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Characterizing the Age of Information with

Multiple Coexisting Data Streams

Yoshiaki Inoue and Michel Mandjes

Abstract

In this paper we analyze the distribution of the Age of Information (Aol) of a tagged data stream
sharing a processor with a set of other data streams. We do so in the highly general setting in which the
interarrival times pertaining to the tagged stream can have any distribution, and also the service times of
both the tagged stream and the background stream are generally distributed. The packet arrival times of
the background process are assumed to constitute a Poisson process, which is justified by the fact that it
typically is a superposition of many relatively homogeneous streams. The first major contribution is that
we derive an expression for the Laplace-Stieltjes transform of the Aol in the resulting GI+M/GI+GI/1
model. Second, we use stochastic ordering techniques to identify tight stochastic bounds on the Aol. In
addition, when approximating the tagged stream’s inter-generation times through a phase-type distribution
(which can be done at any precision), we present a computational algorithm for the mean Aol. As
illustrated through a sequence of numerical experiments, the analysis enables us to assess the impact of

background traffic on the Aol of the tagged stream.

I. INTRODUCTION

In this paper we consider the situation of an information source that is equipped with a sensor,
feeding into a processor (often referred to as a server), and a monitor (cf. Figure [I). Due to the
fact that the (typically packetized) information has to be processed by the server, it arrives with
some delay at the monitor. The Age of Information (Aol) [1]], [2] is a performance measure that
quantifies the timeliness of the monitor’s knowledge of the information produced by the source.

To conveniently analyze the Aol, queueing theory has proven to be particularly useful [3], [4].
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Fig. 1: Schematic representation of status update systems.

In the theoretical analysis of the Aol, the focus has been primarily on a single data stream in
isolation, in that the stream under consideration is the sole user of the processor [3]], [S]-[7]. A
few exceptions are studies on the Aol in multi-source queueing systems with Poisson input, where
inter-generation times of information packets are assumed to be exponentially distributed [8]—[13].
In a more typical scenario, however, a tagged data stream corresponds to packet-generation
intervals with relatively low variability, sharing the resource with a massive number of competing
streams. This may entail that the characteristics of these background streams may significantly
impact the Aol of the tagged stream. The main objective of this paper is to quantify this effect.
In our analysis we rely on the well-known result that, with the number of background streams
being typically large and relatively homogeneous, the corresponding aggregate packet arrival
process can be accurately approximated by a Poisson process [14].

We proceed by discussing the three main contributions of this work.

o The first part of our analysis considers the Aol of the tagged stream in the context of

our general model, which we refer to as a queueing system of the GI+M/GI+GI/1 type.
We succeed in evaluating the distribution of the Aol in this multi-source context through
its Laplace-Stieltjes transform (LST), with the resulting expression being in terms of the
(known) transform of the stationary system delay.

o While techniques are available to accurately invert LSTs to obtain the underlying random
variable’s cumulative distribution function, one would like obtain more explicit insight into
the impact of the background data streams on the Aol of the tagged stream. Relying on
stochastic ordering results, we manage to derive closed-form lower and upper bounds on
this Aol.

o Informally, the class of phase-type distributions contains convolutions and mixture of
exponential distributions. Owing to the fact that any distribution on the positive half-line can
be approximated arbitrarily closely by a phase-type distribution [15, Th. II1.4.2], we focus
on the model in which the inter-sampling times of the tagged stream are of phase-type. We

show how to stably compute the mean Aol, in the resulting multi-source model of the type
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PH+M/GI+GI/1.

The model is more realistic than existing ones due to the fact that it allows renewal arrivals
(of the tagged stream, that is), rather than just Poisson arrivals. In particular, it thus covers the
practically relevant case when the tagged stream has constant interarrival times, and in addition

the case that the interarrival times are ‘almost constant’ (i.e., constant plus some perturbation).

In previous work, all papers on multi-source models, involving a tagged stream sharing the
processor with background streams, assume Poisson arrivals. The consequence is that one can
deal with the heterogeneity of the service times in a straightforward manner: at any arrival one
can probabilistically determine whether the arrived packet corresponds to the tagged stream or to
the background stream. Put differently, for any multi-source M+M/GI+GI/1 model one can work
with an equivalent single source M/GI/1 model. It is remarked that in [|6] the Aol under renewal
arrivals (i.e., the interarrival times stemming from an arbitray distribution) is extensively studied,

but in the context of a single-source model.

We proceed by an (non-exhaustive) account of papers on Aol in the multi-source context,
primarily focusing on papers in which the underlying queueing discipline is first-come first-
served (FCFS). The pioneering paper [8] quantifies the Aol of a tagged stream interfering
with a background stream, but in a setting in which interarrival times as well as service times
are exponentially distributed. For the resulting M+M/M+M/1 model, and actually also for the
analogous model in which more than two streams share the queueing resource, the authors
succeed in providing a closed-form for the mean of the Aol of each of the streams. This analysis
is extended in [9], [10] to general service times (but still Poisson arrivals). The fact that it is
reasonable to drop older packets when new packets arrive at the queue, justifies the interest in
models with finite buffer capacity. In the single-stream case, it is natural to consider the case
that the buffer can contain precisely one packet. The corresponding multi-source model (with a
buffer size of one, that is) is dealt with in [11], but is remarked that in this setting with multiple
coexisting sources it would be more appropriate to work with a setup in which all interfering
streams are given a dedicated buffer of size one. In [12], relying on Palm calculus techniques,
an expression for the joint transform of the Aols is obtained, which is valid under fairly general
conditions. It should be noted, however, that its application to specific situations requires additional
non-trivial analysis, and so far such analysis has succeeded only in special cases (namely, the
input is Poisson and the service discipline corresponding to preemptive last-come first-served).
We finally mention [[13]], in which the uncertainty in the arrival and service processes is captured
through the use of uncertainty sets. The analysis leads to bounds on the Peak-Aol (defined as

the largest value of the Aol, before it drops due to a new update), accurate under both light and
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heavy loads. This literature review confirms that, before our work, no results were available for
the Aol distribution in systems of the practically relevant GI+M/GI+GI/1 type.

This paper has been organized as follows. Section [II] introduces the model, convenient
notation, and some preliminaries. Then Section [[TI] provides an exact characterization of the Aol
distribution through its LST. Explicit stochastic bounds on the Aol are presented in Section [[V},
including appealing lower and upper bounds on the mean Aol. In Section [V] we specialize to the
PH+M/GI+GI/1 systems, which, as argued above, is dense in the class of all GI+M/GI+Gl/1
systems (in that any instance in the latter class can be approximated arbitrarily closely by
an instance in the former class); we develop computational algorithms to obtain the mean
Aol In Section [VI] we systematically assess the performance of the PH+M/GI+GI/1 system,
also quantifying the errors that we would face when we would have worked with the simpler
M+M/GI+GI/1 system. Section gives concluding remarks, including directions for potential

follow-up research.

