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Abstract

Using multiple sensors to update the status process of interest is promising in improving the information freshness. The
unordered arrival of status updates at the monitor end poses a significant challenge in analyzing the timeliness performance of
parallel updating systems. This work investigates the age of information (AoI) of a discrete-time dual-sensor status updating system.
Specifically, the status update is generated following the zero-waiting policy. The two sensors are modeled as a geometrically
distributed service time queue and a deterministic service time queue in parallel. We derive the analytical expressions for the
average AoI and peak AoI using the graphical analysis method. Moreover, the connection of average AoI between discrete-time
and continuous-time systems is also explored. It is shown that the AoI result of the continuous-time system is a limit case of that
of the corresponding discrete-time system. Hence, the AoI result of the discrete-time system is more general than the continuous
one. Numerical results validate the effectiveness of our analysis and further show that randomness of service time contributes
more AoI reduction than determinacy of service time in dual-queue systems in most cases, which is different from what is known
about the single-queue system.
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Age of Information, discrete-time, dual-queue, status updating system.

I. INTRODUCTION

Internet of Things (IoT) plays an increasing role in emerging industry such as e-health, smart home, auto-driving, and remote

monitoring [1]. For real-time applications in IoT systems, sensors need to sense their physical surroundings and monitor system

status in a timely manner to provide effective information for intelligent decision making and control. In such scenarios, the

freshness of information is extremely important. The concept of age of information (AoI), which characterized the time

elapsed since the generation of the latest received status update, becomes a pertinent measure of information freshness. Since

the emergency of AoI, abundant insights for improving information freshness of status updating system have been reported

[2].

Initial research on AoI mainly focused on the analysis of average and peak AoI of status updating in elementary classical

queuing systems under different queuing disciplines [3]–[17]. In these studies, the transmission link between a sensor and

a monitor is often abstracted as a queue. Yates et al. in [3] derived the average AoI of the M/M/1 1, M/D/1 and D/M/1

queuing systems under the first-come-first-served (FCFS) discipline, to characterize the properties of the AoI starting from

basic models. The authors of [4] studied the average AoI of the M/GI/1 and GI/M/1 queues and derived a general expression of

the stationary distribution, which provides a more comprehensive understanding of the AoI of systems. The AoI under extended

models of the basic queuing models is considered in [5]–[7], and general formulas for the distribution of AoI and PAoI in a

class of networks are obtained. For enhancing the performance of AoI for queuing systems, further works investigated different

service disciplines and evaluated the corresponding performance gain [8]–[11]. Specifically, the authors of [8] investigated

the AoI of M/M/1/1 under the last-come-first-served (LCFS) discipline, and the results indicated that, compared with FCFS

discipline, prioritizing newly arrived updates under the LCFS discipline can effectively reduce the average AoI of systems.

Packet management is raised as an effective queuing policy for information freshness enhancement [9]–[11]. Specifically, the

work in [9] presented the average AoI of the M/M/1 queue under different packet management strategies in which the M/M/1

queue is equivalently modeled as M/M/1/1, M/M/1/2, and M/M/1/2* queues, respectively. The authors of [10] further developed

packet management strategies by introducing a penalty function, which help better understand the trade-off between system

reliability and tolerance for outdated data. The work in [11] proposed a mechanism to add service waiting in packet queues,

which were modeled as M/GI/1/1 and M/GI/1/2* queues, revealing that discarding stale packets and replacing data packets

with new status updates can further reduce the AoI. In order to further improve the information freshness, an intuitive idea is
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to use additional communication devices, e.g., sensors, for status updating [12]–[17]. Multiple servers are employed to process

information in a single-queue system to enhance the information freshness [12]–[14]. The average AoI of a multi-server system

was first studied in [12]. The work in [13] modeled systems with limited and abundant servers as M/M/2 and M/M/∞ model,

respectively, providing insights on how multi servers affect the AoI evolution of the system. The work in [14] extended the

study of AoI to more general M/M/c queue models. The results showed that the increase in the number of servers is quite

significant in reducing the average AoI of the system. However, when the number of servers is increased to a certain number,

adding more servers on top of that results in a very limited reduction in AoI. This phenomenon has important implications

for balancing performance improvement and resource consumption. The effective reduction of the AoI of systems by a single

queue with multiple servers promoted to expand the study to multiple queues with multiple servers [15]–[17]. Motivated by the

multi-path transmission technology, the authors of [15] analyzed the average AoI of a status-updating network with multiple

transmission queues. To further explore the impact of multi-queue transmission on AoI, the works [16] and [17] studied the

synchronous and asynchronous dual-queue status updating system, respectively. It is shown that as the dual-queue transmission

can send more packets containing status updates to the destination node, further reduction of the AoI can be obtained compared

with just increasing the number of servers in single queue systems [16], [17].

While most existing works focused on continuous-time systems, a few recent studies paid close attention to the AoI analysis in

discrete-time systems, providing more appropriate queuing modeling for widely adopted synchronized communication systems

and time-slotted wireless networks. Some works studied the engineering application of designing discrete-time systems with

AoI as the performance indicator [18]–[23]. The authors of [18], [19] considered slot-by-slot-operated unmanned aerial vehicle

(UAV) systems and proposed different strategies to plan the paths of UAVs for AoI optimization, respectively. The works

in [20]–[23] studied the update strategy and operating protocol in slotted time ALOHA networks to improve network-level

information freshness. The authors of [20] investigated the average AoI of time-slotted ALOHA in multi-access networks and

adjusted the frame size and protocol-related parameters to improve the overall information freshness. Strategies for data sending

in slotted ALOHA with multi-user conflicts were investigated, and an AoI-oriented decision protocol was proposed to achieve

overall multi-user freshness in [21]. The work in [22] studied a decentralized transmission strategy for multiple transmitters in a

random channel under time-slotted ALOHA with AoI as a metric. On the other hand, the authors of [23] used PAoI as a metric

to study the conflict problem caused by multi-node status updates. Meanwhile, several works paid attention to the study of AoI

of abstracted discrete-time queue systems [24]–[28]. In particular, the average AoI and PAoI of the Ber/Geo/1/1 queue status

updates have been derived in closed-form [24]. The authors of [25] further analyzed the distribution of PAoI and AoI in the

Ber/Geo/1/1 queue and compared it with the M/M/1/1 queue to explore the correlation between continuous and discrete-time

queues. The authors of [26] applied the LCFS queuing discipline and packet management policies to discrete-time Ber/Geo/1

queues and derived the expressions for the corresponding average AoI and PAoI. Furthermore, closed-form expressions for the

stationary distribution of AoI and PAoI in discrete-time systems have been obtained for FCFS, LCFS, and packet management

queuing disciplines [27]. The authors of [28] studied a discrete-time single-queue multi-server system in which the service

time and arrival interval of the data are subject to Bernoulli distribution. In particular, the precise distributions of AoI and

PAoI are obtained under different preemption strategies and buffer settings in [28].

Considering the frequent application of discrete-time systems in the IoT, modeling and studying the AoI of discrete-time

systems can provide theoretical foundations for measuring information freshness in IoT systems. Inspired by the findings in

[16], [17] that the dual-queue transmission can improve the information freshness by sending status updates more frequently,

we focus on the information freshness of parallel status updating in more practical discrete-time systems. In particular, we

investigate the average AoI and PAoI of a discrete-time dual-queue system where two sensors independently sample the process

following zero-wait (ZW) policy, generate status updates, and transmit them to a remote monitor via time-slotted channels.

One of the two sensors is modeled as a ZW/Geo/1 queue, where the service time of a status update follows a geometric

distribution. The other sensor is modeled as a ZW/D/1 queue, where the service time of a status update is deterministic. We

refer to the dual-queue system as the Geo-D system.

While the dual-queue transmission is promising in information freshness improvement, the randomness of service time of

status updates in the parallel two queues leads to probable unordered arrival at the monitor, making the analysis of AoI and PAoI

difficult. To address this problem, we adopt a graphical analysis method to derive the AoI and get analytic expressions for the

average AoI and PAoI for the Geo-D system. Based on the results of AoI expressions, the connection between continuous-time

and discrete-time systems is further explored. The main contributions of this work are summarized as follows.

1) The average AoI and PAoI are derived explicitly in the considered Geo-D discrete-time dual-queue system. In particular,

we define the state of the system and present the probability of occurrence of each system in the steady state. By

characterizing the statistics of the AoI-related terms in each state based on the graphical analysis method, the average

AoI and PAoI are obtained in closed-form expressions.

