
ν [·],

Fi(m) = σ(Y i, X1(m), X2(m,Y1), . . . , Xi(m,Y i−1)) is the

filtration generated by the observation and codeword sequence

up to time i, and the essential supremum is taken with respect

to the filtration Fν−1(m). Here, E(s)
ν denotes the expectation

under the assumption that the state transition occurs at time ν
to state s.

To minimize the delay under an unknown change point, we

define the set of delay constraints D = {D1, . . . ,D|S|} and say

that a WADD ‘D’ under a FAR constraint ‘α’ is achievable if

there exists a sequence of codebooks C(n) and stopping rules

N(m) such that

inf
N(m),{C(n)}:FAR(N)≤α

WADD(N, s) ≤ Ds,

for all s ∈ S. To succinctly present our results, for each s ∈ S,

we define the “speed” of detection

∆s := lim
α→0

| logα|
Ds

(6)

and say that ∆ = (∆1, . . . ,∆|S|) is achievable if there exists

a pair (α,D) that asymptotically attains ∆ as α→ 0. The goal

is to characterize the set of achievable (R,∆) pairs, namely,

the R-∆ region:

R = closure{(R,∆) : R and ∆ are achievable}. (7)
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D. Supplementary definitions

We introduce several technical definitions that are used

throughout this work. For any two states s1, s2 ∈ S, the

Bhattacharya coefficient for input x is defined as

ρ(s1, s2|x) :=
∑

y

√

p(s1)(y|x)p(s2)(y|x),

where p(s)(y|x) denotes the conditional distribution of Y given

X and state s. By definition, ρ(s1, s2|x) ≤ 1 for all s1, s2,

and x. Additionally, under our model assumptions, there exists

at least one input x for any pair of states s1 6= s2 such that

ρ(s1, s2|x) < 1. Extending this to an averaged Bhattacharyya

coefficient over all possible inputs, we define

ρ(s1, s2) :=
1

|X |
∑

x∈X

ρ(s1, s2|x),

which satisfies ρ(s1, s2) < 1 as well for any s1 6= s2. The

maximum averaged Bhattacharyya coefficient across all state

pairs is then

ρ := max
s1 6=s2

ρ(s1, s2), (8)

which by construction satisfies ρ < 1.

Also, the log-likelihood ratio (LLR) of p(s) relative to the

base-state distribution is defined as

Λ(s)(y|x) := log
p(s)(y|x)
p(0)(y|x) . (9)

We then define the maximum LLR across all possible values

of y, x and s as

γ := max
x,y,s

∣

∣

∣
Λ(s)(y|x)

∣

∣

∣
<∞

assuming the maximum is finite.

Finally, we employ the notion of strong typicality in this

work. For a random variable X , the strong typical set [37] is

defined as

T (n)
ǫ (X) =

{

xn :
∑

x∈X

|π(x|xn)− pX(x)| ≤ ǫ

}

. (10)

The set Pn(X ) denotes the collection of all types of xn, and

T (n)
pX with pX ∈ Pn(X ) denotes the set of xn of type pX .

III. MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we present our main results and discuss their

implications. The proof is given in the next section.

Theorem 1. For a post-state set S, a rate-delay pair (R,∆)
is achievable if for some {pX|S(x|s), s ∈ S},

R < I(Xs; Ỹs), (11)

∆s < D(p(s)‖p(0)|pXs
), (12)

for all s ∈ S, where (Xs, Ỹs) ∼ p(x|s)p(ỹ|x, s).
We investigate the proposed rate-delay region in two ex-

treme cases. First, we consider the case of pure communication

in which ∆ = 0, i.e., there is no interest in delay performance.

The pure communication problem alone introduces several

unique challenges. To illustrate these, we compare our model

to the compound channel with feedback studied in [38], [39].

This setting can be viewed as a special case of our model with

a fixed change-point ν = 0, an unknown transition state s, and

Ỹ = Y . The main implication of the results in [38], [39] is that

feedback can be used to estimate the channel state, allowing

the transmitter to adapt its codewords to the estimated state.

The resulting capacity of the compound channel with feedback

is given by the minimum of state-dependent capacities, which

is strictly larger than that of the compound channel without

feedback. A similar phenomenon was observed for the case

Y 6= Ỹ in [12] for a state-detection ISAC setting.

Our model extends these results to a setting where the

state changes at an unknown time ν. The following theorem

characterizes the capacity in this regime, the proof of which

is given in App. D.

Theorem 2. For the case ∆ = 0, the channel capacity is

C = min
s∈S

max
pXs

I(Xs; Ỹs). (13)

Similar to the prior settings, the achievability is shown by

using the echo channel observation to estimate the channel

state, and then adapting the encoding to match the estimated

state. For comparison, the compound channel without feed-

back (i.e., Y = ∅) attains

R < max
pX

min
s∈S

I(X ; Ỹs). (14)

By the minimax inequality,

max
pX

min
s∈S

I(X ; Ỹs) ≤ min
s∈S

max
pXs

I(Xs; Ỹs),

which highlights the advantage of adaptive coding enabled by

the echo channel in our setup.

In the second extreme case, we consider R = 0, correspond-

ing to a pure QCD problem with control. This scenario has

been previously studied in [31]. For this case, we recover the

results of [31, Thms. 1 and 2], where the optimal asymptotic

delay slope is characterized as

∆s < max
PX

D(p(s)‖p(0)|pX) = max
x∈X

D(p(s)‖p(0)|x),

for s ∈ S, where the equality follows from the linearity of the

conditional KL divergence in pX .

To elaborate further, when reliable message transmission

is not required, the transmitter can fully exploit its control

over the input symbols to optimize detection. If we specialize

our achievable strategy for this case, it effectively alternates

between pilot symbols and sensing symbols which are selected

as the optimal detection symbols for the estimated state.

Once the estimate converges after state transition, the sensing

symbols can be chosen as the optimal statistics aligned with

the true state, thereby recovering the optimal asymptotic delay

slope derived in [31]. This contrasts with the joint communi-

cation and detection scenario considered in this work, where

the transmitted sequence must balance the dual objectives of

reliable message delivery and timely change detection, thereby

inducing a fundamental tradeoff.
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Next, we specialize the result of Thm. 1 to the case when

the communication channel is state independent, i.e., pỸ |X,S =
pỸ |X .

Corollary 1. If the communication channel is state indepen-

dent, then Thm. 1 implies that the set of rate-delay pairs

(R,∆) is achievable if for some {p(x|s) : s ∈ S},
R < I(Xs; Ỹ ), (15)

∆s < D(p(s)‖p(0)|pXs
), (16)

for all s ∈ S.

For comparison, we restate the achievable tradeoff region

based on a open-loop strategy originally developed for state-

independent communication channels given in [35]:

Theorem 3. [35, Corollary 1] The set of rate-delay pairs

(R,∆) is achievable if for some pX ,

R < I(X ;Y ), (17)

∆ < min
s∈S

D(p(s)‖p(0)|pX), (18)

where ∆s = ∆ for all s ∈ S.

By comparing Cor. 1 and Thm. 3, we observe that Thm. 3

imposes a universal bound on ∆, meaning that the delay slope

is uniformly constrained by the worst-case KL divergence

across all states. Furthermore, the tradeoff between rate and

delay in Thm. 3 relies on a single input distribution to

simultaneously satisfy all mutual information and KL diver-

gence constraints. In contrast, Cor. 1 enables state-dependent

optimization of input distributions, resulting in a strictly larger

achievable region. Section V-A demonstrates this gain for a

binary channel example.

