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Absract

Whenever requirements of a system need to be analysed, it is useful to automatically
verify these requirements.

This bachelor thesis explains how the verification of requirements for systems that can
be modelled by Continuous-time Markov Chains is performed.

It will also present an algorithm for efficiently computing poisson probabilities by Fox
and Glynn [6] and give detailed proofs for this algorithm.

Furthermore, a way to improve the computation-time for a CTMC Model Checker addi-
tionally to the efficient computation of poisson probabilities will be given.

The practical part of this Bachelor thesis is the implementation of A CTMC model
checker with the introduced optimizations for the StoRM project which then will be
benchmarked against the PRISM Model Checker by Oxford University [11] and against
MRMC by RWTH Aachen [9] with respect to memory and runtime requirements.
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1 Introduction

In a time where stochastic systems become more and more complex people want to be
able to model such systems in an abstract way and get algorithms to verify certain be-
haviour of those models. This is where probabilistic model checking comes into play. But
what is probabilistic model checking?

In probabilistic model checking you basically take a system and some requirement and
want to know whether the system satisfies the requirements and with which probability
those requirements are fulfilled. As seen in the graphic below the requirements and the
system need to be changed in a way that the model checker is able to deal with the
problem. For probabilistic model checking the model checker is also bound to a certain
precision as some computations in such a model checker use approximations for a lower
runtime.

Requirements Precision System

¥ v
Formalizing Modeling
¥ v
Property
specification System model
L 4
— ¥ e

Model Checking

Satisfied

Figure 1.1: Requirements and results for model checking

This Bachelor thesis deals with model checking Continuous-Time Markov chains (CTMC).
In practice CTMCs are used in many areas for performance analysis. For example they
can be used for calculating the behaviour of enzymes in biological systems [16], check-
ing properties for stochastic activity networks [13], stochastic petri nets [12], stochastic
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process algebra 3] and many more. Because there are those many applications a CTMC
model checker with a low runtime is quite important.

Also as the computation of poisson probabilities is essential for a CTMC model checking,
this thesis will explain how to efficiently compute poisson probabilities by using the
algorithm of Fox and Glynn [6]. Further this thesis will show an other way to optimize
to the general algorithms for CTMC model checking. The practical part of this thesis is
an implementation of a CTMC model checker for the StoRM projekt of RWTH-Aachen
c.s. chair 12 including all mentioned improvements. This implementation will then be
benchmarked against the former project of chair 12, the MRMC [9] as well as against the
PRISM model checker from Oxford [11].



2 Preliminaries

The preliminaries will give a brief introduction to measure theory and later on explain
what a Discrete-Time Markov Chain (DTMC) is and how model checking on an DTMC
is performed and afterwards there will be an introduction to exponential distributions
before model checking for Continuous-time Markov Chains will be explained.

2.1 Basics of Measure Theory

As this thesis deals with probabilistic measurements of events in a CTMC or DTMC, we
are going to deal with problems, where we have to be able to compute the outcomes of
certain events. Due to this we need at least some basics of measure theory which will be
quite briefly explained in this section.

Definition 2.1.1.

A sample space ) consisting of all possible outcomes of the experiment.

A set of events F where each event is a set containing zero or more outcomes of
the experiment.

- A o-algebra which is a pair (0, F) with Q # 0 and F C 2% a collection of sub-
sets of sample spaces ) such that Q0 € F, where F is closed under complement
eg A e F = Q—A¢€cF, and F is also closed under countable union e.g.
(\V/i >0.4; € ]:) = UizoAi e F

- A probability function assigning probabilities to events. Pr : F — [0,1] where
Q) is the certain event and Pr{Ujc;A;} = > ,c; Pr{A;} for any A; € F with
AiNA; =0, Vi#j.

- A probability space P that is a structure (2, F, Pr), where (2, F) is a o-algebra.

The events in F of a probability space (0, F, Pr) are called measurable [2].
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Example:

Lets take the simple example of throwing two distinguishable fair coins. The possible
outcomes are defined by Q = {(H,H),(H,T),(T,H),(T,T)}, where H means the out-
come of the corresponding throw was head and 7' means it was tails. Now let F = 2%,
and take that all outcomes have the same probability Pr{(X,Y)} =1, X,Y € {H,T}.
If we now want to compute the probability of throwing the same outcome on both coins
we get:

~—

Pr{(H,H),(T,T)} = Pr{(H,H)} + Pr{(T,T)}
1 1
5 -+ ik

N

2.2 Model Checking of Discrete-Time Markov Chains

Discrete-time Markov chains are one of the most basic probabilistic models and are
needed for model checking Continuous-time Markov Chains. Thus this section will ex-
plain what a DTMC is, how properties are formalized and how model checking of a
DTMC is performed.

2.2.1 Discrete-Time Markov Chain

A Discrete-Time Markov Chain is a deterministic transition-system augmented with
probabilities where transitions are taken after discrete time steps. So Discrete-Time
Markov Chains can be used to model scenarios where events take place with a certain
probability after a discrete amount of time or where the time is not of interest. [2]

Definition 2.2.1 (Discrete-time Markov chain).
A DTMC D is a tuple (S, P, tinit, AP, L) where:

- S is a countable non-empty set of states.

P is a stochastic transition probability matriz s.t. > P(s,s') = 1.
S/

- Linit + S — [0,1], is the initial distribution with > tiny = 1.
S
- AP is a set of atomic propositions.

- L:S — 247 s the labelling function, assigning to state s, the set L(s) of atomic
propositions that are valid in s.
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Figure 2.1: Simulating a die by a fair coin [Knuth & Yao|

1 1

Example:

Assume you want to play a game and need a die, but only have a fair coin. Then you
can simulate a die using the coin like stated in the DTMC in Figure 2.1, where heads
means "go left" and tails means "go right". In this DTMC the states ’1’ to ’6’ represent
the outcome of the die throw.

2.2.2 Reachability Probabilities

As we want to be able to prove that the DTMC shown in Figure 2.1 really simulates
a fair die we need to know how to compute the probability of reaching certain states.
Looking at Figure 2.1. we want to be able to compute the probabilities of reaching the
states 1 to 6 from the initial state sq.

In general we are interested in events like reaching a state s with a certain probability.
To formalize these events we first need to introduce paths within a DTMC.
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Definition 2.2.2 (Paths in a DTMC).

Paths in a DTMC D are maximal paths of state instants denoted as m = sg, 81,82 ...
where s; € S and P(s;,s:41) > 0.

Paths(D) denotes the set of all infinite paths ™ = sgs182..., 8; €S, P(s;,841) >0 Vi
in DTMC D. Further, Pathsp(s) denotes the set of infinite paths in D that start in s.