II. MODEL, NOTATION, AND PRELIMINARIES

Throughout this paper, we follow a convention that for a non-negative random variable Y, its
cumulative distribution function (CDF) and probability density function (if exists) are denoted by

Fy () and fy(-). We also define Fy(-) as its complementary CDF and f;:(-) as its LST:
Fy(r)=1- Fy(x), >0, fi(s) =Ele™] = / e *dFy(z), s>0.
0

Suppose that a sensor observes (i.e., samples) the time-varying state of an information source
at a rate A > 0. At the sampling time instants, the sensor generates an information packet
containing the obtained data and transmits this to a remote monitor. Each information packet
experiences some delay at an intermediate communication channel or a processor which performs
a computation to extract information from the raw data. More specifically, let (v, ),—01,.. denote
the sequence of generation times of information packets, where o, 1 < «, (n =1,2,...). We
refer to the information packet generated at time ¢ = «,, as the nth packet. By definition, the

inter-generation time G,, between the (n — 1)th and nth packets is given by
G,=a,—a,_1, n=1,2.... (1)

The nth packet (more precisely, the information it contains) is received by the monitor at time

Bn, 1.e., the system delay D, experienced by the nth packet is given by
D,=0,—a, n=01,.... (2)
We hereafter assume that the time axis is taken so that

o >0, 3)
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Fig. 2: Schematic representation of queue with coexisting data streams. The grey blocks correspond

to packets in the tagged stream X (¢), and the white blocks to packets in the background stream
Xg(1).

which is convenient in defining the Aol, as we will see later.

In this paper, we model the sequence of system delays (D,,),—o.1,... via the use of a single-server
queue. This queue is fed by a ragged input, corresponding to the sensor-monitor pair we focus
on, as well as additional exogenous inputs, which represent the background traffic load generated
by sources other than the tagged input (cf. Figure [2). More specifically, we consider a queueing
system in which the arrival process consists of two different input streams, in the sequel denoted
by (X(%))i>0 and (Xpg(t))i>0, Where X (¢) and Xy4(t) denote the cumulative amount of work
brought into the system by the sensor and the background traffic, respectively. The workload in
system V/(¢) at time ¢ is then given by

V(t) = V(0) + X(t) + Xog(t) — pt + u/ 1{V(u) = 0}du, >0, @)

u€(0,t)

where 1 > 0 denotes the service rate. See Figure [3] for a graphical explanation. Assuming that
the input processes (X (t)):;>o and (Xy4(t))i>0 are cadlag (i.e., right continuous with left limits),
so is the associated workload process (V' (t)):>o.

Letting H,, (n =0,1,...) denote the service requirement of the nth packet generated by the

sensor, X (f) can be represented as

o

X(t)=> 10 < a, <t}H,.

n=1

In this paper, we let the inter-generation times pertaining to the sensor be denoted by (G,,)n=12.. .,
and the corresponding service requirements by (H,),—o1,.. We assume that these are two
sequences of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random variables, with the respective
CDFs F¢(-) and Fy(-), where its is in addition assumed that both sequences are independent of
each other. On the other hand, we assume that the background traffic (Xy,4(%)):>0 is a compound
Poisson process: it has upward jumps following a Poisson process with rate A, where the jump
sizes are i.i.d. with CDF Fy, (-). The background traffic load is then characterized as

L

P(Xig(t) < 7) = Y

k=0

. Fﬁ’zg(x), x>0,
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Fig. 3: The top graphs represent sample paths of the arrival times and service requirements
corresponding to the processes X (¢) and X, (¢). The bottom graphs represent the resulting
workload process V' (¢) and Aol process A(t). The service rate p is equal to 1. The tagged
stream has interarrival times that are Erlang with 10 phases and mean 20, whereas the service
requirements are Erlang with 5 phases and mean 1. The background stream is Poissonian with

arrival rate 0.9, whereas the service requirements are Erlang with 5 phases and mean 1.

where F;I’Zg() denotes the k-fold convolution of Fp, (-), being defined recursively via

Fiy (2) = Fp, (2),  Fip () = /0 Fg’ggfl(x —y)dFy,,(y), k=2,3,....

The processes (X (t)):>0 and (Xi,4(t)):>0 are assumed independent. The resulting queueing model
could be denoted by GI+M/GI+GI/1, where the + symbol stands for ‘superposition’: a renewal
input stream with generally distributed service times shares a single-server queueing resource with
a Poisson input stream with generally distributed service times. As mentioned in the introduction,
the Poissonian nature of the background arrivals is motivated by the fact that the number of
background streams is typically large and fairly homogeneous.

In terms of the workload process, the system delay D, of the nth packet is given by

D, — V(a,—) + H, _ V(Ozn)7 5)
fu Il
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where the second equation follows from the right-continuity of (V' (¢));>0. The Aol A(t) at time
t is defined as the elapsed time since the generation time of the last packet received by the
monitor (cf. Figure [3):

t_A(0)7 0§t<507

At) = (©6)

t — max{ay,; a, + D, <t}, t>pp.
Recall that o, + D,, = 3, represents the reception time of the nth packet, so that ¢ > S in the
second case of @ is required for the set {a,,; «, + D, <t} to be non-empty. Also, note that
the condition ensures 3y > 0. Let Apeaxn (n = 1,2,...) denote the nth peak Aol, i.e., the
value of the Aol just before the nth packet is received by the monitor:

Apeak,n = lim A(t> = ﬁn —Qp—1 = ﬁn —Qp + Qp — Qg
t—fn—

=D, +G,, (7

where the last equation follows from (I)) and (2).
Let G, H, and H,, respectively denote generic random variables following the CDFs F(-),
Fy(-), and Fp, (). Also recall that A := 1/IE[G] denotes the sampling rate of the sensor. We

define the traffic intensity of respective streams as

_ AE[H] _ AngE[Hyg]
pi=——— frgi= .
I Iz

In the rest of this paper, we assume that the stability condition

ptpog < 1, 8)

is in place. Because the system is regenerative and the regeneration time is almost surely (a.s.)
finite under , the time-averaged distributions of (D;,)n—01,.., (Apeakn)n=12,., and (A(t))i>o
agree with their respective stationary distributions Fp(-), Fa ., (-), and F4(-), i.e., the following

relations hold a.s.:

1
im — < = >
]\}1_{1(1)0 N 2 1{D, <z} = Fp(x), x>0,
L
]&E)?)o N Zl jn‘{141363'1{7'”/ S x} = FApeak(x)’ Zz 2 0’
1 /7
lim ~ / L{A(t) < 2}dt = Fa(), 2> 0. ©)
T—oo T 0

We thus define D, Ak, and A as generic random variables corresponding to the stationary

versions of D,,, Apeakn. and A(t), respectively.
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III. EXACT FORMULA FOR THE AOI DISTRIBUTION

In this section we derive an exact expression for the LST of the stationary Aol A, assuming
that the tagged stream, corresponding to the sensor-monitor pair, has a general inter-sampling
time distribution.

We utilize the following characterization of the stationary distribution of the Aol [6]:

FA@) = 7 | {Faal) = o)}y >0, (10)
fZ(S) _ fD(S)S;E{é%eak<S>7 s> 0. (11)

Note here that (7) implies E[A,c.x] — E[D] = E[G], with which we can verify that F4(-) and
f4(-) given by and satisfy lim, o, Fla(z) = 1 and lim,o f5(s) = 1. By and (T1)),
the analysis of the stationary Aol A is reduced to that of the stationary system delay D and the
stationary peak Aol Apcak.

Let By, denote the length of a busy period of the M/G/1 queue only with the background
traffic load; it is a standard result from queueing theory that its LST f Ebg(s) satisfies the Kendall

functional equation [16, Eq. (1)]

fgbg(s) _ f;;bg (3 + >\bg - Abgfgbg(‘g)) ‘

I
It is easily seen that for each s > 0, this equation and the condition |f (s)| < 1 uniquely
determine the value of f gbg(s); to this end, observe that fgbg(s) is the solution of the equation

y = f*(y) with a function

) = i, ( £ = Abgg) ,

which is a convex function satisfying f*(0) > 0 and f*(1) = ff;, (s/p) < 1.