Remark 1. The region in Thm. 1 can be extended to Gaussian

channels with Gaussian input distributions using standard

quantization techniques as described in [36]. The specialized

result to the Gaussian MIMO channels is given in Thm. 7 with

examples and discussions detailed in Sec. V.

The next theorem states a lower bound (converse) on WADD

for the proposed JCCS strategy described in Sec. IV. The proof

is given in App. A.

Theorem 4. For the proposed joint communication and QCD

strategy generated by {p(x|s) : s ∈ S}, we have

WADD(N, s) ≥ | logα|
D(p(s)‖p(0)|p(x|s)) (1 + o(1)),

for s ∈ S.

The key implication of Thm. 4 is that it establishes the

optimality of our detection strategy presented in Sec. IV

under the proposed coding scheme. Notably, the delay slope

derived in Thm. 4 matches the achievability result in Thm. 1,

confirming that the proposed detection algorithm is indeed

asymptotically optimal for our codes.

IV. ACHIEVABILITY

There are several parameters in the proof that require proper

scaling with the block length n. These parameters will be

Variables Scaling laws

η o(k), ω(log(k))
ηL o(k), o(b)
b b = − log(α(L + 1))
n n = (L+ 1)k

TABLE I: Summary of scaling laws.

rigorously defined when introduced; however, for ease of

reference, we summarize the scaling laws of the relevant pa-

rameters in Tab. I, where the parameters are assumed to grow

unbounded as k →∞ while adhering to the specified scaling

laws. A concrete example of parameter values satisfying these

conditions is given by the following choices: η ∝ t, L ∝ t3,

k ∝ t5, and α ∝ exp(−t5), where t is a common scaling

variable.

A. Proposed joint communication and QCD strategy

Our block code has a subblock structure, where a trans-

mission signal of length n consists of k subblocks, each of

length L + 1. Let {πq, q ∈ S} be a set of types on XL

indexed by q ∈ S. Note that when L is large enough, πq

can approximate any pX on X within arbitrary accuracy.

Recall that T (L)
πq is the set of length-L sequences with type

πq . For notational simplicity, a length L sequence is repre-

sented as a vector, e.g., x := (x1, . . . , xL). We define a

discrete memoryless channel (DMC) for an L-length vector

as p(ỹ|x, s) =∏L
i=1 pỸ |X(ỹi|xi, si).

Fix {πq, q ∈ S} and a pmf pQ(q)pX|Q(x|q) where q ∈ S
and p(x|q) = Unif

(

T (L)
πq

)

.

Codebook generation. For each qk ∈ Sk, randomly and

independently generate 2nR sequences xk(m|qk), m ∈ [1 :
2nR], each according to

∏k
i=1 pX|Q(xi|qi), i.e., the codeword

xk(m|qk) consists of k subblocks of length L.

We often omit qk and represent it by xk or xk(m) if the

condition qk is clear from the context. We define the codebook

C(n)JCCS = {xj(m|q) : m ∈ [1 : 2nR], q ∈ S, j ∈ [1 : k]} as

the JCCS codebook.

Pilot symbols. For each subblock j ∈ [1 : k], a pilot symbol

x̆j ∈ X is generated uniformly and independently. These pilot

symbols are common across all codewords, i.e., they do not

depend on the message m.

State estimation at transmitter. Prior to transmitting symbols

for the j-th subblock, the transmitter detects the state using

maximum likelihood estimate (MLE) based on the channel

outputs of the last η pilot symbols, where η is a positive

integer. That is, for subblock indices j ∈ [η + 1 : k], the

MLE is computed as:

ŝj = argmax
s∈S

j−1
∑

ℓ=j−η

log p
(s)
Y |X(y̆ℓ|x̆ℓ), (19)

where x̆j and y̆j are the pilot and its corresponding channel

output, respectively. For indices j ∈ [1 : η], the state estimate

ŝj is selected uniformly at random from S. By construction,

the state estimate ŝj depends only on the η-previous pilot

symbols and is conditionally independent of the transmitted

codeword, given these pilot symbols and observations.



6

Encoding at transmitter. To send m ∈ [1 : 2nR], the

transmitter alternates between sending codeword subblocks

and pilot symbols. For each subblock j ∈ [1 : k], the

transmitter first sends the codeword xj(m|ŝj), where ŝj is

the estimated state for subblock j, determined using the state

estimation procedure. This is immediately followed by the

transmission of the random pilot symbol x̆j . Consequently,

the overall transmission signal xn is of length n = k(L + 1)
and alternates between codeword blocks and pilot symbols as

xn = (x1, x̆1,x2, x̆2, . . . ,xk, x̆k).

Remark 2. When referring to a codebook C(n)JCCS as fixed,

we mean that the codewords xj(m|q) have been sampled for

all m ∈ [1 : 2nR], j ∈ [1 : k], and q ∈ S. However, it is

important to note that the transmitted codeword is random,

even with a fixed codebook. This randomness arises because

the transmission is based on xj(m|Ŝj), where Ŝj is a random

variable determined through the state estimation process.

Sending state estimation sequence to receiver. After com-

pleting the transmission, the transmitter sends the state estima-

tion sequence ŝk to the receiver using either a universal source

coding scheme or a fixed-length source code, such as those

established in [40], [41]. Since the number of possible states

is finite and the estimated sequence ŝk is highly structured,

its spectral sup-entropy rate tends to zero (see App. C).

Consequently, the required rate for transmitting ŝk becomes

asymptotically negligible.

Specifically, the asymptotic compression rate converges to

the entropy rate of the source. Furthermore, the entropy rate

of the state estimation sequence diminishes as k →∞, i.e.,

lim
k→∞

1

k
H(Ŝk) = 0, (20)

which implies that the compression rate for sending ŝk be-

comes negligible in the limit. As the source rate is negligible,

the required data rate for reliable communication of the

estimated state sequence is also negligible. The proof of (20)

is in App. C.

Message decoding at receiver. The decoder declares that m̂ ∈
[1 : 2nR] was sent if it is the unique message such that

(ŝk,xk(m|ŝk), ỹk) ∈ T (k)
ǫ (Q,X, Ỹ ), (21)

otherwise, it declares an error. Here, ŝk is the sequence

of ML estimates sent by the transmitter. The typical set

T (k)
ǫ (Q,X, Ỹ ) is defined with respect to the joint distribution

pQ(q)p(x|q)p(ỹ|x, q) where pQ is deterministic and satisfies

pQ(ŝk) = 1, i.e., assigning probability one to the last ML

estimate. We emphasize that ŝk is not an i.i.d. sequence with

respect to pQ. As a result, the standard decoding analysis,

which typically assumes alignment between the test sequence

and the typical set distribution, does not apply directly and

requires additional proof steps. We also note that the pilots

and the pilot-induced outputs y̆k are indirectly included in the

decoding step via ŝk.

Quickest change detection. For QCD, we introduce a vari-

ation of the cumulative sum (CuSum) algorithm, tailored for

our coding strategy. This modified algorithm, referred to as

the Subblock CuSum (SCS) algorithm, updates the CuSum

statistic only at the end of each subblock j ∈ [1 : k]. The

SCS statistic is as follows:

W j,xk =

{

0, if j ≤ η,

max{W j−1,xk , 0}+ Λ(Ŝj)(Y j |xj), if j > η,

where Ŝj is the state estimate of subblock j. While the

definition may appear to depend only on the current input-

observation pairs (xj ,Y j), the statistic W j,xk for j > η is

also influenced by the past pilots through the state estimate

Ŝj .