Using paths we are able to define the event of eventually reaching a set of target states G.
Therefore we introduce the reachability event denoted OG, G C S, where QG means even-
tually reach a state s € G. Formally: 0G = {7 = s, s1,... € Paths(D) | 3i € N.s; € G}.
The other important event for now is the restricted reachability event F UG, F,G C S.
Intuitively this operator means ’do not visit a F state until you visit a G state’. Formally:
FUG={r=sg,81,... € Paths(D) | 3i € N.s; € G, ¥Yn < i. s, ¢ F}. [10]

The probabilities of events in a DTMC D are measured by using the cylinder sets of D.

Definition 2.2.3 (Cylinder set).
The cylinder set of a finite path T = sgsy ... € pref(Paths(D)) consists of all infinite
paths that have prefix 7. It is formally defined by:

Cyl(7) = {m € Paths(D) | 7 is a prefiz of w}

The probability measure of such a cylinder set is defined by [2]:

Pr{Cyl(so...sn)} = tinit(s0) - P(s0s1...5n), where P(sos1...5,) = H0§i<nP(s’i7 Si+1)
for n > 0 and P(sg) = tinit(s0).

Using cylinder sets we are now able to compute the probabilities of the introduced events.
It is easy to show that the events can be represented by cylinder sets that are pairwise
disjoint and therefore the probability for the reachability event can be defined by:

Pr(0G) = > Pr(Cyl(so - ..sn))
50...5n€ pref(Paths(D))N(S\G)*-G
= Z Linit(s0) - P(s0 - sn)

50...5n€ pref(Paths(D))N(S\G)*-G

Pr(F U Q) is defined analogically.

Pr(FUQG) = Z Pr(Cyl(sg-..sn))
50...8n€ pref(Paths(D))N(S\GUF)*-G

— Z Linit(50) - P(s0...5n)

50...8n.€ pref(Paths(D))N(S\GUF)*-G
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Example:

Now we can show that the DTMC in Figure 2.1 really models a 6-sided die by usage of a
fair coin. To do so, compute the probabilities for ¢1 and (2. It can be shown that this
suffices every path in {1 has a symmetric path in ¢6 and for all paths in {7 i € 2,3,4,5
there exists a symmetric path in the other sets as well.

First lets compute Pr(01).

By applying the definition of Pr as stated above we get:

Pr(01) = > P(so...5,)

50...5n€((S\1)*)1
= P(8081831) a4 P(soslsgslsgl) AF oo

o

P (5051 (8381)k831)

o

S~ o~ 00| f
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=

and for (2 we get:

Pr(02) = > P(s0...5n)
50...5n€((S\2)*)2
= P(s051542) + P(s0515351542) + . ..

oo
= P <$0$1(8381)k842)

()

=

M

>

—_ O

= 0l— oo
—
|
=

As the sets of paths are symmetric as stated above it follows that Pr(¢i) = %, Vi €
{1,...,6} and hence we have shown that the DTMC models a 6-sided die by fair coin. [2]
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2.2.3 Probabilistic Computation Tree Logic

The Probabilistic Computation Tree Logic is a temporal logic used for formally specifying
properties over DTMCs [2]. A state s in a DTMC can either satisfy a formula ® (denoted
s & @) or not.

Definition 2.2.4 (Probabilistic Computation Tree Logic).
Property specifications for a DTMC can be formalized by usage of state-formulas and
path-formulas. They are defined as follows:

- PCTL state formulas over the set AP are formed according to the grammar:
O u=true|a| L1 APy | Q| Ps(p)

where a € AP, ¢ is a path formula and J C [0,1], J # () is a non-empty interval.
For J notations like < 0.5 and > 0.3 can be used since they can be rewritten into
intervals.

- PCTL path formulas are formed according to the following grammar:
=0 | & UDy | DUS"Dy
where ®1 and o are state formulas and n € N.

(O® means in the successor state ® holds. ® US" ¥ means ® holds until ¥ holds and
W holds within n steps. This thesis does not cover the computation of probabilities for
"step-bounded until’ and the 'next’ property.

2.2.4 DTMC vs. PCTL Model Checking

We now want to check whether or not a state s € S of a finite DTMC D satisfies a
PCTL state formula ®. In order to check whether s = ® we compute the satisfaction set
Sat(®) = {s € S| s = ®}. This is done recursively by a bottom-up traversal of ®’s sub-
formulas. If s € Sat(®) it follows s = ®. In order to determine whether s € Sat(P;(y)),
the probability Pr{s |= ¢} for the path formula ¢ needs to be computed [2].
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Example:

(Example from [10])

Lets take a look at the DTMC shown below. and check the PCTL formula & =
P>0.9 (O (try V succ)) = Pso.9 (O (=(try A —succ))

1 {fail}

0.01 @D 1

{succ}

Now lets check s = ®. Therefore we have to compute the satisfaction set of ®. As
explained before this is done by a bottom-up traversal over the sub formulas of ®.
Therefore:

Sat(try) = {s1}
Sat(succ) = {s3}
Sat(—try) = {so0, 52,53}
Sat(=try V succ) = {so,S2,53}

Now we need to compute Pr (O (—tryV succ)). Therefore compute the probability of
reaching a state in Sat(—try V succ) within one step.

Pr(O(try V suce)) = P - (qbry V succ)
O 1 0 0 1 0
| 0 0.01 0.01 0.098 01 [ 0.99
11 0 o o 1= 1
0 0 0 1 1 1

Looking at the resulting vector, we can now determine

Sat(P) = {s1,s2,s3}
As the initial state so ¢ Sat(®) this DTMC does not satisfy ®.
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2.3 Exponential distribution

As exponential distributions are very important to understand the behaviour of a CTMC
this section will give a short introduction to exponential distributions.

In general, exponential distributions are adequate for describing many real-life phenom-
ena like the time until a radioactive particle decays [5] or the time between mutations on
a DNA strand [14].

Definition 2.3.1 (Density of a exponential distribution). The density of an exponentially
distributed random variable Y with rate A € Ryq is:

fr(@) =X-e™ for x >0 and fy(x) =0 otherwise.
The cumulative distribution of random variable Y with rate A € Rsq is:
d
Fy(d) = / Aoe Mdr=1—e M
0
As seen in Figure 2.2 a higher parameter \ leads to a faster approach of the cumulative

distribution towards 1

—A=0.5
A=1.0
—A=15

Figure 2.2: Grafical representation of fy (x) (left) and Fy(x) (right).

10



3 Continuous-Time Markov Chain Model
Checking

As mentioned before CTMCs are used to model and verify a large class of stochastic
systems. Therefore, this section will explain what a CTMC is and how it behaves with
respect to time. Additional, it will be shown how properties are formalized and how to
verify whether a CTMC satisfies these properties.