2) It is shown that the average AoI and PAoI of the continuous-time counterpart system where the ZW/Geo/1 queue is replaced

with a ZW/M/1 queue is just a limiting case of those of the considered Geo-D system, respectively. Similarly, the average

AoI of the M-M system, where the service time of both queues is exponential distributed, can be approached by a series

of average AoIs of Geo-Geo systems. When the time slot length tends to infinitesimals, the analytical expressions for the

average AoI and PAoI in discrete-time systems can be extended to continuous-time systems through simple transformations.
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3) Numerical results verify the effectiveness of the analysis. Compared to the ZW/Geo/1 and ZW/D/1 single-queue with

the same service rates, our analysis reveals that the Geo-D dual-queue system can provide up to 39.74% and 19.65%
average AoI reductions and up to 27.71% average PAoI reductions. In addition, the reduction ratio increases along with

the decrease in the service rate. In contrast to the dual-queue system, in terms of average AoI, both the Geo-D dual-

queue system and the Geo-Geo dual-queue system outperform the D-D system at the same service rate for both queues.

Moreover, Geo-D system performs better at low service rates and Geo-Geo system performs better at high service rates. In

terms of average PAoI, while all the dual-queue system outperforms single-queue system, the randomness of service time

contributes more AoI reduction than determinacy of service time in dual-queue system in most cases, which is different

from what is known about the single queue system.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section II introduces the system model. Section III derives the analytical

expressions for average AoI and PAoI. Section IV explores the connection between the discrete-time and continuous-time

systems in terms of AoI. Simulation results are provided in Section V to evaluate the performance of the Geo-D dual-queue

system. Finally, Section VI concludes this work.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

Fig. 1. The considered dual-queue real-time monitoring system.

A. Dual-Queue Model

Let us consider a remote monitoring system consisting of two sensors and a monitor. The two sensors independently observe

the same physical process and send update packets to the monitor to report its status. We assume that time is divided into slots

and that the system is operated slot by slot. Specifically, the duration of each slot is equal to the time required to transmit one

update packet. At the beginning of each slot, the sensor sends a status update. When the monitor receives a status update, it

notifies the corresponding sensor for the generation of the next status update by using acknowledgment signaling (ACK). The

transmission of an ACK signaling is considered instantaneous and error-free. Since sending a status update, the sensor would

not generate a new status update until it receives an ACK. This update policy follows the ZW policy, under which the arrival

interval time of the status update has been eliminated [29].

According to the operation policy, each sensor is modeled as a server, as shown in Fig. 1. We name one of the sensors

as sensor A and assume that its service time SA follows a geometric distribution with parameter p ∈ [0, 1]. This models the

case when the sensor updates the status through a wireless block fading channel. Accordingly, the service rate of sensor A

can be expressed as µA = p. The other sensor is named sensor B and its service time SB is assumed to be deterministic with

parameter T ∈ N
+. This is motivated by the case when the sensor is connected to the monitor via a wired or dedicated channel

for status updating. Accordingly, the service rate of sensor B is expressed as µB = 1/T . Under the ZW policy, the two queues

whose service time obeys geometric and deterministic distributions are referred to as a ZW/Geo/1 queue and a ZW/D/1 queue,

respectively. These two parallel queues together form a dual-queue system, which is referred to as a Geo-D system.
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B. Performance Metric

The AoI at the monitor is denoted as the stochastic process

∆[t] = t− u(t), t ∈ Z, (1)

where u(t) is the time-stamp of the most recently received status update corresponding to time slot t. According to the discrete

Geo-D dual-queue model, the AoI evolution is expressed as

∆[t + 1] =

{
∆[t] + 1, no update has been served at t,

min(t−Gi + 1,∆[t] + 1), otherwise,
(2)

where Gi is the time that i-th status update is generated. Note from (2) that, only if t −Gi < ∆[t] holds 2, would i-th status

update refresh the AoI at the monitor end to a small value equal to t − Gi + 1. We call the status updates that satisfy the

condition t−Gi < ∆[t] as fresh or valid status updates and the rest as obsolete or stale status updates.

Based on the service rate of the two sensors, the Geo-D system has two boundary cases in terms of AoI. For the first case,

there is at least one server whose service rate reaches the upper limit, i.e., µA = 1 or µB = 1. In this case, the evolution of

AoI of the Geo-D system is realized exclusively by the queue with a service rate equal to 1. Accordingly, the values of AoI

and PAoI would be a constant 2. For the second case, there exists one queue whose service rate is zero, i.e., µA = 0 or µB = 0
(0 < µA + µB < 1). In this case, the dual-queue system degenerates into a single-queue system, and the AoI and PAoI of the

system depend on the remaining queue. In these two cases, the dual-queue system performs the same as one of the two parallel

queues regarding information freshness. Therefore, in the sequel, we analyze the service rate within the boundary conditions,

i.e., 0 < µA, µB < 1, in order to investigate how the two parallel queues affect the AoI evolution of the system, in non-trivial

cases. To clarify, the AoI, the average AoI, and the average PAoI of a specific queue model ψ are denoted by ∆ψ, ∆ψ, and

∆
p

ψ, respectively.

III. AOI OF THE GEO-D SYSTEM

In this section, we derive the AoI of the Geo-D system based on the graphical analysis method. Due to the randomness of

the service time of sensor A, status updates successfully served by both sensors A and B would probably be obsolete. This

randomness makes it challenging to analyze the AoI. We consider classifying the system into different states by examining the

possible AoI evolution pattern at the monitor end. Then, we analyze and calculate the AoI and PAoI of each state and derive

the closed-form expressions for the average AoI and PAoI of the Geo-D system. Finally, we discuss the improvement of the

information freshness brought by the redundancy of each sensor in the Geo-D system.

A. System State Analysis

It is valuable to note that the service time of each status update from sensor B is deterministic, i.e., T slots. Accordingly,

the AoI evolution of status updates served by sensor B presents a periodical staircase-like waveform. Fig. 2 presents some

typical examples of the AoI evolution path in two consecutive periods. The dotted and solid curves in Fig. 2 represent the

evolution of AoI of status updates from sensor A and sensor B, respectively. The shaded area represents the evolution of the

AoI of the monitor in the current period.

The AoI of the system, which is the minimum of the AoI of updates coming from sensor A and that coming from sensor B,

forms a random staircase-like AoI and is affected by the number of updates successfully served by sensor A in the current period

and the previous period (cf. Fig. 2). This motivates us to define the state of the system based on the number of successfully

served status updates coming from sensor A in each period of T slots. Specifically, let K and N denote the number of state

updates served by sensor A in the previous period and the current period, respectively. According to the values of K and N ,

we say the Geo-D system is in state (k, n). Since the service time of sensor A follows a geometric distribution with parameter

p, the number of status updates served by sensor A during T slots follows a binomial distribution, i.e., K ∼ B(T, p) and

N ∼ B(T, p). The probability of the Geo-D system in a specific state (k, n) can be expressed as

PK,N (k, n) =

(
T

k

)
pk(1− p)T−k

(
T

n

)
pn(1− p)T−n. (3)

Now, let us specify each state and explain how the number of status updates sent by sensor A in the previous and current

periods affects the number of valid status updates received by the monitor in the current period, i.e., V (k, n).
1) State (0, 0): During the previous period and the current period, no status update has been successfully served by sensor

A. Note from Fig. 2(a) that the monitor would receive one valid status update from sensor B at the T -th slot of the current

period. Then, V (0, 0) = 1.

2If the monitor receives two status updates at the same time and both status updates satisfy t −Gi < ∆[t], the monitor selects the one with a small AoI
as a fresh status update and the other an obsolete status update. If Gi’s of the two status updates are the same, the monitor randomly selects one from the
two as fresh and the other obsolete.
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(a) state (0, 0) (b) state (0, 1) (c) state (0, n), 2 ≤ n ≤ T

(d) state (k, 0), 1 ≤ k ≤ T (e) state (k, 1), 1 ≤ k ≤ T (f) state (k, n), 1 ≤ k ≤ T, 2 ≤ n ≤ T

Fig. 2. Evolution examples of AoI for the Geo-D system in each state.

2) State (0, 1): As shown in Fig. 2(b), there is no status update and only one status update successfully served by Sensor A

in the previous and the current periods, respectively. Since no fresh status update was successfully served during the previous

period, the update served by sensor A would be staler than the freshest status update at the monitor, i.e., the one successfully

served by sensor B at the end of the previous period. Hence, the monitor only receives one valid status update from sensor B

at the end of the current period, i.e., V (0, 1) = 1.

3) State (0, n), 2 ≤ n ≤ T : Similar to state (0, 1), the first status update sent by sensor A in the current period is obsolete.