The stopping time, measured in terms of the subblock

indices, N b,xK , is defined as

N b,xk := inf{j > η : W j,xk ≥ b}, (22)

where b is a predefined threshold. By definition, it is obvious

that N b,xk > η. Since, the delay time metric of interest is

based on symbol time, the subblock index delay is translated

to symbol-wise delay Nb,xk as

Nb,xk = N b,xk(L + 1). (23)

where L+1 is the length of each subblock, including the pilot

symbol. Specifically, since N b,xk represents the block index j
of the earliest subblock crossing the threshold b, the stopping

time in symbols is conservatively declared as N b,xk(L + 1).
Before presenting the performance analysis of the proposed

strategy, we state a lemma that provides an upper bound on

the probability of state estimation error. This bound will be

used frequently in the achievability proof. The detailed proof

of this lemma is deferred to App. B.

Lemma 1. Suppose that the true state is s⋆, the change point

occurs at ν, and ν is contained in the jν -th subblock. Further,

assume that the maximum likelihood estimate (MLE) in (19)

is based on η observations after ν. Then, for any j ≥ jν + η,

the probability of estimation error for ŝj satisfies

P (s⋆)
ν (Ŝj 6= s⋆) ≤ (|S| − 1)ρη,

where ρ is the maximum averaged Bhattacharyya coefficient

defined in (8).

Since ρ < 1, the probability of error tends to zero at least

exponentially fast as η →∞.

B. Communication probability of error analysis

Recall that the decoder recovers a transmitted message using

joint typicality, as defined in (21). Without loss of generality,

suppose that m = 1 was sent and that the true post-transition

state after ν is s⋆ ∈ S. Let Ij = 1{Ŝj = s⋆} be the indicator

random variable for the correct MLE and

E1={(Ŝk,Xk(1), Ỹ
k
) 6∈ T (k)

ǫ (Q,X,Y )}
E2={(Ŝk,Xk(m), Ỹ

k
)∈T (k)

ǫ (Q,X,Y ) for some m 6= 1}.
Then, the probability of decoding error P(E), where E = E1∪
E2, can be bounded as follows.

P(E) = P(Ik = 1)P(E|Ik = 1) + P(Ik = 0)P(E|Ik = 0)

≤ P(E|Ik = 1) + P(Ik = 0)
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≤ P(E|Ik = 1) + (|S| − 1)ρη by Lem. 1

≤ P(E1|Ik = 1) + P(E2|Ik = 1) + ǫk.

In standard random coding proofs, the test sequences are

drawn from i.i.d. distributions that define the typical set, and

thus, P(E1) vanishes as k →∞ simply due to the law of large

numbers. However, the analysis in our case is more intricate

because ŝk consists of MLEs derived from feedback-induced

observations. Consequently, ŝk is not i.i.d. from pQ, and the

law of large numbers cannot be simply applied. To progress in

our case, consider the underlying probability measure P
(s⋆)
ν (·)

which corresponds to the distribution under the assumption of

change state s⋆ at time ν. The probability of the first error

event can be bounded as follows, where the condition Ik = 1
is omitted for simplicity.

P(E1|Ik = 1) = P (s⋆)
ν

(

(Ŝk,Xk(1), Ỹ
k
) 6∈ T (k)

ǫ (Q,X,Y )
)

= P (s⋆)
ν

(

Ŝk /∈ T (k)
ǫ (Q)

)

+ P (s⋆)
ν

(

(Ŝk,Xk(1), Ỹ
k
) 6∈ T (k)

ǫ (Q,X,Y )
∣

∣

∣
Ŝk ∈ T (k)

ǫ (Q)
)

(a)

≤ P (s⋆)
ν

(

Ŝk /∈ T (k)
ǫ (Q)

)

+ ǫk

(b)
= P (s⋆)

ν

(

∑

q∈S

∣

∣

∣π(q|Ŝk)− pQ(q)
∣

∣

∣ > ǫ

)

+ ǫk,

(c)
= P (s⋆)

ν

((

1− π(s⋆|Ŝk)
)

+
∑

q 6=s⋆

π(q|Ŝk) > ǫ
)

+ ǫk

≤ P (s⋆)
ν

(

1− π(s⋆|Ŝk) >
ǫ

2

)

+ P (s⋆)
ν

(

∑

q 6=s⋆

π(q|Ŝk) >
ǫ

2

)

+ ǫk
(d)
= 2P (s⋆)

ν

(

1− π(s⋆|Ŝk) >
ǫ

2

)

+ ǫk,

where (a) is due to the conditional typicality lemma [36]

adapted to the strong typicality, (b) is by the definition of

the strong typicality, (c) is due to the fact that pQ(q) is a

deterministic distribution such that pQ(ŝk) = pQ(s
⋆) = 1

conditioned on Ik = 1, and (d) follows since the two

probabilities are indeed the same. Then, since ν is contained

in the jν -th subblock,

P (s⋆)
ν

(

1− π(s⋆|Ŝk) >
ǫ

2

)

= P (s⋆)
ν

(

1− 1

k

k
∑

j=1

1{Ŝj = s⋆} > ǫ

2

)

= P (s⋆)
ν

(

1

k

k
∑

j=1

1{Ŝj 6= s⋆} > ǫ

2

)

(e)

≤
E
(s⋆)
ν

[

1
k

∑k
j=1 1{Ŝj 6= s⋆}

]

ǫ/2
≤

1
k

∑k
j=1 P

(s⋆)
ν (Ŝj 6= s⋆)

ǫ/2
(f)

≤ 2

k
· jν + η − 1 + k(|S| − 1)ρη

ǫ
→ 0 if η = o(k),

where (e) is due to the Markov inequality, and (f) follows

from simply assuming the first (jν + η − 1) MLEs are all

errors and Lem. 1.

Next, we bound the probability P(E2|Ik = 1) as follows,

where the condition Ik = 1 is omitted.

P(E2|Ik = 1) ≤
2nR

∑

m=2

P (s⋆)
ν

(

(Ŝk,Xk(m), Ỹ
k
) ∈ T (k)

ǫ

)

=
2nR

∑

m=2

∑

(qk,ỹk)∈T
(k)
ǫ (Q,Ỹ )

P (s⋆)
ν

(

Ŝk = qk, Ỹ
k
= ỹk

)

×
∑

xk∈T
(k)
ǫ (X|qk,ỹk)

p(xk|qk)

≤
2nR

∑

m=2

∑

(qk,ỹk)∈T
(k)
ǫ (Q,Ỹ )

P (s⋆)
ν

(

Ŝk = qk, Ỹ
k
= ỹk

)

×
∑

xk∈T
(k)
ǫ (X|qk,ỹk)

2−k(H(X|Q)−δ(ǫ))

≤
2nR

∑

m=2

∑

(qk,ỹk)∈T
(k)
ǫ (Q,Ỹ )

P (s⋆)
ν

(

Ŝk = qk, Ỹ
k
= ỹk

)

× 2k(H(X|Q,Ỹ )+δ(ǫ))2−k(H(X|Q)−δ(ǫ))

≤ 2nR · 2−k(I(X;Ỹ |Q)−2δ(ǫ)).

Thus, P(E2|Ik = 1) tends to zero as k →∞ if

R <
1

L+ 1
I(X; Ỹ |Q) =

1

L+ 1
I(X ; Ỹ |Q = s⋆).