3.1 Continuous-time Markov Chain

Many real-life systems deal with a continuous flow of time, where changes can appear at
any given point in time. For example, chemical reactions [5] or biological pathways [14],
where an event is not guaranteed within a time-bound, but it gets more and more likely
occur if the observed interval of time is increased. as changes within a D'TMC only occur
after discrete time-steps they are not fit for modelling such systems, but Continuous-time
Markov Chains (CTMC) can be used to model such behaviour.

A Continuous-time Markov Chain can be seen as an extension to DTMCs where transition
are not taken after a discrete time step. Instead the probability of taking an outgoing
transition depends on the time spend in this state.L

Definition 3.1.1 (Continuous-time Markov Chain).
A CTMC C is a tuple (S, P,r, tinit, AP, L) with:

- (S, P, tinit, AP, L) is a DTMC.
- r: S — Ry, the exit-rate function
Further, R(s,s') = P(s,s')-r(s) is the rate-matriz of the CTMC C

In a CTMC the residence time in state s is exponentially distributed with rate r(s). In
other words, the higher the rate of a state s is, the higher the probability that some
outgoing transition of s will be taken in a fixed interval of time.

Note that the definition of a CTMC varies from paper to paper since a CTMC can
described either by giving a probability matrix and an exit-rate vector, as done here, or
by giving an rate matrix instead of the probability matrix.

11



3 Continuous-Time Markov Chain Model Checking

Example:
A factory owns three identical machines which each fail with rate 3. The fabric owns
only a single mechanic who is able to repair a failed machine with rate 4. This scenario
is modelled by the following CTMC, where in state s; exactly ¢ machines are working
and the labeling describes how well the system is running. In this representation the
exit-rates are written next to the corresponding state.

{good} 1 {good} & {bad} 3 {inactive}

*

4
10

An alternative the transitions can be labelled with the corresponding rates as shown
below

{good} 9 {good} 6 {bad} 3 {inactive}

IS @B CEB O WO

4

As mentioned before, the residence time in a state s is exponentially distributed with rate
r(s). We now are interested in the probabilities of leaving a state s within an interval
of time [0, ¢] and the probability of going from state s to a successor state s’ within the
interval of time [0, ¢] [10].

Lemma 3.1.1 (Residence time distribution). The probability to take any outgoing tran-
sition of s in [0,t] is:

¢
/ r(s) - e T dp =1 — ()t
0

Lemma 3.1.2 (State-to-state timed transition probability). The probability of moving
from a state s to s within [0,t] is:

t
P(s,s')- / r(s) - e " dp = P(s, ') - <1 - e_r(s)'t>
0
The probabilities for intervals of the form [¢,¢'] and [/, inf] are computed analogously.
Asin DTMCs we are mostly interested in the probability of reachability events. Therefore

we first need to define timed paths over a CTMC [10].

Definition 3.1.2 (Timed paths). Paths in a CTMC C are mazimal paths of alternating
states and time instants denoted as ™ = g, tg, S1,t1,82 ... where s; € S, t; € Ry and
P(Si, Si+1) > 0 for all i.

Further, Paths(C) denotes the set of all paths m in C.

12



3.2 Timed reachability probabilities

To specify certain points along a path 7 the following notations will be used:
- m[i] = s;, the (i + 1)-st state along the timed path .
- (i) = t;, the time spent in state s;.
- wQ@t, the state occupied in 7 at time ¢ € R<q, i.e. 7Qt := 7[i] where 7 is the smallest

7
index such that > 7 (j) > t.
§=0
Now that paths over a CTMC are introduced we are going to deal with probability

measurements. As we did for DTMC we are going to define a probability space over the
paths of the CTMC.

Definition 3.1.3 (Cylinder set). Let sg,...,sp € S with P(s;,8,41) > 0 for 0 <i <k
and Iy, ..., 11 non-empty intervals in Rsg with rational bounds. The cylinder set of
s0, 1o, .-+ Ik_1, s is defined by:

Cyl(so, Lo, ..., Ix—1,s,) = {m € Paths(C) VO <i < k. w[i] = s;
and i < k = w(i) € I;}

For the measurements of paths the cylinder sets will serve as basic events of the smallest
o-algebra on Paths(C).

The o-algebra associated with the CTMC C is the smallest o-algebra F(Paths(sg))
containing all cylinder sets C'yl(so, lo, - .., Ix_1,Sk) where sg... sk is a path in C (start-
ing in sg) and where Iy,...,I;_1 range over all sequences of non-empty intervals in
Rsg. The sample space for a given state s will be the set of all interval-timed paths
solo ... Ix_1s; with s = sg. Now let Pr be the unique probability measure on the o-
algebra F(Paths(sg)) defined by induction on k as follows Pr(Cyl(so)) = tinit(so) and
for k>0

fjr((jyl(SO,Io,...,Ik_l,Sk)) ::JDT((jyl(So,fo,...,Ik_Q,Sk_l))
R(sk_1, Sk) - e Tlsk=1)t gy

Iy

3.2 Timed reachability probabilities

With usage of paths and cylinder sets we are now able to formalize timed reachability
events and compute their probabilities. Note that we are only interested in time bounded
events as probabilities for events without time-bound can be computed on the underlying
DTMC of a CTMC |8].

Definition 3.2.1 (timed reachability). Eventually reach a state in G C S in the interval

1. Formally:
OIG = {r € Paths(C) | 3t € I. 7@t € G}

13



3 Continuous-Time Markov Chain Model Checking

Definition 3.2.2 (Constrained timed reachability). Reach a state in G C S in the
wnterval I without visiting a state in [° C S before. Formally:

FU'G = {r € Paths(C) |3t € I. 7@t € G AVd < t. 7Qd ¢ F}

Now that we are able to formally describe the events we are interested in we are going
to compute their probabilities.

For computing the probability of those events we have to take all cylinder sets starting
in s in account where the maximal and minimal time to reach a target state lies within
I. This computation can be expressed with the following function [10].

Let function z(t) = Pr(s = FUS!G) with z4(t) = 0 for all ¢ if G is not reachable from
s via F' states. Further, z4(t) = 1 for all ¢ if s € G. For any other state s € S it holds

xs(t) = t Z R(s,s)-e 7% g (t — 2)dax
0

s'esS

probability to move
to state s’ within [0,z]

As solving these nested integrals is quite complex we will reduce this problem to an easier
one. Therefore we first introduce transient probabilities and afterwards reduce the com-
putation of timed reachability probabilities to the computation of transient probabilities.

3.3 Computing transient probabilities

Transient probabilities are used to describe the state of the system at a fixed point in
time .