However, the other n−1 status updates that arrived in the current period contribute to the refreshing of the AoI of the monitor,

as shown in Fig. 2(c). Hence, the status update from sensor B served at T -th slot is stale and does not refresh the AoI of the

monitor. Therefore, the monitor receives n− 1 valid status updates in the current period. That is, V (0, n) = n− 1.

4) State (k, 0), 1 ≤ k ≤ T : Sensor A sent k status updates in the previous period, yet it does not send any new status

update in the current period (cf. Fig.2(d)). In this case, the monitor only receives one valid status update from sensor B in the

period of interest. That is, V (k, 0) = 1.

5) State (k, 1), 1 ≤ k ≤ T : Different from state (k, 0), there is a successfully served status update of sensor A arrived at

the monitor in the current period, as shown in Fig. 2(e). In particular, there is a probability of (1/T ) that sensor A completes

the service of the only successfully served update at the T -th slot, i.e., simultaneously with that successfully served by sensor

B. By definition, the one coming from sensor A is valid, while the one from sensor B is obsolete. Therefore, in this case, the

monitor receives only one valid status update from sensor A, i.e., V (k, 1) = 1. It is valuable to note that in the rest cases,

sensor A completes its service before sensor B. Hence the monitor receives two valid status updates, one from sensor A and

the other from sensor B with probability (1− 1/T ), i.e., V (k, 1) = 2. A typical example for the case where V (k, 1) = 2 can

be found in Fig. 2(e).

6) State (k, n), 1 ≤ k ≤ T , 2 ≤ n ≤ T : As shown in Fig. 2(f), in the current period, all n status updates from sensor

A are valid, while the one from sensor B is obsolete. Hence, the monitor receives n valid status updates in total. That is,

V (k, n) = n.
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B. Average AoI and PAoI of the Geo-D System

Based on the system states, we can compute the AoI and PAoI of each state and those of the Geo-D system. To characterize

the AoI evolution in each state, let us define the following random variables. Let Xi (i = 1, 2, · · · , n) and Yj (j = 1, 2, · · · , k)
denote the service time of the i-th and j-th status update from sensor A within the current and the previous period for state

(k, n), respectively (cf. Fig. 2). In the current and previous period , the remaining time after sensor A has successfully sent n
and k status updates are denoted by Xn+1 = T −

∑n
i=1Xi and Yk+1 = T −

∑k
j=1 Yj , respectively. With these definitions,

the expected sum of PAoI and that of AoI in each state (k, n) can be calculated by the following equations (also cf. Fig. 2).

E[A|(k, 1)] =
1

T
E[A1|(k, 1)]+

(1−
1

T
)

2∑

i=1

E[Ai|(k, 1)], 1 ≤ k ≤ T, (4)

E[A|(k, n)] =

V (k,n)∑

i=1

E[Ai(k, n)], n 6= 1 or k = 0, (5)

E[Q|(k, n)] =

n+1∑

i=1

E[Qi(k, n)], (6)

where E[Ai(k, n)] and E[Qi(k, n)] respectively represent the i-th component AoI peak and area of the right angled trapezoid

with staircase-like hypotenuse (cf. the shaded areas marked with Ai and Qi in Fig. 2) in state (k, n). In particular, when

analyzing state (k, n), Ai(k, n) and Qi(k, n) are simply written as Ai and Qi.
The average AoI of the Geo-D system is obtained by summing the expectations for each state. Note that the average AoI

under each state is the staircase-like waveform coverage area Q divided by the period time T . Then, the average AoI of the

Geo-D system can be obtained as

∆Geo-D =
1

T

T∑

k=0

T∑

n=0

PK,N (k, n) · E[Q|(k, n)]. (7)

Note that the average number of valid status updates of the Geo-D system in a period can be calculated by

E[V ] =

T∑

k=0

T∑

n=0

PK,N(k, n)E[V (k, n)], (8)

where V (k, n) is given by the specific explanation of each state in Sec. III-A. Accordingly, the average PAoI of the Geo-D

system can be calculated through dividing the sum of PAoI by the average number of valid status updates, i.e.,

∆
p

Geo-D =
E[A]

E[V ]
=

∑T
k=0

∑T
n=0 PK,N (k, n)E[A|(k, n)]

∑T
k=0

∑T
n=0 PK,N (k, n)E[V (k, n)]

. (9)

According to (4)-(9), to derive average AoI and PAoI, it only remains to compute the expectations of Ai and Qi for each

state. To this end, let us introduce the following lemma.

Lemma 1. Consider two integers n, T ∈ N
+ satisfying 1 ≤ n ≤ T . It holds that

bi∑

xi=1

bi+1∑

xi+1=1

· · ·

bn∑

xn=1

1 =

(
bi + n− i

n− i+ 1

)
, (10)

b1∑

x1=1

b2∑

x2=1

· · · · · ·

bn∑

xn=1

xi =

(
T + 1

n+ 1

)
, (11)

b1∑

x1=1

b2∑

x2=1

· · · · · ·

bn∑

xn=1

x2i =

(
T + 2

n+ 2

)
+

(
T + 1

n+ 2

)
, (12)

b1∑

x1=1

b2∑

x2=1

· · · · · ·

bn∑

xn=1

xixj =

(
T + 2

n+ 2

)
, (13)

where 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n, i 6= j, and

bi := T − (n− i)−
i−1∑

l=1

xl, 1 ≤ i ≤ n. (14)
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Proof. Please refer to Appendix A for the proof.

Based on Lemma 1, we have the following result.

Theorem 1. In the Geo-D dual-queue parallel transmission system, where 0 ≤ µA = p ≤ 1, q := 1 − p, and µB = 1/T ,

T ∈ N
+, the average PAoI and average AoI are, respectively,

∆
p

Geo-D =
1

q2T−1+qT−1(T−1)p+Tp

[
2T+q2T−1

[2
p
−(

p

2

−2)(T−1)
]
+qT−1

(
2−

2

p
−
p

2
−
Tp

2
+T 2p

)]
, (15)

∆Geo-D =
2

p
+
qT

p

(
−1+

2

T
−

3

pT

)
+
q2T

p

(
2−

2

T
+

3

pT

)
. (16)

Proof. State (0,0): During the previous service period and the current service period of sensor B, no update from sensor A

arrives at the monitor. Figure 2 (a) note that the monitor only received an update from sensor B during the current service

period. As shown in Figure 2 (a). Therefore, the PAoI is

E[A|0, 0] = T + T = 2T. (17)

Moreover, the area covered by the AoI waveform at the monitor, i.e., the shaded part in Figure 2 (a) is

E[Q|0, 0] =
(T + 1 + T + T )T

2
=

3T 2 + T

2
. (18)

State (0,1): Sensor A did not sent an update in the previous service period but transmits one update in the current period,

as shown in Figure 2 (b). Since there was no update during the last service period, the updated AoI of sensor A must not

be any better than the AoI of sensor B. Therefore, such an update from sensor A does not refresh the AoI on the monitor.

Consequently, the sum of the average PAoI in this case is

E[A|0, 1] = T + T = 2T. (19)

The average area under AoI curve of the Geo-D system in state (0, 1) is given by

E[Q|0, 1] =
(T + 1 + T + T )T

2
=

3T 2 + T

2
. (20)

State (0,n): Sensor A transmits n (n ≥ 2) updates in the current service period since no updates were performed in the

previous service period. Similar to state (0,1), the first update sent by sensor A in the current service period is stale and does not

make the system update since no update was made in the previous service period. The system totally receives n−1 valid updates

in the current service period (the update of sensor B, in this case, is also stale). As shown in Figure 2 (c). Let Xi (i = 1, 2, ..., n)
denote the service time of the ith update. Within a period T , the remaining time after sensor A successfully sent n updates is

Xn+1. According to the properties of Bernoulli process, the joint probability distribution function of (X1, ..., Xn) is

PX1,...,Xn
(x1, ..., xn|N(T ) = n) =

p(1− p)x1−1...p(1− p)xn−1(1 − p)T−

∑
n
i=1

xi

(
T
n

)
pn(1− p)T−n

, (21)

Reduced to:

PX1,...,Xn
(x1..., xn|N(T ) = n) =

1(
T
n

) . (22)

The first PAoI of the monitor is A1 = T +X1 +X2 and Ai = Xi +Xi+1 (i ≥ 2). It can be obtained that the expectation of

the first PAoI is:

E(A1) =
T−n+1∑

x1=1

...

T−(n−i)−
∑i−1

m=1
xm∑

xi=1

...