Lemma 1. The LST of the stationary peak Aol f;}peak(-) is given in terms of the LST of the
stationary system delay [7,(-) by

Frranl®) = Fits/0) |

y=0

o

et | (5 ) - 59 | ) art. a2

where ¢(s) and 1(w) are defined as
P(s) =8 — Apg + )\bgf;Ibg(S/M)a (13)
(W) = w4 Aog — A, (@), (14)

and L;'[f(s,w)] denotes the inverse Laplace transform of f(s,w) with respect to w:

Fs,w) = /0 T (s, W) (et
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Proof. From (5) and (7), we have
V(an—) + H,

N Hn
Apeak,n - 7 + Gn - V(an_) + Gn + 77 (15)

where V(t) denotes the virtual waiting time:
V(t) = —+=. (16)
Because (X (t)):>o has no jumps in ¢ € [av,_1, ), in this interval (4) can be rewritten as

V(t) = V(an) + Xog(t) — it + / LV () = 0bdu, 1+ € [an1, ),

u€lan—1,t)
ie., (V(t))tclan_1,a,) behaves as if it is the workload process of an ordinary M/GI/1 queue
with the arrival rate A, the service requirement distribution Fy, (-), and the service rate .
Let (Vai/c/1(t))i>0 denote the workload process of such an M/G/1 queue and let Vi sa(t) =
Var/a1(t)/pt denote the corresponding virtual waiting time. It is known that the LST of Vig/c 1 ()
satisfies [17, P. 83]
/tZOE[e—va/Gu(t)]e—wtdt _ ¢(S)1_ - (wfw) 'in;M/G/l(O) (Y(w)) — f";M/G/l(O)(s)) ) (17)

Therefore, we have from (15]),

E[e_SApcak,n] — f;—}(s/ﬂ) . E[e_s(v(an_)“"Gﬂ)]

= filsln) [ B | V(0,0 = al dFy, (@)

= f}}(S/M)/ Ble=*(Ben(@+C) | 111,61(0) = 2] dFp, _, ()
z=0

= fis/) [ dFo, (@) [ Ve on) | Gy (0) = o] dFoly)
z=0 y=0

= fits/u) [~ e [ et | Vi (0) = ol dFi, (o) b ).

y:O =0

which together with implies (12). O

Theorem 2. The LST f(-) of the stationary Aol is given in terms of the LST f},(-) of the

stationary system delay by
*(q) = F* (g Ool_efsy_q 1 S (W) — (s
i = fitst) | e 22 5= (5 et = £50) | ) Rl

Proof. Similarly to the proof of Lemma [I} we observe from D,, = (V(a,—) + H,,)/p that its
distribution equals that of the sum of H/u and Var /a/1(Gr) conditioned on Var /G/1(0) = Dyy.
We thus have for the stationary system delay D (cf. (I7)),

o) = sitst) [ 2 o= (i o) = 1509)) | ) are. a9

April 25, 2024 DRAFT




10

Therefore, we obtain (I8)) by combining (TT)), (I2)), and (19). O

The LST of the stationary Aol is thus given in terms of that of the stationary system delay
D. The characterization of D is known in the literature [[18]], [[19], which takes a form of an

intuitively appealing decomposition formula:

Lemma 3 ([18]], [19]). Consider an GI/GI/l1 queue which has inter-arrival times following the
CDF F(-) and service times with LST fj; (s) := fi;((5 + Avg — Avog S5, (5))/1t) (s = 0). Let

W, denote the stationary waiting time in this GI/Gl/I queue:

, 5§20, (20)

fiv.(5) = exp [— Sp [ a-emanw

where Uy, denotes the sum of k i.i.d. copies of the difference H, — G of the inter-arrival and

service times, i.e.,

Fuo) = [P 2 y - 0) dFaly). @ € (~oc,00), @)
0
FUk(‘r) = /OO FUk71(x - y) dFUl(y)J HAS (_00700)7 k= 2737- ce (22)

We then have for the original model with GI/GI and M/GI input streams, the LST of the system
delay D experienced by the GI/GI stream is given by

* _ (]‘ _pbg)s * * *
fD<S> - 5 — )\bg + /\bgf;}bg(s/,u) ’ fW*(S - )\bg + )‘bngbg(S/lu’)) ’ fH(S/:u)

Remark 1. The expression (20) for the stationary waiting time W, in the GI/GI/I queue can be
found in [20, P. 280]. Its mean E[W,] is also given explicitly by [15, P. 232]:

o] 1 o)
E[W,] = ZE /O xdFy (). (23)
k=1

Proof. Lemma [3] readily follows from [18]], [19]. Note that although these papers show the
decomposition formula for only the time-depedent and stationary virtual waiting time V(t) and
V', their discussion clearly carries over to the virtual waiting time just before arrivals of the

GI/GI stream. n

Theorem [2] and Lemma [3] completely determine the Aol distribution. In particular, we can
evaluate the value of f%(s) and its derivatives numerically, which enables us to compute the
moments and the CDF F)(-) of the stationary Aol; we refer to e.g. [21] for Laplace inversion
methods to numerically compute the corresponding CDF. On the other hand, these formulas also
enable us to gain further insights into the way the model parameters affect the Aol performance.

In the next section, we explore this direction in detail utilizing stochastic ordering techniques.
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IV. STOCHASTIC ORDERINGS AND BOUNDS OF THE AOI

In this section, we derive stochastic comparison results and closed-form bounds for the Aol
based on the stochastic ordering techniques. In Section we briefly review the definitions
of several stochastic orders to be used. In Section we prove several stochastic ordering
properties of the Aol, which leads to its distributional bounds. We then derive closed-form bounds

on the mean Aol in Section [V-C|

A. Stochastic Orders

Let us start by briefly reviewing the definitions of some stochastic orders (see [22] for more
detailed explanations). Let Y, and Y; denote two non-negative random valiables. Y} is said to be

smaller than Y] in the usual stochastic order (denoted by Y, <y Y;) when

Fy,(z) < Fy,(z), VYa >0.

It is known that Yy <y Y; if and only if E[h(Yy)] < E[R(Y})] holds for all non-decreasing
functions h(-) such that the expectations exist.
On the other hand, Yj is said to be smaller than Y in the increasing convex order (denoted
by Yy <iex Y1) when . .
[ Fawars [TFawan vezo 24)

As the name suggests, Y <i.x Y; if and only if E[h(Y;)] < E[h(Y))] holds for all non-decreasing

convex functions A(-) such that the expectations exist. Similarly, Y; is said to be smaller than Y}

in the increasing concave order (denoted by Yy <., Y1) when

/ Fy,(y)dy < / Fy,(y)dy, Vx>0,
0 0

which is equivalent to that E[h(Yy)] < E[h(Y7)] holds for all non-decreasing concave functions
h(-) such that the expectations exist.

Furthermore, Y} is said to be smaller than Y; in the convex order (denoted by Yy <. Y7) when
Yo < Y1 and E[Y] = EY)].

The convex ordering Yy <. Y7 holds if and only if E[A(Y))] < E[h(Y7)] for all convex functions
h(-) such that the expectations exist. Because E[Y;] = [* Fy,(y)dy, it is readily seen that
Yy < Y7 is also equivalent to Yy >i., Y; and E[Yy] = E[Y}]; note that the inequalities have
opposite directions here.

While the usual stochastic order < compares the magnitude of random variables, the convex
order <., compares random variables in terms of the variability given the same mean. The

increasing convex and increasing concave orders compare both the magnitude and variability.
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Specifically, Yy <i.x Y7 implies that Y| is smaller and less variable than Y;, while Yy <., Y3
implies that Y[, is smaller but more variable than Y;.