Let ps(t) denote the probability of being in state s at time ¢t. Further let p(t) =
(ps, (t),--- ,ps, (t)). The probability of being in a certain state at time ¢ can be computed
by usage of the fixed-point-notation p'(t) = p(t) - (R —r), where r is the diagonal matrix
of vector r (see [8]). Solving this differential equation yields:

p(t) = p(0) . o(R—1)t
which can be rewritten by using Taylor-Maclaurin expansion [10] resulting in

plt) = p(0) - = p0) 5 LREED

= |
2!
1=0

The matrix (R —r) can contain both positive and negative entries and can also contain
values larger than one, thus the computation (R—r)? would result be numerically instable
as the matrix entries could get arbitrarily large and create overflows in the computation.
To avoid the numerical instability of the computation we will modify the system by
using a uniformized CTMC and then compute the transient probabilities by exploiting

the characteristics of such a uniformized CTMC [10].

14



3.3 Computing transient probabilities

Definition 3.3.1 (Uniformization of a CTMC). Let r € Rso such that r > maéc{r(s)}.
se

Then unif(C) = (S,P¥f(©) F 1,1, AP, L) with 7(s) = r for all s € S, and:

Pum’f(c)(s’ s') = @ -P(s,8") for all 8" # s and

r

T

r

<

The uniformization basically normalizes all exit-rates to the maximal exit rate. As most
of the exit-rate of most states will be increased self loops need to be added to those
states. Note that the rate matrix is not affected by the uniformization. Therefore it
holds R = R/ (€) = punif(©) . .,

We want to use this construction of a uniformized CTMC for the computation of the
transient probabilities and therefore need to guarantee that our original CTMC C and the
uniformized CTMC unif(C) are related in a way that preserves transient probabilities.
Therefore we need them to be weakly bisimilar to each other. It can be shown that the
following holds [15].

Definition 3.3.2 (Weak probabilistic bisimulation). Let C = (S, P, 7, tinit, AP, L) be a
CTMC and R C S x S an equivalence. Then: R s a probabilistically weak bisimulation
on S if for any (s,t) € R

1. L(s) = L(t), and
2. R(s,C) =R(t,C) for all C € S/R with C # [s]r = [t|r.
Where [s|r represents the group of states bisimilar to s under R.

Definition 3.3.3 (Weak probabilistic bisimilarity). Let C be a CTMC and s,t € S states
i C. Then: s is probabilistically weak bisimilar to t, denoted s =, t, if there exists a
probabilistically weak bisimulation R with (s,t) € R.

Lemma 3.3.1 (Preservation of transient probabilities). For all CTMCs C with states
s,u €S andt € R>q it holds:

S Ry, u implies ps(t) = py(t)

In other words, if s and u are probabilistically weak bisimilar their transient probabilities
coincide.

As mentioned before the rate matrix R is not affected by the uniformization. Thus a
CTMC C is probabilistically weak bisimilar to its uniformized CTMC unif(C)

Now the question is, how can we use the uniformization to compute

p(t) =p(0)->°2 (m_zi,r)t)l without having to deal with numeric instability and arbitrary
large values?

According to the lemma 3.1, uniformization preserves the transient probabilities of the

15



3 Continuous-Time Markov Chain Model Checking

original CTMC, and therefore we are allowed to replace R and r by its variants R =
R¥"f(€) and ¥ = r - I from the uniformized CTMC.

With P = P*%/(€) and R(s,s') = P(s,s') - T(s) = P(s, ') - r it holds

(0) . eRfr _ B(O) . e(ﬁff)-t

(

— B(O) X e—r-t X eﬁ%t

p(t)

Il
=]
o

) . e(ﬁ~r—1~r)-t _ p(O) . e(P—I)-t~r

I
IS

If we now apply the Taylor-Maclaurin expansion this results in

P

1

p(0)- S et ﬁ!t)l
1=0

As P is a stochastic matrix the matrix exponential P’ is numerically stable.

16



3.3 Computing transient probabilities

Example:

{good} 9 {good} 6 {bad} 3 {inactive}
\m

Take a look at the CTMC D above and suppose we now want to compute the probability
to be in states s; at time ¢ = 5 with accuracy-bound of e = 1076 e.g. compute p(5).
Therefore we first uniformize C with rate r=10. The result of unif(C,r) is shown below.
Note that transitions are labelled with probabilities instead of rates here.

good 2 good 5 bad 3 inactive
10 10 10

Now we can just plug in all given values to compute p(5)

Z e’105 0 5) P
=0

~.

Now we can naively compute a truncation point R with accuracy » ;. e90. % >1l—e=
10—6. This gives us the truncation point R = 87 Which reduces the computation to

7

01 09 0 O
87

5(50)" | 04 0 06 0
p(5) = (1,0,0,0) - > e 5OT' 0 04 03 0.3
i=0 ' Y04 o

0 0 04 06
= (0.109215, 0.245734, 0.368600, 0.27645)
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3 Continuous-Time Markov Chain Model Checking

3.4 Efficient computation of reachability probabilites

As stated before the computation of reachability probabilities can be reduced to the
computation of transient probabilities. To do so we change the system in a way that
timed reachability probabilities coincide with transient probabilities, for which we already
know how to compute them [8].

Looking at the computation of Pr(s = 0=!G) in a CTMC C we can observe that once
a path 7 reaches G within time ¢, the remaining behaviour along 7 is not important
any more. Therefore, making all states in G absorbing does not affect the probability
of the time-bounded reachability event. But since all states in G are now absorbing the
probability to reach G within time t is the same as being in G at time ¢. Remember that
C[G] denotes the CTMC obtained by making all states of G' absorbing.

Pré(s = 05'G) = Prél9(s |- 0='@) = Ze—”@“ﬁ  punif(Ci) g,
i=0 '

For computing the probability of constrained reachability events ' US! G we just need
a further modification of states namely making all states in G U F' absorbing. This way
we assure that we only reach states in G states via valid paths and the computation can
again be reduced to the computation of transient probabilities.

&C(S ): futh) _ &C[GUF‘}(S |: O:tG)

We are now able to compute time-bounded reachability probabilities for I = [¢,¢] and
I =10,t]. So there are still two kinds of intervals to consider. The first one is I = [t, ]
and the second one is I = [t,00).

For the computation of Pré(s = F ylt:t’ G) we split the computation into two parts.
The first part is the probability of remaining in F' states until time ¢. The second part
is the probability of reaching a G state, while remaining in F states, within the time
interval [0,¢ — t]. Combining those two computations yields:

&C(s }: FU[t7th) _ Ze—r~t (sz|t)l . Punif(C[F}) . &C[GUF]<S ’: Og(t’—t)G)
i=0 '

prob. of reaching G within (t’-t)

prob. of staying within F until t

Now only [t,00) is left to consider. As for [¢,#] the computation can be split into two
parts exactly as before, but since the second part now yields Pr(s = F Ul%*®) @), we can
use an the underlying DTMC emb(C) = (S, P, tinit, AP, L) to compute this probability.
Computing the latter probability by usage of the embedded DTMC yields:

&C(S ': Fu[t,oo)G) _ Ze—r-tw . Punif(C[F]) .&emb(C[QU}'})@ ': OG)

‘ 7!
=0
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3.5 Continuous Stochastic Logic

3.5 Continuous Stochastic Logic

We are now able to compute probabilities of reachability events on a CTMC. Now we
need a logic to formalize the events we want to compute. Therefore we use the Continuous
Stochastic Logic (CSL) which is a branching-time temporal logic based on CTL [1].