Finally, since p(x, ỹ|Q = s⋆) =
∏L

i=1 p(xi|s⋆)p(ỹi|xi, s
⋆) by

Thm. 7 in [42],

lim
L→∞

1

L
I(X; Ỹ |Q = s⋆) = I(Xs⋆ ; Ỹs⋆),

where (Xs⋆ , Ỹs⋆) ∼ p(x|s⋆)p(ỹ|x, s⋆).
Overall, the probability of decoding error tends to zero as

n → ∞ if R < I(Xs⋆ ; Ỹs⋆) for some Xs⋆ ∼ p(x|s⋆). How-

ever, since the rate R is determined without prior knowledge

of s⋆ and ν, we have to adopt a conservative approach and

set the rate to account for the worst state realization:

R < min
s

max
pXs

I(Xs; Ỹs)

which is achievable. It is important to emphasize that setting

the rate R in advance does not imply the absence of adaptive

coding. For a fixed rate R, the encoder transmits subblocks

based on the state-estimates, which enables the “minmax”

structure in the rate constraint. This structure is superior to

the “maxmin” form that arises when non-adaptive codes are

employed.

C. QCD analysis

We begin the proof with the following lemma that bounds

the false alarm rate.

Lemma 2. Consider a sequence of JCCS strategies

{C(n)JCCS}n. Then, by taking b = − log(α(L + 1)) =
| log(α(L + 1))|, the false alarm rate is bounded by

FAR(Nb) = lim sup
n→∞

max
m∈[1:2nR]

1

E∞[Nb(m)]
≤ α.
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Proof: Note that our CuSum statistic can be expressed in

an exponential form as

exp(W j) =











1 if j ≤ η

max
{

eW j−1 , 1
} p

(Ŝj)

Y |X
(Y j |Xj(m|Ŝj))

p
(0)

Y |X
(Y j |Xj(m|Ŝj))

if j > η.

Next, we define a new statistic that modifies the Shiryaev-

Roberts statistic: For j > η,

Rj =
(

R(j−1) + 1
)
p
(Ŝj)

Y |X(Y j |Xj(m|Ŝj))

p
(0)
Y |X(Y j |Xj(m|Ŝj))

,

where Rη = 1. Note that when k → ∞, the sequence

{Rj − j : j > η} forms a martingale under P∞ with

respect to Fj(m). Then, for k→∞, by the optional stopping

theorem [43], E∞ [RNb
−N b] = Rη − η = 1− η. Using the

fact that Rj ≥ exp(W j) and by (23),

E∞[Nb] = (L+ 1)E∞[N b]

= (L+ 1)(E∞ [RNb
] + η − 1)

≥ (L+ 1)(E∞ [exp(WNb
)] + η − 1)

≥ (L+ 1)E∞ [exp(WNb
)]

≥ (L+ 1) exp(b).

Note that Nb, N b, RNb
, WNb

are all functions of the

message m which is omitted for simplicity. Nonetheless,

the final bound is independent of the message, providing a

universal bound. Thus,

FAR(Nb) ≤ exp(−b− log(L+ 1)) = α

where b = − log(α(L + 1)).
Next, we have the bound on WADD as follows.

Theorem 5. For the JSCC strategy, WADD is bounded by

lim sup
n→∞

max
m∈[1:2nR]

ess supE
(s)

ν,xk [(Nb,xk − ν + 1)+|Fν−1]

≤ b

D(p(s⋆)‖p(0)|pX|s⋆)
(1 + o(1)).

Proof: The following inequalities hold:

lim sup
n→∞

max
m∈[1:2nR]

ess supE
(s)

ν,xk [(Nb,xk − ν + 1)+|Fν−1]

≤ sup
xw

E
(s)

1,xk

[

Nb,xk |Xw = xw
]

by Lem. 3

≤ b

D(p(s)‖p(0)|pX|s)
(1 + o(1)) by Thm. 6

The remaining of this section is devoted to proving Lem. 3

and Thm. 6.

Lemma 3. For any change point ν, sequence of JCCS

codebooks C(n)JCCS , and some large enough threshold b > 0,

lim sup
n→∞

max
m∈[1:2nR]

ess supE
(s)

ν,xk [(Nb,xk − ν + 1)+|Fν−1(m)]

≤ lim sup
n→∞

sup
xw

E
(s)

1,xk

[

Nb,xk |Xw = xw
]

where w = η(L + 1).

Proof: To facilitate the proof, we introduce a hypothetical

ν-aware subblock CuSum statistic W
ν
j and a stopping rule Nν

b

(or Nν
b for subblock form) as analytical tools. The ν-aware

CuSum statistic W
ν
j is updated every subblock by

W ν
j

=

{

0 if j ≤ jν + η − 1,

max{W ν
j−1, 0}+ Λ(Ŝj)(Y j |xj) if j > jν + η − 1,

(24)

where a nontrivial update starts from the (jν +η)-th subblock.

The corresponding stopping rule in terms of the subblock

indices, Nν
b , is defined analogously to N b in (22) as:

N
ν
b := inf{j > jν + η − 1 : W ν

j ≥ b}. (25)

We translate the block index delay to symbol-wise ν-aware

delay Nν
b akin to Nb in (23), as Nν

b = N
ν
b (L+ 1). Notably,

since non-trivial updates for W ν
j begin (jν − 1) blocks later

than that for W j , the relation Nb ≤ Nν
b holds. Then, for any

ν ≥ 1, post state s ∈ S, and m ∈ [1 : 2nR], we have

E
(s)
ν [(Nb − ν + 1)+|Fν−1(m)]

(a)

≤ w + E
(s)
ν [(Nb − ν + 1− w)+|Fν−1(m)]

(b)

≤ w + E
(s)
ν [Nν

b − ν + 1− w|Fν−1(m)]

(c)

≤ w + E
(s)
ν [Nν

b − ν + 1− w|Fν−1(m)]

where (a) follows since z ≤ w+(z−w)+ for any z, w ≥ 0 and

(b) follows from two facts that Nb ≤ Nν
b and Nν

b ≥ ν+w−1
by definition. To see (c), note that the statistic W

ν
j in (24)

is dependent only on observations induced by xj , j > jν +
η − 1, where the composition of xj is determined by Ŝj that

is dependent only on pilots after ν − 1. Since pilots are i.i.d.

and shared across codewords, the expression is independent

of m. Hereafter, we omit the dependency on m and write

Fν−1 = Fν−1(m). Then,

E
(s)
ν [(Nb − ν + 1)+|Fν−1(m)]

≤ w + E
(s)
ν [Nν

b − ν + 1− w|Fν−1]

= E
(s)
ν [Nν

b − ν + 1|Fν−1]

(d)
= E

(s)
ν

[

E
(s)
ν

[

Nν
b − ν + 1|X(jν+η−1)(L+1)

−w ,Fν−1

] ∣

∣

∣Fν−1

]

(e)
= E

(s)
ν

[

E
(s)
ν

[

Nν
b − ν + 1|X(jν+η−1)(L+1)

−w

] ∣

∣

∣Fν−1

]

(f)

≤ sup
xw

E
(s)
ν

[

Nν
b − ν + 1|X(jν+η−1)(L+1)

−w = xw
]

(g)

≤ sup
xw

E
(s)
1 [Nb|Xw = xw] ,

where X
(jν+η−1)(L+1)
−w := X

(jν+η−1)(L+1)
(jν−1)(L+1)+1 is the subsequence

of length w = η(L + 1) ending with the last symbol

X(jν+η−1)(L+1). Step (d) follows from the law of iterated

expectation, (e) follows since Nν
b is a function of Nν

b and

that conditioned on X
(jν+η−1)(L+1)
−w , N ν

b is independent of

Fν−1 since it only depends on observations in the subblocks

j > jν +η−1, and also given X
(jν+η−1)(L+1)
−w , the MLEs Ŝj ,

j ≤ jν + η are also independent of N ν
b . To be more precise,
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the conditional independence of N ν
b and Ŝj , j ≤ jν + η is

due to the fact that in the subsequence X
(jν+η−1)(L+1)
−w , there

are at least η pilot symbols that completely characterize the

estimate Ŝj . Step (f) follows since replacing a subsequence

X
(jν+η−1)(L+1)
−w of the whole transmission sequence Xn with

the worst subsequence (which also includes pilot symbols;

hence, also replacing pilots with worst pilots) can only increase

the delay.