Notice however that < is stronger than <;., in the sense that Yy < Y7 = Y) <ix Y1 (also
we have Yy < Y] = Y <iov Y1). On the other hand, if Yy < Yj and Yy < Yi, then Yy =, V]

(22, Th. 1.A.8], where =; denotes the equality in distribution. Therefore, the usual stochastic

order and the convex order compare random variables from essentially different viewpoints.

B. Distributional Bounds for the Aol

As mentioned in the proof of Lemma I} the virtual waiting time process (V(t))te[a%han)
during an inter-sampling time behaves in the same way as the ordinary M/GI/1 queue with
the arrival rate \,, and the service time distribution Fflbg(')’ where ]:[bg = H/p. Recall that
the virtual waiting time and the system delay are related as D, = V(a,). We then define
(Z(t; Dy))e>0 as the virtual waiting time process of the M/GI/1 queue with only the background

traffic, whose initial value equals to the system delay D,,:
Fuon (@) = /0 T P(han(t) > 7 | ayan(0) = 20)dFp, (o), x>0, (25)
To make the notation simpler, we define
Fyz(t,z;D,) = Fzu.p,y(z), x> 0. (26)

Let W,, denote the waiting time of the nth packet (see (3) and (16)):

Vi, — -
Wn = (a ) - V(an_)
L
By definition, we have
FWn(SL') :/ Fz(t,x; D, _1)dFg(t), n=12,.... 27)
0
Note that along with
H,

1
defines a recursive relation for D,, (n =0,1,...).

Imposing the following assumption on the initial virtual waiting time V(O) largely simplifies
the derivation of stochastic comparison results. It is by no means restrictive, as such an assumption

on V(O) does not affect any of the results on stationary distributions.

Assumption 1. The initial virtual waiting time V(O) is distributed according to the stationary
virtual waiting time distribution in the M/Gl/1 queue with only the background traffic existing,

ie.,
]E[e—sf/(o)] _ (1 — pbg)S :
s — )\bg + )\bgf;:[bg (S/M)

DRAFT April 25, 2024
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Remark 2. Assumption |l| represents the situation that the system had been running only with

the background traffic until the first generation time o of the packet by the sensor.
Under this assumption, the following monotonicity property is known in the literature [19].

Lemma 4 ([[19, Th. 1.1]). If Assumption |l|is satisfied, then Z(t; D,,) is stochastically decreasing

in t for each n, i.e.,
Fy(ti,2;D,) > Fy(ta,7;D,), 0<t; <ty, >0, n=12,....

Informally, the virtual waiting time process V (¢) during the time-interval ¢ € [c,_1, o) starts
from the system delay D,,_; = V(an_l) and it tends toward the stationary distribution of the
M/GI/1 queue. Lemma [] shows that this transition is in fact decreasing in the usual stochastic
order.

Recall that the exact peak Aol distribution is characterized by the rather complicated expression
in (12)). The following lemma shows that ignoring the dependence between D, and G,, in ()

yields a simple upper bound of the peak Aol in the convex order.

Lemma 5. Under Assumption [I} the nth peak Aol Apeax r is bounded above in the convex order

as

Apeak,n Scx Dn + G7

where GG denotes a generic random variable for inter-sampling times and it is independent of

the system delay D,,.

Proof. We consider the joint distribution of W,, and the inter-sampling time G,, between (n — 1)st

and nth packets in the following form:
P(W, >z,G, <vy)

= / P(VM/G/1(Gn) >a,Gp, <vy| VM/G/1(0) = x9) dFp, ,(z0)

0=0
- /toz 1{t <y} /000 P(Varsen () > @ | Va1 (0) = o) dFp, , (20) dFg(t)
- o=
_ / °° 1{t < y}Fy(t,2; Do) dFo(2),
t=
where I (t,x; D,_,) is defined as in and . We then have
P(W,, > z,G, <y) = E[Fz(G,z; D,_1)1{G < y}]
> E[Fz(G,z; Dn1)E[L{G < y}],
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where the last inequality follows from the fact that for any random variable Y and non-increasing
functions ¢;(-) and go(-), we have E[g;(Y)g2(Y)] > E[g:1(Y)]|E[g2(Y)] (see [23], [24]).
Because implies P(W,, > z) = E[Fz(x,G; D,,_1)], we further obtain

PW, >z G, <y)>P(W,>z)P(G,<y), >0, y>0.

Therefore, W,, and G,, are negatively quadrant dependent [25, Lemma 1]. It then follows from

[25, Th. 1 (ii) and Lemma 3] that for any non-decreasing functions /() and hs(-),
Cov]hi(W,,), ha(Gy)] < 0.
We then have from [22, Th. 3.A.39],
Wi+ Gn Sex W + G, (29)

where GG on the right-hand side is taken to be independent of WW,,. Because the convex order is

preserved under the addition of an independent random variable [22, Eq. (3.A.46)], we obtain

from (7), (28)), and (29),
H,
Apeak,n+1 = Wn + Gn + 7

H,

As an application of Lemma [5 a similar bound for the stationary version follows immediately,

as stated in the next corollary.

Corollary 6. The stationary peak Aol Aycax is bounded above in the convex order as
Apeak Scx D + G7
where the stationary system delay D and the inter-sampling time G are taken to be independent.

Remark 3. Since Corollary [0] refers only to the stationary distribution, Assumption [l|is irrelevant

here.

With Corollary [6] and an additional analysis for a lower bound, we obtain surprisingly simple

stochastic bounds for the stationary Aol:

Theorem 7. The stationary Aol A is bounded by the sum of independent random variables as

D™ +G<4 A<y D+G, (30)
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where D denotes the stationary system delay as before, D~ denotes the system delay in the
ordinary M/Gl/1 queue with only the background traffic existing, and G denotes the generic

random variable for residual inter-sampling times:

* — (1_pbg)5
fD—(s) - S_)\bg_l_)\bgfﬁlbg(s//i)’

F Xz 1— f*(s
fal) = HED. gty = LS8

Proof. We first derive the upper bound. From (7)), (24), and Corollary [6] we have

It then follows from (10) that

1

FA®) > g7 { | Foctmay- [ Fow) dy}

[
_ % {/y; (FD(y) +/uiOFG(y — ) dFD(u)) dy — /OIFD(Z/) dy}

- /y:o (/uio % dFD(“>> dy = Fp,a(@), V=0,

which proves the upper bound A <y D + G.

&

=

We then consider the lower bound. Consider a modified workload process (V' ~(t)):>o where
the workload brought by the sensor after time 0 is replaced by zero (cf. (@)):
V() = V(0) + X (t) — pt + p/ 1{V~(u) =0}du, t>0.
u€(0,t)
It is obvious that we have V~(t) < V(¢) (for t > 0). We define D, (for n =0,1,...) by

p- = V(o) + Hn 31)
1

which, together with (5), implies D, < D,, for each sample path. Let us then define A (¢) as
A~ (t) .=t — max{a,; a,, + D, <t},

which clearly satisfies

A (1) < A(t), (32)
for each sample path (cf. (6))). Furthermore, we define the corresponding peak Aol as (cf. (7))

Apeak,n =

lim A (t) = D + Gh. (33)

t—an+D, —
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Now suppose that the initial workload V/(0) is distributed according to the stationary distribution
of (V7 (t))s>0. Under this condition, D, defined in has the same distribution as D~ and it
is independent of G,,. Therefore, we have from (33)) that

F,- (y)=Fp-(y)+ /y Fa(y —u)dFp-(u).

peak,n 0

Applying to the modified Aol process (A~ (t)):>0, we obtain its stationary random variable

A~ as _
e[ ([ Fetary )

i.e., we have A~ =, D~ + G. Because still holds under this initial condition, their time-

averaged distributions satisfy
I I
_/ 1{A(t) > x}dt < —/ 1{A®t) > 2}dt, T >0, > 0.
T Jo T J,

Letting 7" — oo in this equation (cf. (9)), we thus obtain the lower bound in (30). O

C. Closed-Form Bounds for the Mean Aol

Theorem [7] enables us to obtain closed-form bounds for the mean Aol.