Definition 3.5.1 (Continuous Stochastic Logic).
Property specifications for a CTMC can be formalized by usage of state-formulas and
path-formulas. They are defined as follows:

- CSL state formulas over the set AP are formed according to the grammar:
O u=true|a| P APy | =D | Py(yp)
where a € AP, ¢ is a path formula and J C [0,1], J # 0 is a non-empty interval.
- CSL path formulas are formed according to the following grammar:
0 =00 | OO0 | &1U Dy | 1 UD,
where ®1 and ®o are state formulas and I is an non-empty interval of R>o.

Except for the time-bounded operators the semantics are the same as for PCTL for
DTMCs. The satisfaction relation |= is defined for state formulas as follows.

s = true always

skEa & a€ L(s)
S|:(I>1/\(I>2 = 5|:<I>1ands):<1>2
sE P < s = ® does not hold
SEP(p) & Prsky)ed

where Pr(s = @) = Prs{m € Paths(s) | 7 = ¢}.

Let ™ = sotgsity - . . be an infinite path in CTMC C. The satisfaction relation = for path
formulae is defined as follows.

Wi:OI(I) & s1EPAtye]
TE OV o el (VW el0,t)rat = @) ArQt =

3.6 CTMC vs CSL Model Checking

Now we have everything we need to perform model checking on CTMCs. For a given
CTMC C, a state s € S and a CSL formula ®, we now want to check wheter s &= ®.
Like for model checking on DTMCs this is done by computing the satisfaction sets of
the formula. The satisfaction set of ® (denoted Sat(®)) is computed by a bottom-up
traversal of ®’s parse tree where nodes of the parse tree represent the subformulas of
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3 Continuous-Time Markov Chain Model Checking

®. After obtaining the satisfaction set we need to check if s € Sat(®). If s is in the
satisfaction set of a formula it satisfies this formula.

Sat(-) is defined by structural induction as follows:

Sat(true) = S

Sat(a) = {seS|aeL(s)} for any a € AP
Sat(PAY) = Sat(P)N Sat(P)

Sat(—¥) = S\Sat(P)

Sat(Py(p) = {s€S|Pr(s =) €]}

To compute Sat(Py(¢)) we need to compute the probability of the path-formulae .
Pr(s E O®) and Pr(s = ®UV¥) are computed on the embedded DTMC.

Further, for the time-bounded constrained reachability operator we already have seen
how to compute the probabilities. And as Pr(s = O!®) is the probability of going from
state s directly to a state s’ € Sat(®) in I we can apply definition 2.2.3. This yields

Pr(s = th) - Z P(s,s') - (efr(s)-mf(l) _ efr(s)-sup(l))
s'€Sat(d)
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3.6 CTMC vs CSL Model Checking

Example:
For this example look at the CTMC from 3.1. again.

0.6 0.4 0.2 {defect}
oW oOWBoW0
0.5 0.5 05

Let us check the formula ® = —defect A P>q.75(true U299 ge fect). Now for the compu-
tation of s = @ for all s € S like for PCTL model checking we do this by computation
of the satisfaction sets. Therefore:

Sat(true) = S

Sat(defect) = {s3}

Sat(~defect) = {so,s1,52}

Now we need to compute

Pr (trueU®?lde fect) = g eT'ng - PifC) . Sat(defect)
!
=0

By applying uniformization to C we get

3 6 0 0
; 1 5 0 4 0
(unifC) _ — | _
P 9 05 2 2 | r=20.9
0 0 5 4

If we now compute the probability by using those values we get
Pré(trueU®®lde fect) = (0.743028, 0.763895, 0.818737, 1)”

By usage of this result we can compute the remaining satisfaction sets.

Sat(P>o.75(true yl0.29 defect)) = {s1, 2,83}
Sat(®) = {s1,s2}

Therefore s1 = ® and s9 = ® and sg, s3 are not satisfying ®.
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4 Efficient computation of poisson
probabilities

While computing the transient probabilities for a Continuous-time Markov Chain we get
to the point where we need to compute an infinite sum of the form > 7, e M. % called
poisson probability. This sum could naively be computed by increasing the upper bound
k up to point, such that Z?:o e . % <1 — ¢, where ¢ is the wanted accuracy.

This naive approach of computing an infinite sum is quite expensive because for large A
a lot of negligible small values are added up at the beginning. To make this more clearly
take a look at Figure 4.1 where it can be seen that the mass of the values from 0 to 30 are
negligible small. So we need to find a efficient way of truncating the sum to an interval
of relevant values. In 1988 Bennett L. Fox and Peter W. Glynn published an algorithm
which gives such a truncation [6].

This section will give an intuition how the algorithm by Fox and Glynn works and give
a graphical comparison to a naive implementation with respect to computation-time.
The proofs for the two used corollaries are very technical and not necessary for under-
standing the algorithm and are therefore included at the end of this thesis.

0.06

f50(x)

0.04 |

0.02 +

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 8 90 100

Figure 4.1: Poisson distribution for A = 50
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4.1 Intuition behind the Fox Glynn algorithm

4.1 Intuition behind the Fox Glynn algorithm

Basically the algorithm developed by Fox and Glynn computes a left and a right trun-
cation point L, R in a way that we can truncate the summation to Zf;L e M. )‘ . The
algorithm also guarantees that the mass outside of the left and right truncatlon point
is lower than a given accuracy bound e. By using this computation a great amount of
computation-steps can be saved since every step before the left truncation point can be
dropped. This amount of dropped calculations can be quite large for greater A, this gets
clear by looking at the graph in Figure 4.1.

4.2 Finding the truncation points

For finding a left and right truncation point we need to be able to compute the mass
outside of the truncation points to guarantee that the mass outside is at most the given
accuracy bound.

As the probability that exactly ¢ events happen when A\ are excepted can be computed

by pa(i) = efj)‘i [7]. It follows that the probability of at most i events can be ex-

pressed as T)(i) = Z iz Op,\( /) and the probability of at least i events is analogously

Qx(1) = 22721 Pald)-
With T (L) and Qx(R) we can compute the mass of the left and right tail if we are given
a left and a right truncation point.

To find those truncation points efficiently Fox and Glynn gave two corollaries in their
paper [6] that basically arise by approximations on Ty(i) and Q (7).