Finally, step (g) is due to the following. We first show the

relation

E
(s)
ν

[

Nν
b − jν + 1|X(jν+η−1)(L+1)

−w = xw
]

= E
(s)
1

[

Nν=1
b |Xw = xw

]

. (26)

To show this, we compare the statistics W ν
j for some ν > 1

with W ν=1
j , i.e., the ν-aware statistic when ν = 1. First, note

that both statistics have a trivial update stage, i.e., W ν
j = 0 for

j ≤ jν+η−1. For some change point ν ≥ 1, the subsequence

X
(jν+η−1)(L+1)
−w is the last w symbols ending exactly at the

end of the (jν + η− 1)-th subblock. The statistic W
ν
j starts a

nontrivial update from subblock jν+η, i.e., the next subblock.

Similarly, for the case W
ν=1
j , a nontrivial update starts from

subblock η + 1. Since W
ν
jν+η for some ν > 1 and W

ν=1
η+1

both initialize with a trivial update and transition to the

first nontrivial update based on the closest past η pilots, we

have that the distribution of W ν
j , j ≥ jν + η − 1 given

X
(jν+η−1)(L+1)
−w = xw and W

ν=1
j , j ≥ 1 given Xw = xw

are the same. Since the relative delay for both cases are based

on the same statistics, we have the relation in (26). Then,

E
(s)
ν

[

Nν
b − ν + 1|X(jν+η−1)(L+1)

−w = xw
]

≤ E
(s)
ν

[

(L+ 1)(Nν
b − jν + 1)|X(jν+η−1)(L+1)

−w = xw
]

= E
(s)
ν

[

(L+ 1)N1
b |Xw = xw

]

= E
(s)
ν

[

N1
b |Xw = xw

]

,

where the first inequality is due to

Nν
b − ν + 1 = (L+ 1)

(

N
ν
b −

ν − 1

L+ 1

)

≤ (L+ 1)(N ν
b − jν + 1),

Lemma 4. For any codeword xk, if pilot symbol X̆j ∈ X
is chosen uniformly at random for j ∈ [1 : k], then for all

j > 2η,

P
(s)

1,xk(Ŝj 6= s|Fj(L+1)−w−1, x
w) ≤ (|S| − 1)ρη.

Proof: The proof follows directly from Lem. 1 and

P
(s)

1,xk(Ŝj 6= s|Fj(L+1)−w−1, x
w) = P

(s)

1,xk(Ŝj 6= s)

for j > 2η.

A simple interpretation of the above is that since there

are η pilot-induced observations in the past w window, they

contribute to the ρη factor of the upper bound.

Lemma 5. Suppose that the true post state is s⋆ and ν =
1. Then, the expected drift of the log-likelihood ratio for the

subblock j > 2η is

E
(s⋆)
1

[

Λ(Ŝj)(Y j |xj)
∣

∣Fj(L+1)−w−1, x
w
]

≥ LD(p(s
⋆)‖p(0)|pX|s⋆)− Lγ(|S| − 1)ρη.

Moreover, for any ǫ > 0, there exist a large enough L and η
such that

1

L+ 1
E
(s⋆)
1

[

Λ(Ŝj)(Y j |xj)|Fj(L+1)−w−1, x
w
]

≥ D(p(s
⋆)‖p(0)|pX|s⋆)− ǫ.

Proof: Suppose that xj of composition pX|ŝj was sent
in the j-th subblock. To emphasize its composition, we write

xj = x
(ŝj)
j . Then,

E
(s⋆)
1

[

Λ(Ŝj)(Y j |x
(Ŝj)

j )|Fj(L+1)−w−1, x
w
]

=
∑

s

P
(s⋆)
1 (Ŝj = s|Fj(L+1)−w−1, x

w)

× E
(s⋆)
1

[

Λ(s)(Y j |x
(s)
j )|Ŝj = s,Fj(L+1)−w−1, x

w
]

(a)
=

∑

s

P
(s⋆)
1 (Ŝj = s|Fj(L+1)−w−1, x

w)E
(s⋆)
1

[

Λ(s)(Y j |x
(s)
j )

]

= P
(s⋆)
1 (Ŝj = s

⋆|Fj(L+1)−w−1 , x
w)E

(s⋆)
1

[

Λ(s⋆)(Y j |x
(s⋆)
j )

]

+
∑

s6=s⋆

P
(s⋆)
1 (Ŝj = s|Fj(L+1)−w−1, x

w)E
(s⋆)
1

[

Λ(s)(Y j |x
(s)
j )

]

≥ P
(s⋆)
1 (Ŝj = s

⋆|Fj(L+1)−w−1 , x
w)E

(s⋆)
1

[

Λ(s⋆)(Y j |x
(s⋆)
j )

]

+
∑

s6=s⋆

P
(s⋆)
1 (Ŝj 6= s

⋆|Fj(L+1)−w−1, x
w)

× min
s6=s⋆

E
(s⋆)
1

[

Λ(s)(Y j |x
(s)
j )

]

= E
(s⋆)
1

[

Λ(s⋆)(Y j |x
(s⋆)
j )

]

− P
(s⋆)
1 (Ŝj 6= s

⋆|Fj(L+1)−w−1, x
w)

×

(

E
(s⋆)
1

[

Λ(s⋆)(Y j |x
(s⋆)
j )

]

− min
s6=s⋆

E
(s⋆)
1

[

Λ(s)(Y j |x
(s)
j )

]

)

(b)

≥ E
(s⋆)
1

[

Λ(s⋆)(Y j |x
(s⋆)
j )

]

− (|S| − 1)ρη

×

(

E
(s⋆)
1

[

Λ(s⋆)(Y j |x
(s⋆)
j )

]

− min
s6=s⋆

E
(s⋆)
1

[

Λ(s)(Y j |x
(s)
j )

]

)

(c)
= LD(p

(s⋆)
Y |X‖p

(0)
Y |X |p

(s⋆)
X )− (|S| − 1)ρηLγ.

where (a) follows since conditioned on Ŝj = s, the likelihood

ratio is independent of the past subblocks, (b) is by Lem. 4,

and (c) follows from two facts that

E
s⋆

1

[

Λ(s⋆)(Y j |x(s⋆)
j )

]

= D(p(s
⋆)(Y j |x(s⋆)

j )‖p(0)(Y j |x(s⋆)
j ))

= LD(p(s
⋆)‖p(0)|pX|s⋆)

and that the log-likelihood ratio of a single symbol is bounded

above by γ. This proves the first claim of the lemma. The

second claim is immediate by normalizing both sides by L+1
and considering large enough L and η.

We now address the final component required to combine all

the intermediate bounds and conclude the achievability proof.

To this end, we extend [31, Thm. 2] to the JCCS strategy.
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Theorem 6. Suppose that the true state is s. Then, as

η, L, b→∞ as in Tab. I,

sup
xw

E
(s)
1 [Nb|xw] ≤ b

D(p(s)‖p(0)|pX|s)
(1 + o(1))

Proof: Instead of our CuSum test, consider a slightly

different test:

W ′
j =

{

0 if j ≤ 2η

W ′
j−1 + Λ(Ŝj)(Y j |xj) if j > 2η,

and use the following stopping rule N
′
b := inf{j > 2η :

W ′
j ≥ b}. Note that its symbolwise translation is N ′

b = (L+
1)N ′

b. Since W
′
j does not take max{·, 0} compared to W j in

its definition, we have the relation W j ≥W ′
j and N b ≤N ′

b.