T−

∑n−1

i=1
xi∑

xn=1

PX1,...,Xn
(x1, ..., xn|N(T ) = n)

· (T + x1 + x2)

=
1(
T
n

)
T−n+1∑

x1=1

...

T−(n−i)−
∑i−1

m=1
xm∑

xi=1

...

T−

∑n−1

i=1
xi∑

xn=1

(T + x1 + x2). (23)

To compute the above expressions, we introduce the following lemma.

Using Lemma 1, we can rewrite (23) as

E(A1) =
2(T + 1)

n+ 1
+ T. (24)



8

For the sake of brevity, we define the upper limit of the i-th summation of Xi as:

b1 = T − n+ 1, bi = T − (n− i)−

i−1∑

m=1

xm, i = 2, 3....n. (25)

The mean of the second PAoI A2 can be expressed as

E(A2) =

b1∑

x1=1

b2∑

x2=1

...

bi∑

xi=1

...

bn∑

xn=1

PX1,...,Xn
(x1, ..., xn|N(T ) = n) · (x2 + x3)

=
1(
T
n

)
b1∑

x1=1

...

bi∑

xi=1

...

bn∑

xn=1

(x2 + x3) =
2(T + 1)

n+ 1
. (26)

Similarly, we have

E(A2) = E(A3) = ... = E(An−1) =
2(T + 1)

n+ 1
. (27)

Therefore, the sum of the average PAoI for the Geo-D system in state (0, n) is

E[A|0, n] =
n−1∑

i=1

E(Ai) = T +
2(n− 1)(T + 1)

n+ 1
. (28)

The average of the shaded trapezoid areas Q1, Q2, and Q3 in Figure 2 (c) are given respectively by the following

E(Q1) =

b1∑

x1=1

b2∑

x2=1

...

bn∑

xn=1

PX1,...,Xn
(x1..., xn|N(T ) = n)

(2T + 1 + x1)x1
2

, (29)

E(Q2) =

b1∑

x1=1

b2∑

x2=1

...

bn∑

xn=1

PX1,...,Xn
(x1..., xn|N(T ) = n)

(2T + 2x1 + 1 + x2)x2
2

, (30)

E(Qi) =

b1∑

x1=1

b2∑

x2=1

...

bn∑

xn=1

PX1,...,Xn
(x1..., xn|N(T ) = n)

(2xi−1 + 1 + xi)xi
2

, (3 ≤ i ≤ n) (31)

E(Qn+1) =

b1∑

x1=1

b2∑

x2=1

...

bn∑

xn=1

PX1,...,Xn
(x1..., xn|N(T ) = n)

(2xn + 1 + xn+1)xn+1

2
, (32)

where, xn+1 = T −
∑n
i=1 xi, b1 = T − n+ 1, bi = T − (n− i)−

∑i−1
m=1 xm, i = 2, 3....n.

E(Q1) =
(T + 1)[(n+ 3)T + 2]

(n+ 1)(n+ 2)
, (33)

E(Q2) =
(T + 1)[(n+ 4)T + 4]

(n+ 1)(n+ 2)
, (34)

E(Q3) = E(Q4) = E(Q5) = ... = E(Qn) =
(T + 1)(T + 2)

(n+ 1)(n+ 2)
, (35)

E(Qn+1) =
2T (2T + 3)− n2 − 3n(T + 2)

2(n+ 1)(n+ 2)
. (36)

Therefore, the mean area covered by the AoI waveform of the Geo-D system in state (0, n) is

E[Q|0, n] =

n+1∑

i=1

E[Qi] =
−n2 + n(8T 2 + 13T + 2) + 10T 2 + 8T − 4

2(n+ 1)(n+ 2)
. (37)

State(k,0): Sensor A sent k (k ≥ 1) updates in the previous service period, yet it did not send new updates in the current

period. In this case, the instantaneous AoI curve for the Geo-D system is shown in Figure 2 (d). When we analyse the state of

current, let Xi (i = 1, 2, ..., n) denote the service time of the i-th update in the current period. Within a period T , the remaining

time after sensor A successfully sent n updates is Xn+1. As the same way, let Yi (i = 1, 2, ..., n) denote the service time of

the i-th update in the previous period. Within a period T , the remaining time after sensor A successfully sent n updates is

Yn+1. As shown in Figure 2 (d).
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The mean of PAoI can be calculated as:

E(A|k, 0) =
T−k+1∑

y1=1

T−k+2−y1∑

y2=1

...

T−

∑k−1

i=1
yi∑

yk=1

PY1,...,Yn
(y1..., yn|Ñ(T ) = k) · (T + yk + yk+1)

=
k(T − 1) + 3T + 1

k + 1
. (38)

The average of the area covered by the AoI waveform at the monitor is:

E(Q|k, 0) =

T−k+1∑

y1=1

...

T−

∑k−1

i=1
yi∑

yk=1

PY1,...,Yn
(y1..., yn|Ñ(T ) = k) ·

T (2yk + 2yk+1 + 1 + T )

2

=
T [(k + 5)T + 4]

2(k + 1)
. (39)

For the sake of brevity, we define the upper limit of the i-th summation of yi as:

c1 = T − k + 1, ci = T − (k − i)−

i−1∑

m=1

ym, i = 2, 3....k. (40)

State(k,1): Sensor A sent k (k ≥ 1) updates in the previous service period, and transmitted one update in the current period,

as shown in Figure 2 (e). Due to the fact that PAOI is calculated in rounds, in this state, the number of updates to PAOI may

vary due to simultaneous updates from sensor A and sensor B.

One scenario is that sensors A and B are not updated simultaneously, i.e., X1 6= T . We use foot tags sub1(2) to distinguish

between these two situations. In the current service period, the monitor received two valid updates, one from sensor A and the

other from sensor B. As shown in Figure 2 (d).

The expressions for each PAoI can be obtained as follows:

A1,sub1 = Yk + Yk+1 +X1, (41)

A2,sub1 = Yk+1 + T. (42)

Then the expectation can be calculated as:

E(A1,sub1) =

T−1∑

x1=1

c1∑

y1=1

...

ck∑

yk=1

PY1,...,Yn
(y1..., yn|Ñ(T ) = k)PX1

(x1|N(T ) = 1)

· (yk + yk+1 + x1)

=
kT − k + 5T − 3

2k + 2
, (43)

E(A2,sub1) =
T−1∑

x1=1

c1∑

y1=1

...

ck∑

yk=1

PY1,...,Yn
(y1..., yn|Ñ(T ) = k)PX1

(x1|N(T ) = 1) · (yk+1 + T )

=
T − 1

2
+
T − 1

T
(T −

k(T + 1)

T (k + 1)
). (44)

Another scenario is that sensors A and B are updated simultaneously, X1 = T . The sensor only received one update from

A. Then the expectation can be calculated as:

E(A1,sub2) =

T∑

x1=T

c1∑

y1=1

...

ck∑

yk=1

PY1,...,Yn
(y1..., yn|Ñ(T ) = k)PX1

(x1|N(T ) = 1)

· (yk + yk+1 + x1)

= 2−
k(T + 1)

T (k + 1)
. (45)

Hence, we can obtain the sum of the average PAoI in this cases as:

E[A|k, 1] =
T − 1

T

2∑

i=1

E(Ai,sub1) +
1

T
E(A1,sub2)+ =

3T − 1[k(T − 1) + 3T + 1]

2T (k + 1)
. (46)
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The respective expressions for the waveform coverage area Q1 and Q2 in Figure 2 (e) can be computed as:

E(Q1) =

T∑

x1=1

c1∑

y1=1

...

ck∑

yk=1

PY1,...,Yn
(y1..., yn|Ñ(T ) = k)PX1

(x1|N(T ) = 1)

· [(yk + yk+1 +
x1
2
)x1]

=
(T + 1)(2kT + k + 14T + 13)

12(k + 1)
, (47)

E(Q2) =

T∑

x1=1

c1∑

y1=1

..

ck∑

yk=1

PY1,...,Yn
(y1.., yn|Ñ(T ) = k)PX1

(x1|N(T ) = 1)

· [
(2yk+1 + x1 + 1 + T )(T − x1)

2
]

=
3k2T − kT 2 + k + 2T 2 − 3T − 2

6(k + 1)
. (48)

Therefore, the average area under the instantaneous AoI curve of the Geo-D system in state (k, 1) is given by

E[Q|k, 1] =
2∑

i=1

E(Qi) =
2k2T + kT + k + 6T 2 + 7T + 3

4k + 4
. (49)

State(k,n): Sensor A transmitted k (k ≥ 1) updates in the previous service period, and transmits n (n ≥ 2) updates in the

current period. As shown in Figure 2 (f).