/i
Corollary 1. If A > 2 and QWSk—Z\f

ax - d(k, )) - exp (*7’62)
kv/2m

With ay = (1+3) - V2 -exp(55) and d(k,A) = 1/ (1 — exp (—%~ (k\/ﬁ—%—%)))

Which gives an approximation to the mass of the right tail.

Ox ((m+ k\/ﬁ+3/21) <

Corollary 2. If A > 2 and k > —1

5

by - exp (‘T’“Q)

TA<Lm—kﬁ—3/2j> < —

Where by = (1 + %) - exp (i)
Which gives an approximation to the mass of the left tail.
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4 Efficient computation of poisson probabilities

Now we can use these corollaries to compute the truncation points where we want the
mass of the left tail and the mass of the right tail each to be at most 5. To do so, we
can simply apply the corollaries to get upper bounds on the mass of the tails.

The right truncation point R is computed by taking the lower bound on k from Corollary 1
and then repeatedly increasing k by one until the right hand side of the equation in Corol-

.2
lary 1 is smaller than §. Now that & is known Qx([m-+kv2A+43/2]) < adkNeH 2 £

kv2r =
yields the right truncation point R = [m + kv2\ + 3/2].

The left truncation point L is computed by taking the lower bound on k& from Corollary
2 and repeatedly increasing k until the right hand side of the equation in Corollary 2 is

2
also smaller than §. Plugging k into T)(|m — EvVA—3/2]) < %\/)%kﬂ < 5 we get

our left truncation point L = [m — kv/\ — 3/2].

It suffices to increase k by one in every iteration, as e**/2 is the dominating part of
both approximations and thus the approximations converge very fast. Even for large
A and a reasonable accuracy-bound the parameter k is found that fast that no further
optimizations are needed here.

Example:
Now as an example, we will compute the truncation points for A = 500 and ¢ = 1-1076.

First we compute the left truncation point. From the preliminaries of Corollary 2 we

bxexp(f—lz)
1 1 _ 2
geti-kz B solet kK = 1. —

this repeatedly we find that for k = 5 it holds T} (500 — 5v/500 — 3/2]) < /2 , this
gives us our left truncation point L = 385.

= 0,24 so we need to increase k by 1. Doing

Now for the right truncation point we get kK = 1 by applying the restrictions for k from
Corollary 1 and again need to increase k up to k = 5 until the right hand side of the
equation is smaller than /2. This yields @ ([500 + 5v/2- 500 + 3/2]) < &/2, which
gives us our right truncation point R = 660.

00 . 660 ,

. _ i _ i

Now the computation of > e=5%. % >1— ¢ can be reduced to >, e 5% %.
i=0 ' i=385 '

Note that finding the left and right truncation point only needed 10 iterations in total.
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4.3 Improvement of CTMC Model Checking by usage of Fox & Glynns algorithm

4.3 Improvement of CTMC Model Checking by us-
age of Fox & Glynns algorithm

As the algorithm by Fox Glynn efficiently computes poisson probabilities we can us it
to improve the computation of transient probabilities in CTMC Model Checking. This
results in two independent ways of decreasing the runtime.

On improvement is that the time needed to compute the truncation of the sum is reduced
significantly compared to a naive approach, as seen in Figure 4.2.

x Naive: t = 18.7- 1072\ + 19, 82

2 1201 | Fox Glynn: ¢ = 1.1- 1072\ + 18.64
]

= 100 |

g

o 80 |

S

= 60|

]

3

g 40

20 i atl XXX DOOORXK 28 5% =2 )\

50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 500 550 600
Figure 4.2: Comparison of computation time of Fox Glynn vs. a naive implementation

Further, the right truncation point should be nearly the same for a naive truncation and
the truncation from the algorithm. Thus only the left truncation point is improving the
computation. As every computation before the left truncation point can be omitted,
using the algorithm by Fox and Glynn saves O(L - N) multiplications, where L is the left
truncation point and N is the number of states in the system.

In conclusion using the algorithm of Fox and Glynn to optimize the computation of
transient probabilities improves the computation-time drastically for reachability proba-
bilities with a large time-bound and systems with a high maximal exit-rate as A = r - t.
Also for huge systems Fox and Glynns algorithm yields a good improvement.
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5 Implementation

This section will explain what improvements were made in my implementation, in addi-
tion to the usage of Fox and Glynns algorithm, to increase the performance of the CTMC
Model Checker

All path formulas without time-bound can be reduced to DTMC model checking. Thus
the main part of the implementation was to make the computation of time-bounded
reachability probabilities more efficiently. Basically the improvements reduce the tran-
sition matrix used in the computation and lower the number of necessary multiplications.

To improve the computation of reachability events we do not compute the transient
probabilities with the whole transition matrix. Instead we use a reduced transition matrix
to avoid computing probabilities for states where the probabilities can be obtained by
graph analysis. The reduction consists of two parts.

First the set of states that are not able to reach a target-state via valid paths is determined
by a reachability analysis of the graph. As the probability for those states is zero they
are excluded from further computations. Note that the exit-rates of the remaining states
must not be changed to guarantee the correctness of the state-to-state probabilities, thus
the system resulting from this modification is not a CTMC any more.

Afterwards all target-states are made absorbing in order to reduce the computation of
reachability probabilities to the computation of transient probabilities. Now by definition
3.3.2 all target-states are weak bisimilar to each other and thus can be reduced to a single
state.

Apart from the reduction of the used transition matrix the number of matrix multiplica-
tions performed can be reduced to improve the runtime. As seen before the truncation
of the poisson probability directly affects the number of necessary multiplications. Thus
lower truncation points yield a faster computation. The truncation points obtained by
usage of the algorithm by Fox and Glynn are directly affected by the distribution pa-
rameter A = r - t. Therefore a reduction of the uniformization rate r results in a reduced
number of necessary multiplications. To reduce the uniformization rate we only compute
the uniformization for states in the reduced system obtained in the previous step and
ignore the exit-rate of the target state. By doing so the exit-rates of all target states and
states with probability zero are not included in the computation of the uniformization
rate, which may yield a lower rate.
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Example:

This example will stepwise apply the improvements.

Assume we want to compute Pr(F U G) on the following system where the exit-rates
are written next to the corresponding states.

3 9

0.4

Sy 0.5
8 8 0.1 9

In the first step we do a graph analysis and discover that so and s3 are not able to fulfil
the formula at all. Thus they are excluded from further computations.

Now the target states s; and s; are made absorbing and are now weakly bisimilar.
Therefore we reduce them to only a single state. The resulting system is shown below.

3 5
(o 0.5 ﬁ@
0.2
0.1
1

As seen above number of transitions is reduced from 14 to 4 and the maximal exit-rate
1s reduced from 9 to 5.
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6 Benchmark against MRMC and Prism

The previous chapter dealt with improvements of CTMC model checking. This chapter
will compare the implementation of these improvements for StoRM with MRMC [9] and
PRISM [11] (where the sparse engine of PRISM was used) with respect to the computa-
tion time and storage consumption.