Then, it is sufficient to show that for any fixed xw,

E
(s)
1 [N ′

b|xw] ≤ b

D(p(s)‖p(0)|pX|s)
(1 + o(1))

since the right side is independent of xw .

To show this, we apply [31, Proposition 1] by substituting

n ← j, w ← η, P ← P
s
1(·|xw), Gj ← Fj ,Yj ← Λ(ŝj)(Y j),

τb ←N
′
b. Also, we substitute

µ∗ ← L ·D(p(s
⋆)‖p(0)|pX|s⋆)− Lγ(|S| − 1)ρη, by Lem. 5,

µ0 ← L ·D(p(s
⋆)‖p(0)|pX|s⋆).

Then, for ηL = o(b), [31, Proposition 1] gives

E[τb] ≤
b+ ηµ+ C(1 +

√
b+
√
η)

µ∗

⇒ E
(s)
1 [N ′

b|xw ]

≤ b+ ηLD(p(s
⋆)‖p(0)|pX|s⋆) + C(1 +

√
b+ η)

LD(p(s⋆)‖p(0)|pX|s⋆)− Lγ(|S| − 1)ρη

=
b

LD(p(s⋆)‖p(0)|pX|s⋆)
(1 + o(1)).

As N ′
b+γL is the subblock index, converting it to a symbol

index yields

E
(s)
1 [Nb|xw] ≤ (L+ 1)E

(s)
1 [N ′

b|xw]

≤ (L + 1)b

LD(p(s⋆)‖p(0)|pX|s⋆)
(1 + o(1))

=
b

D(p(s⋆)‖p(0)|pX|s⋆)
(1 + o(1))

when L→∞.

V. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

A. Binary channel example

Consider a binary-input binary-output (BIBO) channel

with crossover probabilities ǫ0, ǫ1 as shown in Fig. 2. Suppose

that the communication channel is state-independent and has

parameters ǫ0 = 0 and ǫ1 = 0.2, representing a Z-channel

with crossover probability 0.2:

pỸ |X(0|0) = 1, pỸ |X(1|0) = 0,

pỸ |X(0|1) = 0.2, pỸ |X(1|1) = 0.8.

0

1

0

1

1− ǫ0

1− ǫ1

ǫ0
ǫ1

Fig. 2: Binary-input binary-output channel with crossover

probabilities ǫ0, ǫ1.
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Fig. 3: Achievable region for the BIBO channel example.

The sensing channel operates in three possible states. In the

base state (S = 0), the channel is modeled as a binary

symmetric channel (BSC) with a crossover probability of 0.1,

i.e., ǫ0 = ǫ1 = 0.1. For state S = 1, the sensing channel

is a BIBO channel with crossover probabilities ǫ0 = 0.1 and

ǫ1 = 0.3. Similarly, for state S = 2, the sensing channel is

a BIBO channel with crossover probabilities ǫ0 = 0.3 and

ǫ1 = 0.1.

As a baseline comparison, we consider the achievable rate-

delay pair with the open-loop strategy in Thm. 3. To simplify

expressions, let α := pX(1). Then, the mutual information

term is given by

I(X ; Ỹ ) = H(Ỹ )−H(Ỹ |X)

= H2(0.8α)− αH2(0.2),

where pỸ (1) = 0.8α and H2(·) is the binary entropy function.

The KL divergences are calculated as

D(p(1)‖p(0)|pX) ≈ 0.2217α,

D(p(2)‖p(0)|pX) ≈ 0.2217(1− α).

With the expressions at hand, Fig. 3 compares the baseline

open-loop tradeoff in Thm. 3 and our closed-loop tradeoff

given in Thm. 1. As the channel is a Z-channel, the data

rate exhibits asymmetry with respect to α = pX(1). However,

the KL divergences are reversely symmetric. In the base-

line strategy, the mutual information is evaluated against the

minimum of the two reversely symmetric KL divergences,



11

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

∆

R
at

e
[b

it
s/

c.
u
.]

Closed-loop tradeoff for ∆1 = ∆, ∆2 = 0
Closed-loop tradeoff for ∆1 = ∆2 = ∆
Open-loop baseline tradeoff

Fig. 4: Achievable region for the Gaussian MIMO channel

example.

resulting in the most inner curve (yellow) in the figure.

The closed-loop strategy outlined in Thm. 1 yields superior

tradeoff performances. Specifically, the second outer (blue)

curve represents the tradeoff for the case ∆1 = ∆2 = ∆, while

the most outer (red) curve corresponds to the case ∆1 = 0 and

∆2 = ∆. We note that the most outer and second outer curves

also correspond to the specialized tradeoffs when the state

space is binary, i.e., S = {1} and S = {2}, respectively. Since

Thm. 1 aligns with these specialized tradeoffs, it highlights the

adaptive capability of the closed-loop strategy.

B. MIMO Gaussian example

Next, we explore two MIMO Gaussian examples. The

first one is a multiple post-state example, where the MIMO

Gaussian communication channel is given by

Ỹi =











H̃0xi + Z̃i for i < ν

H̃1xi + Z̃i for i ≥ ν, S = 1

H̃2xi + Z̃i for i ≥ ν, S = 2

and the MIMO echo channel is given by

Yi =











Zi for i < ν

H1xi +Zi for i ≥ ν, S = 1

H2xi +Zi for i ≥ ν, S = 2,

where Zi and Z̃i are independent vector Gaussian noise with

N (0, I) and the channel inputs are subject to a power con-

straint
∑n

i=1 ‖xi‖2 ≤ nP . Compared to the scalar Gaussian

case, which will be stated shortly, there are several interesting

tradeoff relations involved depending on the channel gain

matrices Hi’s and H̃i’s.

Theorem 7. For a post-state set S, a rate-delay pair (R,∆)
is achievable for some {N (0,ΣXs

) : s ∈ S} if,

R < min
s

1

2
log
∣

∣

∣I + H̃sΣXs
H̃T

s

∣

∣

∣ , (27)

∆s <
1

2
tr (ΛsΣX̄) , (28)

for all s ∈ S, where Γs = HT
s Hs, Γs = UsΛsU

T
s is the SVD

of Γ, and X̄s = UT
s Xs.

The above theorem is a direct application of Thm. 1 evalu-

ated with vector Gaussian distributions {N (0,ΣXs
) : s ∈ S}.

For an example evaluation, we assume that the power

constraint is P = 10 and the channels are given by

H1 =

[

2 0
0 1

]

, H̃1 =

[

1 0
1 −1

]

, (29)

and

H2 =

[

1 0
0 2

]

, H̃2 =

[

1/
√
2 1/

√
2

1 0

]

. (30)

In Fig. 4, we compare the performance of the proposed

closed-loop tradeoff with the baseline open-loop strategy in

Thm. 3. The baseline strategy’s tradeoff is given by the most

inner curve (yellow) in the figure. The closed-loop strategy in

Thm. 1 demonstrates superior tradeoff performances. Specifi-

cally, the second outer curve (blue) represents the tradeoff for

the case ∆1 = ∆2 = ∆, while the most outer (red) curve

corresponds to the case ∆1 = 0 and ∆2 = ∆.