The expressions of each PAoI are as follows:

A1 = Yk + Yk+1 +X1, (50)

A2 = Yk+1 +X1 +X2, (51)

Ai = Xi−1 +Xi (3 ≤ i ≤ n). (52)

Referring to the same calculation procedure above, it is obtained that:

E(A1) =

b1∑

x1=1

..

bn∑

xk=1

c1∑

y1=1

...

ck∑

yk=1

(yk + yk+1 + x1)·

· PX1,..,Xn
(x1, .., xn|N(T ) = n) · PY1,..,Yk

(y1.., yk|Ñ(T ) = k)

= T +
T + 1

n+ 1
−

(k − 1)(T + 1)

k + 1
. (53)

Similarly, we have

E(A2) = −
k(T + 1)

k + 1
+

2(T + 1)

n+ 1
+ T, (54)

E(A3) = E(A4) = ... = E(An) =
2(T + 1)

n+ 1
. (55)

Therefore, the sum of the average PAoI for the Geo-D system in state (k, n) is:

E[A|k, n] =
n∑

i=1

E(Ai) =
k[(2n− 1)T − 3] + n(5T + 3) + 2T

(k + 1)(n+ 1)
. (56)

The respective expressions for the waveform coverage area Q are:

Q1 =
(Yk + Yk+1 + 1 + Yk + Yk+1 +X1)X1

2
, (57)

Q2 =
(Yk+1 +X1 + 1 + Yk+1 +X1 +X2)X2

2
, (58)

Qi =
(Xi−1 + 1 +Xi−1 +Xi)Xi

2
, (3 ≤ i ≤ n), (59)

Qn+1 =
(Xn + 1+Xn +Xn+1)Xn+1

2
. (60)
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We can get the following expectations:

E[Q1] =
(T + 1)n(−k + 2T + 1) + (k + 5)T + 4

(k + 1)(n+ 1)(n+ 2)
, (61)

E[Q2] =
(T + 1)k(−n+ 2T + 2) + (n+ 4)T + 4

(k + 1)(n+ 1)(n+ 2)
, (62)

E(Q3) = E(Q4) = E(Q5) = ... = E(Qn) =
(T + 1)(T + 2)

(n+ 1)(n+ 2)
, (63)

E(Qn+1) =
2T (2T + 3)− n2 − 3n(T + 2)

2(n+ 1)(n+ 2)
. (64)

Hence, we have the average area covered by AoI waveform of the Geo-D system in state (k, n) given as:

E[Q|k, n] =

n+1∑

i=1

E(Qi) = −
1

2(k + 1)(n+ 1)(n+ 2)
·

{
k[n2 + n(−42 − 5T + 2)− 2T 2 + 8T + 12]+

n2 − n[10T 2 + 17T + 4− 2T (7T + 8)]
}

(65)

TABLE I: The expectations E[A|(k, n)], E[V |(k, n)], and E[Q|(k, n)] for different k and n.

State k = 0, n = 0 k = 0, n = 1 k = 0, 2 ≤ n ≤ T

E[A|(k, n)] 2T 2T T + 2(n−1)(T+1)
n+1

E[V (k, n)] 1 1 n− 1

E[Q|(k, n)] T (3T+1
2 ) T (3T+1

2 ) (T+1)[−2+5T+n(2+4T )]
(n+1)(n+2)

State 1 ≤ k ≤ T, n = 0 1 ≤ k ≤ T, n = 1 1 ≤ k ≤ T, 2 ≤ n ≤ T

E[A|(k, n)] k(T−1)+3T+1
k+1

(3T−1)[3T+1+k(T−1)]
2T (k+1)

k[(2n−1)T−3]+n(5T+3)+2T
(k+1)(n+1)

E[V (k, n)] 1 2− 1
T

n

E[Q|(k, n)] T [3+5T+k(T−1)]
2(k+1)

(4+k)T 2
−(k−3)T+1

2(k+1)
(T+1)[k(2nT+T−6)+n(5T+3)+7T ]

(k+1)(n+1)(n+2)

C. Average PAoI of the Geo-D System

In a service period, the average PAoI of the Geo-D system can be obtained by dividing the sum of PAoI by the number of

PAoI. The average number of PAoI of the Geo-D system in a period can be calculated by

E[V ] =

T∑

k=0

T∑

n=0

Pr
{
Ñ(T ) = k

}
· Pr {N(T ) = n} · E[V |k, n]. (66)

The sum of the average PAoI for the Geo-D system is calculated as

E[A] =

T∑

k=0

T∑

n=0

Pr
{
Ñ(T ) = k

}
· Pr {N(T ) = n} · E[A|k, n]. (67)

According to III-A, we can obtain Table I, and substituting the values into (8) nad (67).

E[V ] = q2T−1+qT−1(T−1)p+Tp (68)

E[A] =

[
2T+q2T−1

[2
p
−(

p

2
−2)(T−1)

]
+qT−1

(
2−

2

p
−
p

2
−
Tp

2
+T 2p

)]

Therefore, the average PAoI of the Geo-D system can be calculated by

∆peak
Geo−D =

E[A]

E[V ]
=

1

q2T−1+qT−1(T−1)p+Tp

[
2T+q2T−1

[2
p
−(

p

2
−2)(T−1)

]
+qT−1

(
2−

2

p
−
p

2
−
Tp

2
+T 2p

)]
,
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D. Average AoI of the Geo-D System

The average AoI of Geo-D system can be obtained by multiplying the probability of the system in each state with the

average AoI in that state. Where, the average AoI under each state is the waveform coverage area Q divided by the service

period time T . Then, the average AoI of Geo-D system is obtained by the following formula:

∆Geo-D =

T∑

k=0

T∑

n=0

Pr
{
Ñ(T ) = k

}
· Pr {N(T ) = n} ·

E[Q|k, n]

T
. (69)

According to III-A, we can obtain Table I, and substituting the values into (69).

Therefore, the analytic expression for the average AoI of the Geo-D system is as follows:

∆Geo-D =
2

p
+
qT

p

(
−1+

2

T
−

3

pT

)
+
q2T

p

(
2−

2

T
+

3

pT

)
. (70)

E. Discussions

One can verify that the result presented in Theorem 1 also applies to the boundary cases, i.e., p = 1, T = 1, p → 0, and

T → ∞. Recall that when p→ 0 and T → ∞, the Geo-D system degenerates into a ZW/D/1 queue and a ZW/Geo/1 queue,

respectively. Hence, Theorem 1 provides the basis for evaluating the improvement of information freshness brought from the

redundancy of each sensor. Let us define the reduction ratio of average AoI and PAoI for the Geo-D queue system regarding

that of a specific queue ψ with the same service rate as ηψ and ηp

ψ, respectively, i.e.,

ηψ :=(∆ψ −∆Geo-D)/∆ψ, (71)

ηp

ψ :=(∆
p

ψ −∆
p

Geo-D)/∆
p

ψ. (72)

For fairness, let us consider that µA = µB = µ. Then, it has p = µ, T = 1
µ

, and

∆
p

Geo-D =
1

µ
(1− µ)

1
µ
−1

[
(4− µ)(1 − µ)

1
µ
+1−

2(1− µ)
1
µ (µ− 1)1−

2
µ + 3µ− µ2 − 1

]
, (73)

∆Geo-D =
1

µ

[
2+(5−2µ)(1−µ)

2
µ +2(1−µ)

1
µ (µ−2)

]
. (74)

When µA = p and µB = 0, it implies that p = µ, T→∞, and

∆
p

ZW/Geo/1 =
2

µ
, (75)

∆ZW/Geo/1 =
2

µ
. (76)

When µA = 0 and µB = µ, it implies that p = 0, T = 1
µ

, and

∆
p

ZW/D/1 =
2

µ
, (77)

∆ZW/D/1 =
3

2µ
+

1

2
. (78)

Based on (71)-(78), one can know that when µ ∈ (0, 1)

ηZW/Geo/1 =
[
∆ZW/Geo/1 −∆Geo-D

]
/∆ZW/Geo/1

=(2− µ)(1 − µ)
1
µ + (µ−

5

2
)(1 − µ)

2
µ , (79)

ηZW/D/1 =
[
∆ZW/D/1 −∆Geo-D

]
/∆ZW/D/1

=
µ−1+4(2−µ)(1−µ)

1
µ +2(2µ−5)(1−µ)

2
µ

µ+3
. (80)

In particular, when µ→ 0, we can derive that

lim
µ→0

ηZW/Geo/1 =
2

e
−

5

2e2
≈ 39.74%, (81)

lim
µ→0

ηZW/D/1 =
8

3e
−

10

3e2
−

1

3
≈ 19.65%. (82)
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Note that when µ→ 0, the average AoI of a single-queue system would increase dramatically. In (81) (resp. (82)), it indicates

that a significant 39.74% (resp.19.65%) reduction of the average AoI can be achieved from adding a ZW/D/1 queue (resp.