The first interesting point is the usage of memory during the execution of the model
checkers.

Figure 5.1 shows a comparison of RAM-usage which looks similar for all formulae and
models.

107
RAM peak in Byte —— StoRM
] | —— PRISM
—— MRMC
6 4
4 4
2 4

‘ : ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ~Number of Transitions
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

107

Figure 6.1: Maximal RAM-usage while checking O <'®minimum against the "Worksta-
tion cluster’ model [11]

As seen in Figure 6.1 StoRM needs around 6 times more space than PRISM. The main
reagon for this is a copy of the transition matrix used to transform the rate matrix
into a probability matrix. This copy doubles the memory usage. Further StoRM uses
a slightly different representation of sparse matrices which needs more storage as the
representations of sparse matrices in MRMC and PRISM.
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3,000 | time in seconds ~ StoRM

—— PRISM
—— MRMC

2,000 +

1,000 {

‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ _ number of transitions
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

107
Figure 6.2: Time needed for checking ¢<'"““minimum against the 'Workstation cluster’
model [11]
3,000 4 fime i q
ime in seconds —— StoRM

——PRISM

2,000 +

1,000 |

‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ~_number of transitions
0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 14 1.6

107

Figure 6.3: Time needed for checking (*32°°0down against the 'TEmbedded control system’
model [11]
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6 Benchmark against MRMC and Prism

The other interesting characteristic for benchmarking is the time needed to check certain
properties.

For time-bounded properties it depends very much on the model and the formula which
Model Checker is faster. As seen in Figure 6.2 StoRM gets better if matrix-vector mul-
tiplications on large matrices need to be performed. Also as seen in Figure 6.3 StoRM is
a lot faster than PRISM when it comes to many matrix-vector multiplications (around
36.000 for the shown property).

The main reason for for the lower computation-times is that the matrix used for mul-
tiplications is smaller than in PRISM and MRMC due to the reduction of the system
as explained before. Further, for the tested models StoRM performed around 10% less
matrix multiplications than PRISM, which is caused by the reduction of the maximal
exit-rate.

For some reason MRMC failed to compute the maximal exit-rate for the "Embedded con-
trol system’. Independent of the size of the model MRMC computed maximal exit-rates
of around 90, where as the real maximal exit-rate only is around 0.085 causing MRMC
to perform around 1000 times as many matrix multiplications as StoRM and PRISM.

In conclusion StoRM needs much more memory than MRMC and PRISM and With
respect to the runtime StoRM is faster than MRMC and PRISM if it comes to many
multiplications but due to the memory overhead StoRM is outrun by both of them if
only a few multiplications are needed.
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7 Conclusion

In this bachelor thesis we gave an explanation of how to formalize reachability proper-
ties over a Discrete-time Markov Chain and how to compute the probabilities of those
properties by using cylinder sets.

Afterwards, we have shown how to formalize time-bounded reachability properties over
a Continuous-time Markov Chain and explained why the explicit computation of those
properties is quite complex. Further, we gave a way to reduce the computation of time-
bounded reachability probabilities to the computation of transient probabilities and how
to compute those in a numerically stable way.

Additionally, we explained how to compute poisson probabilities more efficiently by trun-
cating the sum by applying of the corollaries introduces by Fox and Glynn [6]. Along,
we also introduced a way of optimizing the computation of reachability probabilities in
a CTMC by reducing the number of multiplications needed and reducing the transition
matrix.

As seen in the benchmarks the model checker with the given improvements was faster
than MRMC and PRISM for large systems or a high number of matrix multiplications
but due to the superior memory overhead StoRM is slower than the other two model
checkers if it comes to small systems or a low number of necessary multiplications.
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8 Proofs

This section will give the proofs to the corollaries from 4.1. This is just a more detailed
version of the proofs by David N. Jansen [7]

First a little conclusion of the used notations.

pa(i) = 6727,’\1 The probability that exactly ¢ events happen when A are expectet

Qx(1) = > pa(4): The probability that at least [i] events happen when \ are
j=[i]
expected

L]
T\(i1) = > pxa(j): The probability that at most |i] events happen when \ are
j=0

expected

o(r) = N The probability density of the normal distribution

oo
®(x) = [ (t)dt: The complementary cumulative distribution of the normal dis-
x

tribution
ay = (1 + %) V2 - exp (1—16): A helper variable

by = (1 + %) - exp (8%\): A helper variable

d(k,A\)=1/ (1 — exp <—% . (k V2N + %))) A helper Function

Basically we want to proof the following two corollaries [6] .
Corollary 1. If A > 2 and - L <k < YA

2v/2) = 2V2
axd(k, N)e +*/2

k27

Qx([m +kV2X+3/2]) <

Corollary 2. If A > 2 and k > =

32

V2X

axd(k, N)e +/2
k27

Ty(|m — kv/A - 3/2]) <



To do so we need the following propositions.

Proposition 1. Assume A > 0. If n > A —1 and [ > 1, then

A\ [n]+i-1
Qx(n) < (1—(( )71 > Ipak)
n+1
k=[n]
Proposition 2. Let A\, i > 1 and m = |A|. Then,
1.
1 i(i=1)
pa(m —i) < o m
2mm
2 1 i(i—1) | ii=1)(2i=1)
pa(m +1i) < O A
2mm
Proposition 3 Suppose A < 2. if 2 <17 < (/\+3), then,

2

1 1 Aswehave A m\ —L i—3
Qa(n) < esx (1+A>‘/§<1_(m+¢+1> > '(D(Jﬁ)

Proposition 4. Suppose A < 2. if2>4> (’\;3), then

9

-3
a) — Z_i
Ualn) < 1—e_%iq) <m>

Proposition 5. Suppose A > 2 and ¢ > 2. Then

i— 3
Tﬂm—i)ﬁby@( \f;)

Proposition 6. If z > 0, then ®(z) < @ with error less than %, ie. ®(x) <
(14 L)ela).

T xT

First applying Proposition 6. to Proposition 4. and 5. and then reparameterizing
the bounds with the substitutions (i — 3/2)/v2 = kv/X and i — 3/2 = kv/A gives the

corollaries.

So we need to proof that proposition 1 to 6 hold, in order to proof the correctness of the
corollaries.

lemma 1 For k/X > —1 it holds

In(1— k/X\) < —k/A
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8 Proofs

Proof. Let f(x) =x —In(1+ x), then f'(z) =1— 1%@ As x > —1 is non-decreasing for
for all x > —1 and therefore In(1 —z) < —z for > —1. Substituting x = k/\ yields the

lemma.