Corollary 8. The mean Aol E[A] is bounded by
MBIl B[H] B[]

E[4] > : (34)
TR I o (e
MgE[Hy] | E[H] | E[G?]
E[A] < - + + (1 = pue)E[WL], 35
where E[W,] is given by (23).
Proof. From Lemma [3] and Theorem [7} we can readily verify (34) and (35). O

Remark 4. Recall that E[W,] denotes the mean waiting time in the GI/G/1 queue, where the
LST of the service time H, is given by [ (s) = f;((s + Avg — AvgfF, (5))/1). We can then
replace E[W,] in the upper bound by an expression only with the first two moments of the

model parameters [26|]:

Var[H,] + p«(2 — p,)Var[G]
(e R

where
E[H]
,U(l o pbg) 7

__"r
1 _pbg’

Var[H] prelE[H §g]
p2(1 = pog)? (1 — ppg)?®

E[H,] = Var[H,| =

Px

We can further simplify the upper bound by focusing on the case where inter-sampling

times have relatively small variability. Note that choosing less variable inter-sampling times
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is reasonable because it leads to the reduction in the Aol as known in the literature [3]], [6].
Specifically, we derive a simpler bound on the mean Aol assuming that the inter-sampling time

distribution is new better than used in expectation (NBUE), i.e.,
E[G-y|G>y] <E[G], Vy=>0
It is also known that G is NBUE if and only if [22, Th. 3.A.55]
G <o Exp(E[G]), (36)

where Exp(IE[G]) denotes an exponentially distributed random variable with the same mean as G.
The class of NBUE distributions includes gamma distributions with shape parameter not smaller
than 1 and the deterministic distribution, which are typical choices when modeling inter-sampling

times in monitoring systems.

Theorem 9. If the inter-sampling time distribution Fg(-) is NBUE, we have

MeE[HE]  E[H] E[GY AE[H] + Mg E[H] EH] | E[G7]
21— pog)p®  p 2E[G] 2(1 = p = pog)p? po 2E[G]

Proof. Owing to Corollary [§] it is sufficient to show that

<E[4] <

)\ng[Hgg]
2(1 — pog)p?

Recall that W, denotes the stationary waiting time in the GI/GI/1 queue as in Lemma [3] which

AE[H?] + Mg E[H} ]

2(1 = p — pg) 12 G7

+ (1 — pog) E[W,] <

has the inter-arrival time distribution Fg(-) and the modified service time distribution Fy, (-)

with LST f7 (s) = f5((s + Avg — Mg f5,,(5))/1t). From , E[W,] is given by

]E[W*] = Z

where Uy, is defined as the sum of k i.i.d. copies of the difference H, — G of the inter-arrival
and service times (see and (22)). Because max(0, x) is a convex function of z, implies
that if G is NBUE, then E[IV,] is bounded above by the mean stationary waiting time in the

- E[max (0, Uy)],

| =

M/G/1 queue with the same arrival rate 1/E[G] and the same service time distribution, i.e.,

NE[H?Z] 1 {)\]E[H2] + )\bg]E[Hgg} )\ngE[Hgg] } (38)

20 =p—poghp®  2(1 = ppg)p?

where the last equality can be verified with a straightforward calculation using

B < s B = 1= g

Aog E[H AE[H?
N[, = L () = 2 A
1 — pog (1= png)3p?® (1 — pog)*u
We then obtain from (38). O
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V. PHASE-TYPE INTER-SAMPLING TIME DISTRIBUTION

In this section, we develop a numerical algorithm to compute the exact mean Aol, which is
particularly useful in evaluating the tightness of the closed-form bound derived in the previous
section. To that end, we consider a special case where the inter-sampling times (G,,)n=12,..

follow an M-state (M = 1,2, ...) phase-type distribution [[15, Section II1.4] with representation
(v, I):

Fg(x) =1 —~vyexp[l'zle, x>0,

fa(zr) =~vexp[lz](-Te, x>0, (39)

where e denotes an M x 1 vector with all elements equal to one. The mean inter-sampling time

is then given by

E[G] =~(-T)e. (40)

The phase-type distribution represents the absorption time of a Markov chain with the transition
rate matrix I' started from an initial state distributed according to the probability vector ~. By
definition, we have v > 0 and e = 1. Also, I' has negative diagonal elements and non-negative
off-diagonal elements. Because the Markov chain governed by I' is absorbing, I' is a defective
transition rate matrix, i.e., its row sums are non-positive (i.e., I'e < 0) with at least one of them
being strictly negative.

It is noted that one can approximate any distribution on the positive half-line arbitrarily closely
by a distribution from the phase-type class described above [15, Th. II1.4.2]. This legitimates
considering the queueing model PH+M/GI+GI/1 (in self-evident notation), rather than the formally
more general model GI+M/GI+GI/1.

We impose the common assumption that the transition rate matrix I' + (—I'e)~y is irreducible,
where (—I'e)~y corresponds to the event of absorption and the transition to an initial state for the
next inter-sampling time. It is then ensured that I" + (—I'e)~ has a unique stationary probability

vector 7, which solves

m{l'+ (—T'e)y} =0, mwe=1.

By multiplying (T'"!)e from the right on both sides of this equation and rearranging terms, we

can verify that

where the last equality follows from (40) and A = 1/E[G].
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In this model, the total input process (Xiotai(t))i>0 := (X (¢) + Xpg(t))i>0 follows a compound
Markovian arrival process (MAP). To be more specific, let C and D(x) (for > 0) denote

M x M matrices defined as
C=T—-X\yI, D(z)=(-Te)vFu(zx)+ \gFn,,(2)1, 41)

where I denotes an M x M unit matrix. Let S(¢) € {1,2,..., M} denote the phase of the
system at time ¢, i.e., the state of the phase-type distribution of the inter-sampling time. We

define o (t, ) as a 1 x M vector whose jth element j = 1,2,..., M is given by
[Teorar(t)]; = P(X(2) < 2, 5(t) = j).

The vector (Xiotar(t), S(t))i>0 forms a bivariate Markov process and its transition law is completely

determined by C and D(-): as At | 0+,
mtota](t + At, I’) = wtotal(t, l‘) (I + CAt) + / mtotal(t, xr — y) dD(y) At + O(At)
0

The first and second term on the right-hand side of this equation correspond respectively the
state-transitions without and with an upward jump in Xia ().
The following results are known for this model [27], [28]. Recall that V'(¢) denotes the

workload in the system, and that V (¢)/u denotes the virtual waiting time. Let V and S denote

generic random variables following the (joint) stationary distribution of (V'(¢), S(t)). Let v(z)
(for x > 0) denote a 1 x M vector whose jth (j = 1,2,..., M) element represents the stationary

joint probability that the virtual waiting time is not greater than = and the phase equals j:
[o(z)]; = P(V <, = j).
We define D*(-) and ©*(-) as the LSTs of D(-) and o(-):

D*(s) :/0 e **dD(z), s>0,

v*(s) = /OO e *do(z), s>0.
0
We further define and D(-) and D*(-) as
D(z) = D(pz), = >0, (42)
D (s) = /OO e dD(x) = D*(s/p), s> 0,
0
which correspond to D(-) and D*(-) with H and Hy,, replaced with H/p and Hyg/ p.
Lemma 10 ([27)). Let (Q™),—o.1.... denote a sequence of M x M matrices defined as
QY =c, Q™ =cC+ /OO AdD(z)exp[Q"Vz], n=1,2,.... (43)

0
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(Q(”))n:o@,,,_ is an elementwise non-decreasing sequence and its limit Q = lim, ., Q™
represents a proper transition rate matrix of an irreducible continuous-time Markov chain

with M states. Let k denote the stationary probability vector associated with Q:
kKQ =0 kre=1. (44)
The vector LST v*(s) of the stationary virtual waiting time is then given by
0*(s) = (1= p— po)wll — RY(s)] ", 520, (45)

where R*(s) is defined as

R = [ e [ aby)explQly - o)) (6)
=0 y=x
and for s > 0, eigenvalues of R*(s) have absolute values strictly less than one, i.e.,
I-R(s) ' =) (R(s)" <0 (47)
m=0

holds.