ZW/Geo/1 queue ) for a ZW/Geo/1 queue (resp. ZW/D/1 queue).

Similarly, one can also know that

η
p

ZW/Geo/1 = η
p

ZW/D/1

=
(µ−2)(1−µ)

2
µ +(1−µ)

1
µ
−1(3µ−1−µ2)

2(1−µ)
2
µ +(1−µ)

1
µ
−1+1

, (83)

where µ ∈ (0, 1). In particular,

lim
µ→0

ηp
ZW/Geo/1 = lim

µ→0
ηp

ZW/D/1=
3e−2

2(e2+e+1)
≈27.71%, (84)

which shows that the reduction of average PAoI can be significantly up to 27.71% by adding a ZW/Geo/1 queue to a ZW/D/1

queue and vise versa.

IV. CONNECTION BETWEEN DISCRETE-TIME AND CONTINUOUS-TIME SYSTEMS

Note that the geometric distribution and Bernoulli process are widely regarded as discrete counterparts of exponential

distribution and Poisson process, respectively. In this section, we show that the continuous-time system is just a limit case

of the discrete-time system in terms of AoI, and the result of the discrete-time system is more general than that of the

continuous-time system. For clarity, let us specify ∆ψ and ∆
p

ψ of a queue as functions of µA and µB, i.e., ∆ψ(µA, µB) and

∆
p

ψ(µA, µB).
By replacing the ZW/Geo/1 queue with a ZW/M/1 queue and relaxing the integer constraint of T to a positive real number,

the considered system changes to a continuous-time dual-queue system called M-D system whose average AoI and PAoI

were studied in [17]. An M-M system where both queues are ZW/M/1 queues was also investigated in [17]. Note that the

discrete-time counterpart of the M-M system can be obtained from the Geo-D system by replacing the ZW/D/1 queue with

another ZW/Geo/1 queue.

A. Connection between the Geo-D System and the M-D System

To study the connection between the considered system and its discrete counterpart, let us assume the time slot length is

1/δ second, where δ represents the degree to which one second is divided. Then, we have the following result.

Theorem 2. Consider an M-D system with service rate of µA = λ and µB = 1/TM. It holds that

lim
δ→∞

1

δ
∆Geo-D

(λ
δ
,

1

δTM

)
= ∆M-D

(
λ,

1

TM

)
, (85)

lim
δ→∞

1

δ
∆

p

Geo-D

(λ
δ
,

1

δTM

)
= ∆

p

M-D

(
λ,

1

TM

)
. (86)

Proof. Based on (16), it has

lim
δ→∞

1

δ
∆Geo-D

(λ
δ
,

1

δTM

)

= lim
δ→∞

1

δ

[
2
λ
δ

+
(1− λ

δ
)δTM

λ
δ

(
− 1 +

2

δTM

−
3

λ
δ
· δTM

)

+
(1− λ

δ
)2δTM

λ
δ

(
2−

2

δTM

+
3

λ
δ
· δTM

)]

=
3 + 2TMλ+ eTMλ[−3 + (−1 + 2eTMλ)TMλ]

TMλ2e2TMλ

(a)
=∆M-D

(
λ,

1

TM

)
(87)

where (a) follows from Eq. (4) of [17]. Similarly,

lim
δ→∞

1

δ
∆

p

Geo-D

(λ
δ
,

1

δTM

)

= lim
δ→∞

1

(1− λ
δ
)2δTM−1 + (1− λ

δ
)δTM−1(δTM − 1)λ

δ
+ λTM[

2δTM + (1−
λ

δ
)2δTM−1

(2λ
δ

− (
δ

2λ
− 2)(δTM − 1)

)
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+ (1−
λ

δ
)δTM−1

(
2−

2
λ
δ

−
λ

2δ
−
δTMλ

2δ
+ δ2T 2

M

λ

δ

)]
·
1

δ

=
2 + 2λTM + eλTM [−2 + λTM(2e

λTM + λTM)]

λ[1 + eλTM(1 + eλTM)λTM]

(a)
=∆

p

M-D

(
λ,

1

TM

)
, (88)

where (a) follows from Eq. (3) of [17].

Note that the factor 1/δ at the left-hand side of (85) and that of (86) transform the AoI values in a time slot to second.

Theorem 2 reveals that the average AoI and PAoI of a dual-queue M-D system is just a limit case of the counterpart of a

dual-queue Geo-D system. More specifically, the average AoI and PAoI of a dual-queue M-D system can be approached by

a series of dual-queue Geo-D systems with shrinking time slot length 1/δ. To understand this, let us rigorously show how a

geometric distribution evolves into an exponential distribution when the time slot length tends to be infinitesimal.

Specifically, for l ∈ N
+, suppose that Ul follows the geometric distribution on N

+ with success parameter pl =
r
l
, where

r > 0. Then the distribution of Ml := Ul/l converges to the exponential distribution with parameter r as l → ∞. This is

because

lim
l→∞

P(Ml ≤ m) = lim
l→∞

P(Ul ≤ lm)

= lim
l→∞

1−

(
1−

r

l

)lm

=1− e−rm. (89)

Based on (89), it reveals that by appropriately selecting the success parameter, a sequence of geometrically distributed random

variables converge to an exponentially distributed random variable. This implies that a sequence of ZW/Geo/1 queues with

service rate µA = λ/δ would converge to a ZW/M/1 queue with service rate λ. Note that δ not only plays the role of indexing

the sequence but also controls the time slot length 1/δ. The key to selecting the sequence of ZW/Geo/1 queues is to guarantee

that the service rate in a slot is the same as that of the ZW/M/1 queue in the second. One can see that the geometrically-

distributed random variables {Xi} and {Yj} for different states also converge to the corresponding exponentially-distributed

random variables when δ → ∞. In contrast, for the ZW/D/1 queue, the service period T in a slot of the Geo-D system

should be considered as TM/(1/δ) since TM is in second and should be normalized based on the time slot length. Finally, the

convergence presented in Theorem 2 holds naturally.

B. Connection between the Geo-Geo System and the M-M System

Intuitively, the relation between the Geo-D and the M-D systems in terms of AoI can be extended to that between the

Geo-Geo and the M-M systems.

First, let us derive the average AoI of the Geo-Geo system.

Lemma 2. The average AoI of the Geo-Geo system is

∆Geo-Geo(µA, µB) =
2(µ2

A + µ2
B + 3µAµB − 3µ2

AµB − 3µAµ
2
B + 2µ2

Aµ
2
B)

(µA + µB − µAµB)3
. (90)

Proof. Instead of computing the average AoI of the Geo-Geo system via graphical analysis method, we show it can be derived

based on the average age of the stalest information (AoSI). The AoSI is defined as the worse-one instantaneous AoI of the two

parallel queues [30]. Note that the AoI and the AoSI of a dual-queue system are essentially the minimum and the maximum

of the AoIs of the two ZW/Geo/1 queues. Hence, the instantaneous AoI of the Geo-Geo system ∆Geo-Geo, that of the two

ZW/Geo/1 queues, i.e., ∆A,ZW/Geo/1 and ∆B,ZW/Geo/1, and the instantaneous AoSI of the Geo-Geo system ∆S,Geo-Geo, satisfy that

∆Geo-Geo +∆S,Geo-Geo =min{∆A,ZW/Geo/1,∆B,ZW/Geo/1}+

max{∆A,ZW/Geo/1,∆B,ZW/Geo/1}

=∆A,ZW/Geo/1 +∆B,ZW/Geo/1, (91)

which naturally implies that

∆Geo-Geo(µA, µB)

= ∆ZW/Geo/1(µA)+∆ZW/Geo/1(µB)−∆S,Geo-Geo(µA, µB). (92)

Specifically, the AoSI of the Geo-Geo system in [30] is

∆S,Geo-Geo(µA, µB) =
2

µA

+
2

µB

−
2

(µA + µB − µAµB)3
×
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(
µ2

A + µ2
B + 3µAµB − 3µ2

AµB − 3µAµ
2
B + 2µ2

Aµ
2
B

)
. (93)

while ∆A,ZW/Geo/1 = 2/µA and ∆B,ZW/Geo/1 = 2/µB can be readily obtained from (76). Thus, based on (92), one can see that

∆Geo-Geo(µA, µB) can be computed as (90).