Proposition 1. Assume A > 0. If n > A —1and | > 1, then

N\ —1 [n]+i-1
QA(")S<1—<nj\_1>> - Y mk)

k=[n]

Proof. By definition it holds

o

Qx(n) = > palk).

k=[n]

An index-shifting of the summation results in

Q)= > mk)+ D palk)
k=[n] k=[n]+l
[n]+1-1 00 k!
— l :
k=[n] k=[n]
Further
[n]+1-1 00 k!
— l :
Q)= Y k) +X D pak)- et )]
k=[n] k=[n]
< > palk)+ N Em(k)'nJrl
k=[n] k=[n]
[n]+i-1 \ l
= Y nw+(37) @,
k=[n]

Since n 41> X and [ > 1 we can now solve for Q,(n).
This results in the formula of Proposition 1.

Proposition 2. Let A, i <1 and m = |A]. Then,

1.
, 1 i(i—l))

_N< _
pa(m — i) < 2meXp( o)

) <
pa(m +i) < 2\ 12)2
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Proof. Let m = |\|. We first show that statement 1. holds.

pk(m_i):m(m),(:).(m;1>,_.<m—;+1)

) (=50 = oo (S (1))

<pA(m)'1'<1—/\ 3

By applying lemma 1, we get:

A
k=0

§ —k> = pa(m) - exp <_i(i2;1)> |

pa(m —1i) < pa(m) - exp (

We can now use the following Stirling formula-type inequality to approximate the formula

pa(m) [4, p.54]. 1
ml > \V2rm-m™ - e . eT2mil
substituting (b = A — m) and using the approximation for m! yields
e—)\ M e—)\ ™ e_)\ A
pA(m) = S —— =< -
m! \/% .MM . e~ ™M . eT2m+1 2rm - mMm - e—m
Lo <1 42 )m <L e, < 1
= — . ¢ . e e
vamm m) = Vam < Jomm
<im0 < exp( )
2X 2mm

Now we need to show that statement 2. holds.
Since m > X\ — 1 it holds:
(m + 1) = pa(m) X
Px P (m+1)(m+2)...(m+1)
)\i
< . = In(1
=om) SET ooy eXp( Zn( * ))
i—1 /. .. .
1 i(i—1) i(i—1)(2i—1)
< —_
> = P < o 12%

Z;) ( 2A2> 2mm

< pa( eXP(

Proposition 3. Suppose A < 2. if 2 >4 > 253 then

o <on (i) (+3) 5 (- () ) #(3)
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8 Proofs

Proof. First apply Proposition 1. with [ = m and then do a shift in the sum to get:

[m+i]+m—1

Qx(m+i)§(1—(m>m>l- S )

k=[m+1]

k=[]

For i <k <m+417—1, it holds:

k(k—1)  (k—=1Dk(2k—-1) _ k(k—1) m+i 1
T ¢ 12X =TT ‘(1_+>'

Letﬂbeﬁzl—m“—i—%\
By using Proposition 2. for the py(m + k) part and applying the statement from above
we get

m~+[i]—1

(R B R S ]

k=[]

For the latter sum it holds (if ¢ > 2)

m+[i]—1
—k(k—1) © —k-(k-1)-8
kzzm exp (2 -B) < /il exp (2)\ ) dk

substituting ¢ = (k — 3)/A/B yields:

o _(+. 1) (¢ 1
/(i_g)me){p (1 /\/ﬁ+22))\<t VAB-3) /B di

e (2) 3 5((- )

Furthermore, it holds 6 < 1 since m +1i > ¢ > 2 and since ¢ < (A + 3)/2, it follows that
B>1-— M + 2)\ . Hence, 1/+/B < +/2, and exp (%) < exp( ) therefore it

Y )b
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combining these inequalities and the previously optained \/A/m <1+ % we get

im0 (1= (5] i e () 55 (- )

§<1‘<mﬁ+1)m) VTV e () @<< 2. 21>
(- G)) () e exP<81A),@<<i¢—£>>

Proposition 4. Suppose X > 400. if 2 <3 < % and m = |A|, then,

.3
. ax sl "2
@alm +1) < 1—exp(—%z’) ® (\/ﬁ)

Proof. Recall that a) = (1 + %) -v/2 - exp (%) For A > 2, exp (é) < exp (%) Using
proposition 3 we only need to show that

() ) ()

Since m + 1 > A, it follows that A\/(m+i+1) < A/(A+1i) =1 — (i/(A +1)).

Further by Lemma 1 it holds
] i < i
S — e J—
R o N W

= A <e !
o [~
mti - P\ TN

N A m<ex _im
m+i) =P\

The function f(z) = (z — 1)/(z + 1) is non-decresing on [0,00) so f(z) > f(2) = %
for # > 2. This, for A > 2 (A —1)/(A+ 1) > 1/3, and since m = || it also holds
< 2(A+1). By i < (A+3)/2 it follows

me (A i) = m <>\+)\;L3> > (;-()\Jrl)) . <§.(A+1))_1:2.

Since we are using this proposition only for A Z 400 we can improve the bound to
m-(A+1)7t > 256 uging m > f(400)(A + 1) = 39 (A +1).
The relation then yields

A " 266 \ _ 92
—_— ex ——1 ex ——1 .
mt+i+r1) TP\ Tq01") =P\ Ty

for A > 400. from which proposition 4 follows immediately. O
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8 Proofs
Proposition 5. Suppose A > 2 and ¢ > 2. Then

i—3
TA(m—i)gbk-q)( \[\2>

Proof. By applying an indexshift to the basic definition of T) (i) we get:

= palm—k)

k=[4]

By Proposition 2 it follows

Ty(m — ) 217r - exp < ) 1)>

k=[]
Since f(z) = —x(z — 1)/2X is non-increasing on [1,00), for x > 3/2 it holds

o (HEZD) [ o (LH2D) ,
:Lilexp(—(u—1/2f+(1/2)2> i

oo (U2) [ o (OS2

=l

Thus, if 7 > 2,

1
. . Uu—=
substituting ¢ = —2

1 1 o0 t?
T < ) ). _r
A(m —i) < 5 exp (8)\> /(A_B)/)\ exp < 2) VA dt

i o (@) # () o () o (

By Lemma 1. \/A/m = +/1+ (b/m) =+/1+ (b/m) <1+b/(2m). For A > 2 it holds:
ASIMFTS A +2=-2/A=[A] +(2/A)- (A= 1) < [A] +2/A-[A]

with b = A —m. It follows b = A — [A] < 2|A|/A =2m/A, thus b/(2m) < 1/A.
With /A/m < (1+1/X) it follows:
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Proposition 6. If 2 > 0, then ®(z) < @ with error less than %, ie. ®(z) <
(1+ 52

T
This Proposition will only be used for the range of 3 to at most 10 in a practical imple-

mentation. Within this range the expression ¢/z already overestimates ® by more than

5% [7].
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