Remark 3. For the scalar Gaussian model, X ∼ N (0, P )
attains the rate-delay pair

(

1

2
log
(

1 + min{h̃2
1, h̃

2
2}P

)

,
h2
s⋆

2
P

)

= (C, ∆̄)

when the true change state is s⋆ ∈ {1, 2}. Note that this

point is the optimal tradeoff in this case since X ∼ N (0, P )
simultaneously attains the capacity C when ∆ = 0, and the

optimal delay ∆̄ when R = 0.

Next, we consider a single post-state MIMO example to

more explicitly highlight the tradeoff between communication

and QCD without the additional complexity arising from

multiple states. We adopt a scenario with a multi-antenna

transmitter with M antennas and a single-antenna communica-

tion receiver. Following the formulation as in [26], the MIMO

Gaussian sensing channel, i.e., for QCD, is modeled similar

to the previous example with

Yi =

{

Zi, for i < ν,

H1xi +Zi, for i ≥ ν,

where H1 = ar(θ1)at(θ1)
H , and at(·),ar(·) denote the

transmit and receive steering vectors of a uniform linear array

(ULA) with half-wavelength antenna spacing and angle of

arrival (AoA) θ1 ∈ [0, π/2], i.e.,

a(θ) =
[

1 ejπ sin(θ) . . . ejπ(M−1) sin(θ)
]T
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Fig. 5: Achievable rate and ∆ vs. beamforming angle for the

single post-state MIMO example.

The communication channel has no state and is modeled as

Ỹi = H̃xi + Z̃i,

where H̃ = at(θc)
H , and at(θc) is the transmit steering vector

for the communication receiver located at AoA θc ∈ [0, π/2].
The transmit signal is set as xi = xi(θ) = v(θ)xi, where

v(θ) is a unit-norm beamforming vector in direction θ, and

xn = (x1, . . . , xn) is an i.i.d. Gaussian codeword with average

power P .

For our evaluation, we choose θc = π/2, θ1 = 0, P = 10,

and M = 2. We evaluate the achievable rate R(θ) and the

delay sensitivity bound ∆(θ) for each beamforming direction

θ as specified by Thm. 7. The results, shown in Fig. 5,

demonstrate the fundamental tradeoff between communica-

tion rate and detection sensitivity. For example, beamforming

toward the communication receiver (at θc) maximizes the

communication rate but yields the worst detection sensitivity,

while beamforming toward the QCD target (at θ1) achieves the

best detection performance but zero communication rate. By

steering the beam between these two directions, the transmitter

can adjust the balance between communication and sensing

performance, demonstrating the inherent tradeoff in this joint

design problem.

VI. DISCUSSION

In this work, we analyzed the fundamental tradeoff between

communication rate and quickest change detection (QCD) de-

lay in integrated sensing and communication (ISAC) systems

under a monostatic setup. We proposed a novel feedback-

based joint communication and QCD subblock coding strategy

(JCCS) and characterized the achievable rate-delay region

using state-dependent mutual information and KL divergence.

Additionally, we established a converse result, proving the

asymptotic optimality of the proposed detection algorithm

for the JCCS framework. Illustrative examples for various

channel models highlighted the practical insights of our ap-

proach. By addressing key technical challenges, this work

provides a foundational understanding and practical guidelines

for designing ISAC systems with optimal communication and

sensing performance.

APPENDIX A

PROOF OF THEOREM 4

For the converse proof, we need the following lemma and

then apply Lai’s theorem [29, Thm. 1].

Lemma 6. For every δ > 0 and message m ∈ [1 : 2nR]

sup
jν

ess supP(s)
ν

(

max
1≤t≤k

jν+t
∑

i=jν+1

Λ(s)(Y j |Xj)

> L ·D(s)
p(x|s)(1 + δ)k

∣

∣

∣ Fν−1(m)

)

tends to zero as k →∞, where D
(s)
pX = D(p(s)‖p(0)|pX).

If the above lemma holds, the proof of which will be

discussed later, then by [29, Thm. 1], for any block-wise

stopping rule N , we have

sup
jν≥1

ess supE(s)
ν (N − jν |Fν−1)

≥ | logα|
(

1

L ·D(p(s)‖p(0)|p(x|s)) + o(1)

)

as α→ 0.

Next, we translate the above block-wise delay bound to

symbol-wise delay using the following bound:

N − jν =
1

(L + 1)
(N − (L+ 1)jν)

≤ 1

(L + 1)
(N − ν + 1) ,

since (L + 1)N = N and ν ≤ jν(L+ 1). Overall, we have

sup
ν≥1

ess supEν(N − ν + 1|Fν−1)

≥ | logα|
(

1

D(p(s)‖p(0)|p(x|s)) + o(1)

)

as α→ 0.

which concludes the proof. The rest of this section is devoted

to the proof of Lem. 6.

Proof of Lem. 6: Assume Si = s for i ≥ ν. Let π(q) =
p(x|q) be the type of the subblock xj(m|q) = (xj1, . . . , xjL)

in the codebook C(n)JCCS . Then, we have the relation

1

L

L
∑

i=1

D(p(s)(y|xji)‖p(0)(y|xji)) = D
(s)
π(q) (31)

where D
(s)
pX = D(p(s)‖p(0)|pX). Then,

P
(s)
ν

(

max
1≤t≤k

jν+t
∑

j=jν+1

Λ
(s)
j > LD

(s)
p(x|s)(1 + δ)k

∣

∣

∣ Fν−1(m)

)

≤ P
(s)
ν

(

max
1≤t≤k

jν+t
∑

j=jν+1

(

Λ
(s)
j − LD

(s)

π(Ŝj)

)

>

(

kLD
(s)
p(x|s) −

k
∑

j=1

LD
(s)

π(Ŝj)

)

+ LD
(s)
p(x|s)δk

∣

∣

∣ Fν−1(m)

)
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≤ P
(s)
ν

(

max
1≤t≤k

χt >
L

k

jν+η
∑

j=jν+1

∆
(s)
j

+
L

k

jν+k
∑

j=jν+η+1

∆
(s)
j + LD

(s)
p(x|s)δ

∣

∣

∣ Fν−1(m)

)

(32)

where Λ
(s)
j := Λ(s)(Y j |Xj(Ŝj)), ∆

(s)
j := D

(s)
p(x|s) −D

(s)

π(Ŝj)
,

and χt :=
1
k

∑jν+t
j=jν+1

(

Λ
(s)
j − LD

(s)

π(Ŝj)

)

. Note that the first

term in the right side can be made arbitrarily small since

|∆(s)
j | < c for some absolute constant c > 0 and Lη = o(k).

Hence, for any ǫ > 0, one can take large enough k, L in

our asymptotic regime such that L
k

∑jν+η
j=jν+1 ∆

(s)
j > −ǫ.

Take ǫ = LD
(s)
p(x|s)δ/2. Then, (32) can be bounded by

P
(s)
ν (A|Fν−1(m)) where

A :=

{

max
1≤t≤k

χt >
1

k

jν+k
∑

j=jν+η+1

L∆
(s)
j +

LD
(s)
p(x|s)δ

2

}

.