Then, the following relation between the average AoI of the Geo-Geo system and that of the M-M system can be found.

Theorem 3. Consider an M-M system with service rate µA and µB. It has that

lim
δ→∞

1

δ
∆Geo-Geo

(µA

δ
,
µB

δ

)
= ∆M-M(µA, µB). (94)

Proof.

lim
δ→∞

1

δ
∆Geo-Geo

(µA

δ
,
µB

δ

)

= lim
δ→∞

1

δ
·
2(
µ2

A

δ2
+

µ2
B

δ2
+ 3µAµB

δ2
−

3µ2
AµB+3µAµ

2
B

δ3
+

2µ2
Aµ

2
B

δ4
)

(µA

δ
+ µB

δ
− µA

δ
µB

δ
)3

=
2(µ2

A + 3µAµB + µ2
B)

(µA + µB)3

(a)
=∆M-M(µA, µB), (95)

where (a) follows from Eq. (2) of [17].

C. Discussions

Theorems 2 and 3 indicate that the continuous-time system is just a limit case of the counterpart discrete-time system in

terms of AoI. This manifests that the AoI result of the discrete-time system is more general. Comparing the expressions of the

discrete-time system with those of the continuous-time system, it can be found that more terms contribute to the average AoI

and PAoI of the discrete-time system. These terms become higher-order infinitesimals as the time slot length approaches zero.

Hence, studying the AoI of the discrete-time system can provide more details not seen in the results of the continuous-time

system. Note that when evaluating the effect of a redundant queue, a 39.74% is achieved by adding a ZW/D/1 queue for a

ZW/M/1 queue [17], regardless of the service rate µ. In contrast, for the discrete-time system, the 39.74% reduction ratio in

terms of average AoI is found (cf. (79)) only when µ goes to 0. In fact, the reduction ratio is strongly related to the service

rate µ for the discrete-time system. This is different from the continuous-time system.

V. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, numerical results are provided to evaluate the performance of the dual-queue Geo-D system. When we

equalize the service rate of sensor A with that of sensor B, i.e., T = 1/p, we can see the gain in AoI of the dual queue

compared to the single queue.

For two single queues, we can see that the change trend of gain is consistent. As the service rate increases, the gain decreases.

When the service rate reaches 1, the AoI of all queues reaches the theoretical minimum. Therefore, when the service rate is

1, there is no longer any gain. This is in line with what is intuitively expected.

It should be noted that, in practice, for a dual queue system, the parameters of fixed service duration and geometric distribution

should be equivalent. That’s exactly why we make µA = µB , to see the AoI gain of the system. There should be no big gap.

When the difference between the two service rates is too large, the two-queue system will degenerate into a single-queue

system. According to (7), Table II is obtained, which shows this degradation trend. The expression for the degraded queue is

exactly the same as the expression of AoI in.

TABLE II: Numerical results of AOI under different parameters

T → 1 T T → ∞
p→ 1 ∆Geo−D = 2 2 2
p ∆Geo−D = 2 ∆Geo−D(p,T)

2
p

p→ 0 ∆Geo−D = 2 3T+1
2 ∞

It is important to note that the range of values of T . The equation is based on the premise that T is greater than 2 and is

an integer. The various equations in the calculation process are also based on this premise.

Fig. 3 depicts the average AoI and PAoI (cf. (15) and (16)) of the Geo-D system for different µB when µA = p ranges

from 0 to 1. The simulated results are also presented in Fig. 3 with the same parameters. Specifically, we simulate the service

process of the Geo-D system for 5000 service periods of sensor B as one round and repeat 10 rounds using different random
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seeds of service time of sensor A. Then, the mean value of the 10 rounds of the 5000-period average AoI and average PAoI

are taken as the simulation value. It can be seen from Fig. 3 that the simulation results match well with the theoretical ones,

which validates the effectiveness of our analysis. It is further demonstrated that when the difference in the service rate of

the two servers is significant, the effect of the weak server on the AoI of the Geo-D system becomes small. The AoI of the

dual-queue system is dominated by the strong server. This is consistent with the analysis of the boundary cases.

Fig. 3. Theoretical and simulation results of the average AoI and PAoI of Geo-D system under different parameters.

Fig. 4 presents the average AoI of the Geo-D dual-queue system versus the service rate when µA = µB. For comparison, the

average AoI of the ZW/Geo/1 queue (cf. (76)), that of the ZW/D/1 queue (cf. (78)), and the corresponding reduction ratio (79)

and (80) are also shown. Besides, the average AoI of the Geo-Geo system (cf. (90)) and that of the D-D system are also given.

In particular, in the D-D system, both queues are ZW/D/1 queues, and the average AoI is derived as ∆D-D = µ+3/(2µ)−1/2,

where the service start time between two ZW/D/1 queues is considered to be one slot. It can be seen from Fig. 4 that there

is a significant reduction of the AoI of the dual-queue systems compared with that of the two single-queue systems. This

is because introducing the redundant sensor provides the monitor with more frequent valid status updates. More specifically,

regarding the Geo-D system, the reduction ratio of the average AoI keeps increasing when the service rate diminishes. It can be

understood that when the service rate is low, the ratio of valid status updates to all status updates will increase due to the long

update arrival interval of each queue and the asynchronism of the two queues. The reduction ratio resulting from the ZW/D/1

queue is roughly twice that from the ZW/Geo/1 queue when µA = µB ≤ 0.3. This implies that a low variance of service time

is valuable for avoiding the deterioration of the average AoI for a single-queue system. Interestingly, the determinacy of the

service process is not always good for AoI reduction for dual-queue systems. As seen from Fig. 4, both the Geo-Geo and

Geo-D systems outperform the D-D system regarding average AoI for a wide range of service rates. This implies that some

randomness in the arrival of the updates would contribute to the AoI reduction.

To explore the information freshness of the Geo-D system and the Geo-Geo system, we present the average AoI normalized

with ∆A,ZW/D/1 = 2/µA versus the service rate ratio µB/µA in Fig. 5. It is seen that when the service rate is high, i.e., µA = 0.5,

the Geo-Geo system can achieve a small average AoI compared with the Geo-D system. This manifests that for a high service

rate, a high randomness of both queues can be crucial for achieving good information freshness. In contrast, when the service

rate is low, i.e., µA = 0.1, the Geo-D system would perform better than the Geo-Geo system when µB/µA > 0.85, i.e., when

the service rate difference between the two queues is small. This indicates that when the server of both queues are weak

but competitive, a periodic status update flow will help maintain a low average AoI compared with a Bernoulli process. The

observed significant effect of the statistics of each queue on the information freshness of the dual-queue system reveals that

efforts in carefully designing the component queue for the dual-queue system are extremely valuable.
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Fig. 4. Average AoI and reduction ratio of different systems versus service rate µA = µB.

Fig. 5. Normalized average AoI of dual-queue systems versus service rate ratio µB/µA.
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Fig. 6 presents the reduction ratio of the average AoI with unequal service rates versus the service rate ratio. The obsolete

update ratio, i.e., obsolete updates to all updates, is also illustrated. It is clear from Fig. 6 that increasing the service rate of an

additional queue leads to an increasing average AoI reduction ratio, as expected. This is achieved by a more frequent arrival

of valid status updates with a penalty of an increasing obsolete update ratio. It is valuable to see that when the service rate

ratio is small (resp. large), the reduction ratio of adding a ZW/Geo/1 queue (resp. a ZW/D/1 queue) would be more significant

than adding a ZW/D/1 queue (resp. a ZW/Geo/1 queue). This supports the usefulness of both kinds of queues. Besides, it is

also found that if the two service rates shrink proportionally, the reduction ratio increases. This manifests that the average AoI

gain brought by the dual-queue system is relatively significant for low service rates.
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Fig. 6. Average AoI reduction ratio versus service rate ratio µB/µA (µA/µB).

Fig. 7 compares the average PAoI performance of the considered Geo-D system with other related queues. Specifically, the

average PAoI of the Geo-Geo system and that of the D-D system are obtained from simulations, i.e., taking the mean of 10

rounds of 5000 time slots. Comparing dual-queue systems, it is seen from Fig. 7(a) that the Geo-Geo system, which has the

highest level of randomness in the service time, performs the best in terms of the average PAoI, followed by the Geo-D system

and the D-D system, where the latter possesses no randomness in service time. This is because the system with a higher level

of randomness provides the possibility to distribute the value of the AoI peak, reducing the average PAoI for some cases.