Remark 5. For this model, we also have a more straightforward generalized version of the

Pollaczek—Khinchine formula, as follows [25)]:
0" (s)[sI + C + D*(s)] = (1 — p — pg)sk. (48)
This equation is readily deduced from ({#4) and ({#3), by noting that (#6) implies
[I — R*(s)](sI + Q) = sI + C + D*(s). (49)

However, the advantage of the expression over ([#8) is that [I — R*(s)]™" exists for all
s > 0 as stated in Lemma This is not the case for sI + C + ﬁ*(s) because (@) implies that
det(sI + C + D*(s)) = 0 when s equals an eigenvalue of —Q, which all have non-negative

real parts owing to the Perron—Frobenius theorem.

For reasons of numerical stability, the matrix exponentials exp[Q™z] and exp[Qz] in (43)

and (6) should be computed using the uniformization technique [29] P. 154]:

exp[Q(")x] _ i (QM )k _ i e % (Cx)¥ I+ C‘lQ("))’“,

k! k!
k=0 k=0
> —(z k
explQr] = Y 8 1y )
k=0 ’

where ( denotes the maximum absolute value of the diagonal elements of C':

(= max I[Ciil = max [[T)ii] + Abg- (50)
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Note here that T + (~'Q™ represents a substochastic matrix, i.e., it has non-negative elements

with row sums not exceeding one. Therefore, we rewrite the recursion as

C+Z/ b () 1+ QU

:C+ZD(’“ (I+¢'QU" n=1,2,..., (51)
k=0
where
. e~ ¢
D ::/ ﬂdp(l«)
0 m!
00 ,—Ca/p m 0 —Ca/u m
0 m! 0 m! b8
= (~Te)yh™ + Ihpghi?, (52)
and

. oo ,—(Cz/ m . oo —(x/ m
h(TI’L) — / € ,LL(C];‘/,U) dFH(ZL‘), hl()’fg) e / (& ,LL(C[]}/,M) dFHbg (ﬂf) (53)
0 0

m! m!
Here it is observed that the second equahty follows from the definitions (41)) and (#2) of D(-

and D( ). It is in addition noted that h ™) (and B respectively) can be interpreted as the

bg ’
probability that a Poisson process of rate ( generates m arrivals in a random interval of length
H/p (Hyg/p, respectively). As a consequence, the computation of h(™ and fzgg) is usually
straightforward given specific distributions of the random variables H and H,g.

Recall that the LST of the stationary Aol is given by (18), where the LST f}(s) of the

stationary system delay D is obtained from the conditional PASTA property [30]:

fots) = LT ilel) 5

Therefore, it follows from that the LST f7(s) of the stationary Aol distribution is given in

terms of the probability density function of the inter-sampling time G by
> 1

Fi(s) = Fals/m) |t

where p(s,y) := L' [p*(s,w)](y) denotes the inverse Laplace transform of

* o 1 S L opE W) — Fi(s
(o) = e (S Tl ~ f5(0)) (56)

p(s,y) faly) dy, (55)

1.e.,
p*(s,w) :/ p(s,t)e " dt.
0
Note here that p*(s,t) represents the LST of the transient virtual waiting time of the M/GI/1
queue with only the background traffic, whose initial value follows the same distribution as the
stationary system delay D (cf. (I7)):
p(s,t) = Ee=6n® | V6 1(0) is distributed as D]. (57)
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The LST of the Aol f}(s) is thus determined completely by (13), (14), (39), @3)., (54), and (55).

Similarly, we have the following expression for the mean Aol E[A]:

E[A] = lim (—1) - Ha()

50+ ds
E[H] 1 >y
= T+m/y:0 <§+q(y)>y'fc(y)dy» (58)

where ¢(y) (for y > 0) is defined via

From , we can verify that ¢(y) represents the mean transient virtual waiting time (at time y,
that is) of the M/GI/1 queue with only the background traffic, whose initial value equals to the

stationary system delay D:
a(y) = E[Vayye1(y) | Vaya i (0) is distributed as D]. (59)

Because it follows from (56) that

> _ * o Op(s,y) -
WYy — (—1) . IS Y) | —wy
/O q(y)edy = (-1) /O Jim == ey
B . Op*(s,w)
o (_1) ‘ SE%L 85

L= 1 (W)
R *w( o) *EWO’

q(y) is given by

q(y) = L [—1 ;fbg + 5 <% + E[D])} : (60)

Therefore, evaluating the expression for [£[A], as given in (58], requires Laplace inversion as
well as integration over y € [0, 00). It is known that the accuracy of Laplace-inversion methods
is highly dependent on the shape of the function under consideration, which sometimes leads to
inconsistent numerical results between different inversion algorithms [31]. This led us to develop
an alternative approach that utilizes our assumption of phase-type distributed inter-sampling
times.

The key idea in this alternative approach lies in expanding fs(-), as given by , as an
Poisson-weighted average of non-negative numbers (cf. the uniformization technique [29, P.
154]); the favorable numerical properties of the resulting computation scheme are due to the
fact that the weights used all have the same sign. Recall that { was defined in (50). We define

6 := max; |[I'];;| as the maximum absolute value of diagonal elements of I, i.e., we have

C =0+ Aog. 61)
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We then rewrite fo(x) as
fa(z) = ve ™ exp[(01 + T)z](~T)e

_ ,76—0902 [(9I+ F)x]k . (—I‘)e

k!
k=0
o0 —Bm Q.T o0 e—@m(ex)k
=Y g I (e = 3o e
k=0 k=0
where c; denotes the non-negative number given by
=~(I +67'T)*(-Te, k=0,1,.... (62)
With this expression, we rewrite @ as
—0y k
y e "(0y)
B[4 (L o) -y O g,
9]E / taly) )y —; Y (63)

As an immediate consequence of the definition of the gamma-integral, we have

o0 —0y k
, e (0y)* (B 1)(k+2)
/yo AT 0

Also,

o0 79y 00 fGy k+1
[t S vay = ) [ o) S = s D

where ¢ (for £ =0,1,...) is defined as

0 —0y 0 k
G = / a(y) - %dy. (64)
0 !
We then obtain from (63)),
CEH]  ~—~ a [(k+1)(k+2)

Therefore, what remains is to determine g, (kK = 0,1,...). We take a transform approach to that

end: let ¢*(z) (for |z] < 1) denote the z-transform of gy:

=) at = / g(y)e”O"vdy.
k=0 0

From ([60),

wr 0
0'(2) = (1) lim =" (5,0 — 62)
1

0 s . .