Next, define the event Bs = {Ŝj = s for all j ∈ [jν + η + 1 :
jν + k]}. Then,

P
(s)
ν (A|Fν−1(m)) = P

(s)
ν (Bs)P(s)

ν (A|Fν−1(m),Bs)
+ P

(s)
ν (Bc

s)P
(s)
ν (A|Fν−1(m),Bc

s)

≤ P
(s)
ν (A|Fν−1(m),Bs) + P

(s)
ν (Bc

s)

≤ P
(s)
ν (A|Fν−1(m),Bs) + k(|S| − 1)ρη,

where the last inequality is due to Lem. 1, and the second

term tends to zero in our asymptotic regime with log k =
o(η). To show that the first term vanishes as well, note that

χt|Bs,Fν−1(m) is a martingale with respect to the filtration

Gt = σ(Y̆1, . . . , Y̆jν+t):

E
(s)
ν [χt|Gt−1,Fν−1,Bs] = E

(s)
ν [χt|Gt−1,Bs]

= E
(s)
ν





1

k

jν+t
∑

j=jν+1

(

Λ
(s)
j − LD

(s)

π(Ŝj)

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

Gt−1,Bs





= χt−1 +
1

k
E
(s)
ν

[

Λ
(s)
jν+t − LD

(s)

π(Ŝj)

∣

∣

∣Gt−1,Bs
]

= χt−1,

where the first equality is due to the fact that χt →
(Gt−1,Bs)→ Fν−1 since χt is a function of code subblocks

(xj ,yj) after time ν, and the estimate Ŝj is a function of pilot

observations that are conditioned by Gt. Then, since (·)2 is a

convex function, χ2
t is a submartingale [43, Thm. 4.2.6]. Thus,

P
(s)
ν (A|Fν−1(m),Bs)

(a)
= P

(s)
ν

(

max
1≤t≤k

χt > LD
(s)
p(x|s)δ/2

∣

∣

∣Fν−1(m),Bs
)

≤ P
(s)
ν

(

max
1≤t≤k

χ2
t >

(

LD
(s)
p(x|s)δ/2

)2
∣

∣

∣

∣

Fν−1(m),Bs
)

(b)

≤ E
(s)
ν

[

χ2
k|Fν−1(m),Bs

]

(LD
(s)
p(x|s)δ/2)

2

≤ kLV

(LD
(s)
p(x|s)δk/2)

2
= O

(

1

kL

)

→ 0,

where (a) is due to π(Ŝj) = p(x|s) conditioned on Bs, and

(b) is by Doob’s submartingale inequality [43, Thm. 4.4.2],

and V is a finite constant given in (3).

APPENDIX B

PROOF OF LEMMA 1

Extending (9), we define the ℓ-th log-likelihood ratio be-

tween two states for pilot symbols

Λℓ(s, s
′) := log

p(s)(y̆ℓ|x̆ℓ)

p(s′)(y̆ℓ|x̆ℓ)
.

Then, by the definition of the MLE, ŝj = s⋆ implies that for

all s′ 6= s⋆,

SUMj(s
⋆, s′) :=

j−1
∑

ℓ=j−η

Λℓ(s
⋆, s′) > 0.

Therefore, for j ≥ jν + η,

P
(s⋆)
ν (Ŝj 6= s⋆) = P

(s⋆)
ν





⋃

s′ 6=s⋆

{SUMj(s
⋆, s′) ≤ 0}





(a)

≤
∑

s′ 6=s⋆

P
(s⋆)
ν (SUMj(s

⋆, s′) ≤ 0)

=
∑

s′ 6=s⋆

P (s⋆)
ν

(

exp

(

−1

2
SUMj(s

⋆, s′)

)

≥ 1

)

(b)

≤
∑

s′ 6=s⋆

E
(s⋆)
ν

[

exp

(

−1

2
SUMj(s

⋆, s′)

)]

(c)
=
∑

s′ 6=s⋆

j−1
∏

ℓ=j−η

E
(s⋆)
ν





(

p(s
′)(Y̆ℓ|X̆ℓ)

p(s⋆)(Y̆ℓ|X̆ℓ)

)1/2




(d)
=
∑

s′ 6=s⋆

ρ(s′, s⋆)η

(e)

≤
∑

s′ 6=s⋆

ρη = (|S| − 1)ρη,

where (a) and (b) are by the union bound and the Markov

inequality, respectively, (c) follows from the fact that the

channel is memoryless, (d) follows since pilot symbols are

uniformly drawn, and (e) is by the definition ρ, i.e., the

maximum averaged Bhattacharya coefficient in (8).

APPENDIX C

PROOF OF VANISHING ENTROPY RATE IN (20)

Let jν be the subblock index that contains the change point

ν, i.e., (jν − 1)(L+ 1) + 1 ≤ ν ≤ jν(L + 1). To show (20),

we can bound the entropy term by

1

k
H(Ŝk) ≤ 1

k

k
∑

j=1

H(Ŝj)

=
1

k

jν+η−1
∑

j=1

H(Ŝj) +
1

k

k
∑

j=jν+η

H(Ŝj)

≤ |jν + η − 1|
k

log |S|+ 1

k

k
∑

j=jν+η

H(Ŝj). (33)
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Let Ij be the indicator random variable Ij = 1{Ŝj = s⋆}
where s⋆ is the true change state. Then, for j = jν + η, . . . , k

H(Ŝj) ≤ H(Ŝj , Ij) = H(Ŝj |Ij) +H(Ij)

= P(Ij = 1)H(Ŝj |Ij = 1)

+ P(Ij = 0)H(Ŝj |Ij = 0) +H(Ij)

≤ P(Ij = 0) log |S|+H(Ij)

(a)

≤ (|S| − 1)ρη log |S|+H(Ij),

where step (a) follows from Lem. 1. Then, since H(Ij) is

the vanishing binary entropy function, (33) vanishes as well

if η = o(k). Note that this also implies that the fixed-

length coding rate in [41, Thm. 1.3.1] tends to zero, since

the spectral sup-entropy rate vanishes as a direct consequence

of the convergence of the entropy rate and the Markov lemma.

APPENDIX D

PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Assume ν = 1 and the post state is s ∈ S. Then, by Fano’s

inequality

nR ≤ I(M ; Ỹ n
s ) + nǫn

=

n
∑

i=1

I(M ; Ỹsi|Ỹ i−1
s ) + nǫn

≤
n
∑

i=1

I(M,Y i−1
s , Ỹ i−1

s ; Ỹsi) + nǫn

(a)
=

n
∑

i=1

I(M,Y i−1
s , Xsi, Ỹ

i−1
s ; Ỹsi) + nǫn

(b)
=

n
∑

i=1

I(Xsi; Ỹsi) + nǫn

≤ nI(Xs; Ỹs) + nǫn.

where step (a) follows since Xsi is a function of

(M,Y i−1
s ), and step (b) follows from the Markov relation

(M,Y i−1
s , Ỹ i−1

s )→ Xsi → Ỹsi.

Now moving forward to the general case with ν ≥ 1,

nR ≤ I(M ; Ỹ n) + nǫn (34)

= I(M ; Ỹ n
ν ) + I(M ; Ỹ ν−1|Ỹ n

ν ) + nǫn. (35)

Then,

I(M ; Ỹ ν−1|Ỹ n
ν ) ≤ I(M, Ỹ n

ν ; Ỹ ν−1)

=

ν−1
∑

i=1

I(M, Ỹ n
ν ; Ỹi|Ỹ i−1) ≤ (ν − 1)I(X0; Ỹ0),

where we follow similar steps as in the ν = 1 case using the

Markov relation (M,Y i−1
0 , Ỹ i−1

0 , Ỹ n
ν )→ X0,i → Ỹ0,i for i =

1, . . . , ν−1. Thus, the term is o(n) if maxpX0
I(X0; Ỹ0) <∞.

On the other hand, the first term in (35) follows the same steps

as the ν = 1 case, which gives the relation

I(M ; Ỹ n
ν ) ≤ (n− ν + 1)I(Xs;Ys).

Finally, by taking n→∞ we have

R ≤ min
s∈S

max
pXs

I(Xs;Ys).
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