Besides, similar to the average AoI, the dual-queue systems outperform the single-queue system in terms of the PAoI. This

also benefits from the increased valid status updates the parallel updating brings. Fig. 7(b) further presents how the reduction

ratios change with the service rate ratio in detail. Different from the performance in terms of the average AoI, one can see

that adding a ZW/Geo/1 queue for a ZW/D/1 queue would lead to a reduction of PAoI, while the opposite would not always.

Adding a relatively small service rate of ZW/D/1 queue (µB/µA < 0.4) leads to the at most up to 1.3% increase of the average

PAoI. This can be explained as follows. When µB/µA is small, the long deterministic service time of sensor B contributes

more frequently to the peak AoI of the dual-queue system, reshaping the distribution of PAoI and resulting in a slight increase

in the average PAoI. When µB/µA becomes large, more frequent valid status updates finally lead to the decrease of the average

PAoI of the Geo-D system.

Finally, Fig. 8 compares the average AoI of the discrete-time system and the continuous-time counterpart for different time

slot length factor δ. For both the Geo-D system and the Geo-Geo system, the average AoI in second (multiplied with time

length 1/δ) quite approaches that of the M-D and M-M systems when δ = 1000. This validates the effectiveness of the results

presented in Theorem 2 and Theorem 3, respectively. There are another two key observations to be highlighted in Fig. 8.

First, when δ = 100, there is a significant gap between the discrete and continuous-time systems, especially for large service
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(a) Average PAoI and reduction ratio versus service rate µA = µB variation

(b) Average PAoI reduction ratio versus service rate ratio µB/µA

Fig. 7. Comparison of the Geo-D system with other benchmark queues in terms of average PAoI.
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rates. This implies that dedicated design should be considered for discrete-time and continuous-time systems to achieve good

information freshness. Second, when δ increases, the convergence from the Geo-Geo system to the M-M system is faster

than that from the Geo-D system to the M-D system. Hence, in cases where one needs to approximate the continuous-time

system based on the discrete-time system in terms of average AoI, an appropriate time slot should be adopted to make the

approximation accurate.

Fig. 8. The average AoI of discrete-time system and the counterpart continuous-time system versus service rate µA = µB.

VI. CONCLUSION

We investigated the average AoI and PAoI of the Geo-D system in which the service time of one of the two sensors is

geometrically distributed and that of the other is deterministic. Closed-form expressions for the average PAoI and AoI of the

Geo-D systems are derived using the graphical analysis method. The average AoI of the Geo-Geo system is also presented.

The connection between the discrete-time system and the counterpart continuous-time system is studied based on the obtained

results. It is theoretically proven that compared with the ZW/Geo/1 queue and the ZW/D/1 queue, up to 39.74% and 19.65%

reduction can be achieved in average AoI, respectively. Besides, up to 27.71% reduction can be achieved in average PAoI for

both component single-queue systems. Compared with the Geo-Geo system and the D-D system, the Geo-D system possesses

a good balance between randomness and determinacy, leading to a good performance of information freshness. Finally, it is

also proven that the average AoI of the M-M and the M-D systems are just a limit case of the average AoI of the Geo-Geo

and the Geo-D systems, respectively. Hence, the AoI results obtained for discrete-time systems hold a strong generality and

provide a good foundation for status update system design.

APPENDIX

A. Proof of Lemma 1

First, let’s consider such a formula:

T−n+1∑

x1=1

T−n+2−x1∑

x2=1

T−

∑
2

i=1
xi−(n−3)∑

x3=1

...

T−

∑m−1

i=1
xi−(n−m)∑

xm=1

...

T−

∑n−1

i=1
xi∑

xn=1

1. (96)
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In order to calculate this formula, we first use the sum in reverse order to simplify it.

m∑

x=n

f(x) =

m∑

x=n

f(m+ n− x). (97)

If the sum of each layer is in reverse order, the above formula can be simplified as:

T−n+1∑

x1=1

x1∑

x2=1

...

xn−1∑

xn=1

1. (98)

By simple layer by layer recursion, the following formula can be obtained. The recursive process is omitted here.

m∑

x1=1

x1∑

x2=1

...

xn−1∑

xn=1

1 =
(
m+n−1

n

)
. (99)

In the formula, m is the upper limit of the outermost variable, and n is the number of layers of the summation structure. Now

prove lemma 1.
T−n+1∑

x1=1

...

T−(n−i)−
∑i−1

m=1
xm∑

xi=1

...

T−

∑n−1

i=1
xi∑

xn=1

xi =
(
T+1
n+1

)
. (100)

Using the inverse summation and (99), the original equation is reduced to

T−n+1∑

x1=1

...

T−(n−i)−
∑i−1

m=1
xm∑

xi=1

xi
(
T−

∑i−1

m=1

n−i

)
=

T−n+1∑

x1=1

...

T−(n−i+1)−
∑i−2

m=1
xm∑

xi−1=1

{(
T−

∑i−1

m=1
xm+1

n−i+2

)

+ 2
(
T−

∑i−1

m=1
xm+1

n−i+2

)
...+ (T −

i−1∑

m=1

xm − n+ i)
(
n−i
n−i

)}

=

T−n+1∑

x1=1

...

T−(n−i+1)−
∑i−2

m=1
xm∑

xi−1=1

(
T−

∑i−1

m=1
xm+1

n−i+2

)

=

T−n+1∑

x1=1

...

T−(n−i+2)−
∑i−3

m=1
xm∑

xi−2=1

(
T−

∑i−2

m=1
xm+2

n−i+3

)

=
(
T+1
n+1

)
. (101)

From the formula, it can be seen that the order does not affect the equivalence.

T−n+1∑

x1=1

...

T−(n−i)−
∑i−1

m=1
xm∑

xi=1

...

T−

∑n−1

i=1
xi∑

xn=1

xi =
(
T+1
n+1

)
, (102)

where i = 1, 2, .., n. This completes the proof of Lemma 11.

B. Proof of Lemma 2

To prove the following lemma:

T−n+1∑

x1=1

...

T−(n−i)−
∑i−1

m=1
xm∑

xi=1

...

T−

∑n−1

i=1
xi∑

xn=1

x2i =
(
T+1
n+1

)
+ 2

(
T+1
n+2

)
, (103)

taking x1 as an example.By adopting the same proof method in Lemma 1, we can get:

T−n+1∑

x1=1

...

T−(n−i)−
∑i−1

m=1
xm∑

xi=1

...

T−

∑n−1

i=1
xi∑

xn=1

x21 =

T−n+1∑

x1=1

(
T−x1

n−1

)
x21. (104)

The formula can be expanded as follows:

T−n+1∑

x1=1

(
T−x1

n−1

)
x21 =

(
T−1
n−1

)
+ 22

(
T−2
n−1

)
+ ...+ (T − n+ 1)2

(
n−1
n−1

)

=
(
T
n

)
+ (22 − 1)

(
T−2
n−1

)
+ ...+ ((T − n+ 1)2 − 1)

(
n−1
n−1

)
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=
(
T
n

)
+ 3

(
T−1
n

)
+ 5

(
T−2
n

)
+ ...+ (2T − 2n+ 1)

(
n
n

)

=
(
T+1
n+1

)
+ 2

(
T+1
n+2

)
. (105)

Similarly, the order does not affect the equivalence, and the following formula is proved:

T−n+1∑

x1=1

...

T−(n−i)−
∑i−1

m=1
xm∑

xi=1

...

T−

∑n−1

i=1
xi∑

xn=1

x2i =
(
T+1
n+1

)
+ 2

(
T+1
n+2

)
, (106)

Where i = 1, 2, .., n. This completes the proof of Lemma 12.

C. Proof of Lemma 3

To prove the following lemma:

T−n+1∑

x1=1

...

T−(n−i)−
∑i−1

m=1
xm∑

xi=1

...

T−

∑n−1

i=1
xi∑

xn=1

xixj =
(
T+2
n+2

)
, (107)

taking x1 and x2 as an example. By adopting the same proof method in Lemma 1, we can get:

T−n+1∑

x1=1

...

T−(n−i)−
∑i−1

m=1
xm∑

xi=1

...

T−

∑n−1

i=1
xi∑

xn=1

x1x2 =
T−n+1∑

x1=1

T−x1−n+2∑

x2=1

(
T−x1−x2

n−2

)
x1x2. (108)

The formula can be expanded as follows:

T−n+1∑

x1=1

T−x1−n+2∑

x2=1

(
T−x1−x2

n−2

)
x1x2 =

T−n+1∑

x1=1

x1

T−x1−n+2∑

x2=1

x2
(
T−x1−x2

n−2

)

=

T−n+1∑

x1=1

x1
(
T−x1+1

n

)
=

(
T+2
n+2

)
. (109)

This completes the proof of Lemma 13.
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