= (=) Jim 52 [¢(s) —(6—02) (w(e —gzy o0 =02) = fD(s))}
o 1_pbg 1 f5<¢(0_02))
- i ( (0 — 0z)

0—622 0—0z
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To determine the coefficients g, of ¢*(z), we first consider coefficients of (6 — 0z) as a

function of z. By definition (14)), (6 — 0z) is written as

PO —0z) =0 — 0z + A\pg — )\bgfgbg(e —0z)

— 4 /\bg *
=4 + /\bg (0 + )\bg) {0 i )\bg zZ + ) n )\ ‘fBbg (‘9 62)}
= (= ¢b(2), (67)
where we used and
0
b(z) := T 2t n )\b [, (0 — 02), (68)

which is a proper probability generating function. We then define b (i = 0,1,...) as the ith
coefficient of b(z):

2)=> b2 (69)
=0

The coefficients b*) are determined via Lemma recall that ¢ and @ are related as in (61). The
proof of Lemma [T1] is provided in Appendix

Lemma 11. 0% (i =0,1,...) is given by

b = g _Abg (k) .
9+>\bg 9+)\bg§k—l+1< > (0+>\bg) <9+>\bg) yk71+17 ( O)

where y,g,m) given recursively by

y h’gg? m:O,l,..., (71)
Zykl b, k=1,2,...,m=0,1,..., (72)

with iz,(g) defined as .

We then proceed to computing [}, (1)(6 — 6z))/1(6 — 6z) on the right-hand side of (66). We
define bfgk) (for ¢ =0,1,..., k=0,1,...) as

k
b =1{k =0}, "= b0, (=12, (73)
By definition (73)), it is obvious that
z }E = Z bém)zm
m=0
Let (d™),,—0.1.... denote the coefficients of f},(¢ — (z) as a function of z:
(¢ =¢2) = Z dmzm,
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We then have from and (69),

P60 —0) _ Fp(C— ) 1, o
W0 ok }Zd 1)

/=0 m=0
) [e%s) y4
IR I (74)
=0 £=0 m=0

where we put { = m + k to obtain the second equality.
The sequence d™ (m =0,1,...) is determined by Lemma (12| and Corollary (13| below. The
proof of Lemma [12]is provided in Appendix

Lemma 12. Let ™ (for m = 0,1,...) denote the mth coefficient of ©*(( — (z) as a function
of z:

(¢ —(2) = i oM m

m=0

o™ (m =0,1,...) is determined by the following recursion:

(1—p— pog)r(I — R)™", (75)
—1

( o® Rm— ’“>> (I-RO)"Y m=12..., (76)
k=0

where R™ (for m = 0,1,...) is given by
R(m) _ Cfl Zb(m+k+1)<I + Cle)k7 (77)
=0
with Q given in Lemma |10, and D™ (m=20,1,...) given by .
Remark 6. The existence of (I — R"))™! is ensured by Lemma |10 because R(") = R*(().

Corollary 13. The coefficients d"™ (m = 0,1, ...) are given by

m

=<y ot AR M =0,1,..., (78)

k=0

>/IH

where h(™ (m=0,1,...) is given by . Furthermore, the mean system delay E|D] is given
by

1 o
== md™. (79)
C m=0
Proof. follows immediately from (54) and Lemma [I2] Also, (79) is obvious because
1
EID) = (~1)- lim {-fp(s) = ¢ ny 5 Fp(C ~ C2). =
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We are now in a position to present a (numerically stable) computation scheme for the mean

Aol E[A].

Theorem 14. The mean Aol is given by (63) with g (k = 0,1, ...) determined recursively by

9] 4

1—py  E[D] 1 (0)
. Z 503 gt 80
o 7ty +0C 2 0 24 (80)

1 p 1 [e's) l

_ — Fbg (k) (m) _

= Qi_1 — — E b E d k=12 ... 81
qk qk—1 62 QC s 0 — ; ) &y ) ( )

where d™ (m = 0,1,...) and E[D] are given in Corollary

Proof. We have from (66) and (74),

¢*(2) = sz <_(k+ 1); — Pbg) . ]E[GD] +%Z%Zbg) Zd(m)) ’

k=0 i—0 > =0 m=0
1.e.,
k 0o y4
(k+1)(1 —prg) E[D] 1 1 (i) (m)
= — 7 + = +5,ZEZb‘ » d™ k=0,1,....
=0 /=0 m=0
It is then readily verified that (gx)go,1... satisfies the recursion and (81). O

In Figure 4] we summarize the resulting computational algorithm for E[A]. We note that in
the computations it is necessary to truncate some infinite series; cf. (80) and (8I). To check
the numerical precision of the procedure, the interpretation (59) of ¢(y) as the mean transient

workload in the M/GI/1 queue is useful. More specifically, we can verify from (64) that

. . e e%(0y)ko
dim =g fim o aly) s =
..
=5 Jim Eg(Eps)]

dy

I
=5 Jim q(y),
Y—00

where Fj, denotes a random variable following a k-stage Erlang distribution with rate 6. Because
q(y) represents the transient virtual waiting time in the M/GI/1 queue with only the background
stream (cf. (59)), it tends to the stationary mean virtual waiting time in the M/GI/1 queue as

y — oo. We thus have ,

R ®
Therefore, for large values of k, the difference between the computed ¢, and the right-hand
side of (82)) serves as a straightforward indication of the loss in numerical precision due to the
truncation.
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Input:  Apg, Fi, (), (7, T), Fu(-), p

Output: E[A]

(a) Compute C with @1), ¢ (k = 0,1,...) with (62), and 4™ and A" (m = 0,1,...)
with (53).

(b) Compute @Q by letting Q®) = C and iterating until convergence.

(c) Compute R™ (m =0,1,...) with and compute ™ (m = 0,1,...) with
and (76).

(d) Compute d™ (m =0,1,...) with and compute E[D] with .

(e) Compute b) (i =0,1,...) with (71), (72), and (70).

(f) Compute E[A] with (63), (80), and (B1).

Fig. 4: The algorithm for computing the mean Aol E[A] in the PH+M/GI+Gl/1 queue.

VI. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section we provide a sequence of numerical experiments that systematically assess
the impact of the model parameters on the expectation of the Aol. We work with the setup
of Section [V| where the inter-sampling times (G,,),—12,... follow a phase-type distribution. The
idea is that we rely on the two-moments fit advocated in [29], which identifies a convenient
low-dimensional phase-type distribution with a given mean and variance. With the coefficient of
variation of the random variable GG defined as

o Var|G]|
“—\ €G>

it distinguishes between the cases s¢ < 1 and sg > 1. In the former case, we fit a mixture of
two Erlang distributions: with probability p the fitted distribution is of Erlang(k, v) type, and with
probability 1 — p of Erlang(k + 1, ) type. The integer-valued parameter k is chosen such that
s¢ lies in the interval between 1/(k + 1) and 1/k, and then the parameters p and v are chosen
such that the mixed Erlang random variable has the given mean and variance. In the latter case,
we fit a mixture of two Exponential distributions: with probability p the fitted distribution is
exponential with parameter v, and with probability 1 — p exponential with parameter 5. Under
the additional constraint of ‘balanced means’, one can uniquely pick the parameters p, v, and
vy so that the resulting random variable has the given mean and variance.

In a first experiment we study the effect of the ‘variability’ of the inter-sampling times.
Through this experiment we can quantify the error we would make by wrongly assuming that

these inter-sampling times are exponentially distributed. We have picked the following parameters.
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The sampling rate \ of the tagged stream, which is the reciprocal of the mean inter-sampling time
E[G], was put equal to 0.05. The (Poissonian) arrival rate Ap, corresponding to the background
traffic equals 0.8, 0.85, and 0.9. The service times of the tagged stream as well as the background
stream have been chosen deterministic of size 1, and time is normalized such that the service
rate 1 equals 1. Figure [5] shows the mean Aol as a function of the coefficient of variation s¢
pertaining to the inter-sampling times. As expected, E[A] is an increasing function of sg: more
variability typically leads to longer queues. The more important conclusion, however, is that
misspecifying our GI+M/GI+GI/1 model by its more elementary M+M/GI+GI/1 counterpart, that
was covered by [9], [10], may lead to significant errors. Indeed, for the parameters considered, the
difference between E[A] in the M+M/GI+GI/1 case (i.e., the special case of the GI+M/GI+GI/1
system in which sg = 1) and the GI+M/GI+GI/1 can already be a factor 2.

From Figure 5] we also observe that these three curves with different py, appear to be in parallel
with each other, i.e., the variability s of the inter-sampling times has a common impact on E[A]
regardless of the background traffic intensity. Notice that the mean Aol is approximated by the
sum of the mean forward recurrence time E[G?|/(2E[G]) = (1 + s%)E[G]/2 of inter-sampling
times and the mean system delay; cf. [[6, Equation (2)], and also (34)—(33) in the present paper.
Therefore, the effect of sg on E[A] is roughly evaluated as (1 + s%)E[G]/2; this is indeed
verified in Figure [6| where the ‘residual component’ E[A] — (1 + s%)E[G]/2 as a function of s¢

is shown to be almost constant.

In the second experiment, we pick the parameters as before, but now with s¢ being fixed at 0.3
and varying \. The result is shown in Figure [7, where the explicit bounds derived in Theorem [9]
are also plotted. We observe a pattern that was found for more elementary Aol models: the
mean Aol first decreases in A, and later increases. The explanation for the phenomenon is that
small values of A mean that the monitor is provided with relatively little information, leading to
untimely knowledge and hence a large Aol, whereas for large values of A there will be more
queueing delay and hence also a large Aol. The shape of the graph interestingly means that
there is an optimal value of ), i.e., a value of A that minimizes E[A]. In this experiment we
also observe that the optimal A decreases in Ap,. To understand this, recall that the mean Aol is
approximated by the sum of the mean forward recurrence time of inter-sampling times and the
mean system delay as mentioned above. Then observe that the former is a decreasing function
of the sampling rate A\, whereas the latter is an increasing function of A. For smaller values of
the rate A, the system delay significantly increases from a smaller value of A on, entailing that

the optimal A\ becomes smaller.

In Figure [/ we observe that the explicit upper bound well resembles the exact curve of the
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Fig. 5: The mean Aol, as a function of the coefficient of variation (CV) of the inter-sampling
times sg.
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Fig. 6: The Aol value of Figure |5| subtracted by the mean forward-recurrence time of the

inter-sampling times.

mean Aol [E[A] as a function of the sampling rate A\. The lower bound, on the other hand,
significantly underestimates [[A]; this is in particular the case when A has a large impact on the
system congestion, i.e., in a situation where p is close to the ‘remaining capacity’ 1 — py,, of the
system. To obtain further insights related to this perspective, we set A = 0.05 and scale up Apg
and . simultaneously while keeping p,, fixed, where the other parameters are the same as those
underlying Figure [7] Figure [§] plots the exact value of E[A] as well as the corresponding bounds,

as functions of the occupancy ppg/(p + pne) Of the background traffic. From this figure, we
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Fig. 7: The mean Aol, as a function of the coefficient of the sampling rate . The explicit bounds

in Theorem H are also plotted.
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Fig. 8: The mean Aol, as a function of the ratio of the traffic intensity pny/(p + prg), Where Apg
and 4 are scaled up simultaneously so that py, is kept fixed. The explicit bounds in Theorem [J]

are also plotted.

observe that the explicit bounds in Theorem [9 are tight when the background traffic is dominant
and the single sensor accounts for at most 1% of the traffic; in practice, modern broadband
communication systems simultaneously serve vast numbers of data flows, thus resulting in the
occupancy of a single sensor typically dropping far below 1%. In this sense, Theorem [9] provides
a simple yet highly accurate measure of ‘information freshness’ for monitoring systems with
coexisting background streams.

DRAFT April 25, 2024



31

VII. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUDING REMARKS

This paper has described a methodology to analyze the Aol in the context of the highly general
GI+M/GI+GI/1 model. In a first main result, Theorem [2] we provide a closed-form expression for
its Laplace-Stieltjes transform, enabling the numerical evaluation of the Aol moments. The second
main result (Theorem (/) concerns stochastic lower and upper bounds on the Aol, leading to
explicit, insightful lower and upper bounds on the mean Aol (Theorem [9). We then approximate
the tagged stream’s inter-generation times via a phase-type distribution, which can be done at
any desired precision level. For the resulting PH+M/GI+GI/1 model we succeed, as a third main
result, in developing a stable computational algorithm for the mean Aol; see Theorem [14] for the
resulting expression.

While with our GI+M/GI+GI/1 model we have reached a great level of generality, some further
extensions can be thought of. In our setup we have, to model the background packet arrival
process, relied on the fact that the superposition of many relatively homogeneous streams behaves
essentially Poissonian. This means that we have to develop alternative techniques for settings in
which the background stream does not correspond to a large traffic aggregate. A relevant specific
case could be the one in which the background stream is modeled as the superposition of relative
few streams with deterministic inter-arrival times, each of them with a random ‘phasing’ (cf. the
N«D/D/1 queue [32, Section 15.2]).

A second challenge could lie in the algorithmic computation of the Aol moments. Concrete
objectives could concern optimizing the precision and run time of the algorithm for the mean

Aol, as presented in Figure [ and its extension to higher moments.

APPENDIX A

PROOF OF LEMMA

Using the integral representation of the M/GI/1 busy period length [20, P. 653], we have

00 X o= Abg k—1
fh, (0~ 02) = / 00903 T (o),

[
0 — k!

where Y;, denotes the sum of k i.i.d random variables following the CDF Fl, /,(-). Therefore,

R SEDED A O T

l [
¢ = Jo m! k!

(m+k—1) 0 \"( dg '
ml(k — 1)1 \ 0+ Mg 0 4 Aog

/OO e~ 0Fe)z L (0 4 N ) }mrh—t
0 (m+k—1)!
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0

e k 0 \"( M \7
S-St ()

m=0 k=m

izmil m+k—1 0 \"( M N ik
=t 0 + Apg 0 + Abg Y

where

w_ [T
y,g>:/0 TdFyk(x), m=0,1,....,k=0,1,....

By definition, it is readily verified that y,(fm) satisfies the recursion and . We thus obtain
(70) from (68). O

APPENDIX B

PROOF OF LEMMA

From (46)), we have

R (¢ —¢(2) = / gy / " AD() explQ(y — )

=0

= / ) dD(y) / yo exp[Q(y — x)]e” ) dy

=0

y= x

!
=0 k=0 w

= Z/m e vdD(y)(I +¢ ' Q)" /: —{C(yl; D) gy

k=0 7 ¥=0

[e.9]
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>/ .
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Therefore, we have proved

R(¢C—(2) = i R ™,
m=0

Note that we have from (3],

1.e.,

0(¢—=C2) = (1= p—pog)k +0(¢ = (2)R*(¢ = (2),

f: DM = (1= p— ppe)k + f: Zm zm: oF) Rm=F),
m=0 k=0

m=0

Comparing the coefficients of both sides of this equation and re-arranging terms, we have

established the claim of Lemma L]
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