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Abstract

This paper studies cooperative spectrum sensing in cagniidio networks where secondary users
collect local energy statistics and report their findingsateecondary base station, i.e., a fusion center.
First, the average error probability is quantitively azalg to capture the dynamic nature of both
observation and fusion channels, assuming fixed amplifiemsgéor relaying local statistics to the
fusion center. Second, the system level overhead of cotyperapectrum sensing is addressed by
considering both the local processing cost and the trassmnisost. Local processing cost incorporates
the overhead of sample collection and energy calculatie mhust be conducted by each secondary
user; the transmission cost accounts for the overhead whfding the energy statistic computed at each
secondary user to the fusion center. Results show that wdietlyj designing the number of collected
energy samples and transmission amplifier gains, onlysecondary user needs to be actively engaged
in spectrum sensing. Furthermore, when number of energyleanor amplifier gains are fixed, closed

form expressions for optimal solutions are derived and a&g@ized water-filling algorithm is provided.

. INTRODUCTION

To alleviate inefficient allocation of radio frequency (R&)ectrum, cognitive radios have recently

been proposed to coexist with primary (or licensed) userspefttral bands while not causing harmful
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interferencel]lL][2]. Current proposals for secondary meks require cognitive users to condggectrum
sensingso that they can detect unused spectral bands and avoitenrigrwith a primary system. To
improve detection reliability in fading conditions, mplié secondary users can cooperate in spectrum
sensing and take advantage of spatial diversity [3][4].

In secondary networks where users communicate with a leirglary base station as illustrated in
Fig.[d, the system level performance and design of cooperapectrum sensing must 1) account for the
dynamic nature of both the observation and fusion channelsthe channel between the secondary and
primary users and the channel between the secondary useéharsgécondary base station, respectively;
and 2) balance the gains offered by spectrum sensing ag@nsimputational and transmission costs.
In this paper, we address both these concerns in evaluaithgl@signing spectrum sensing schemes for

secondary networks.
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Fig. 1. Topology of cooperative spectrum sensing in cogmitadio networks.

In [5], a logic OR fusion rule for hard-decision combining svaresented to cooperatively detect the
primary user. The AF cooperative strategy was used Jin [6Jrtprove spectrum agility and allow two
secondary users to communicate with each other. An optimehi detector for cooperative spectrum
sensing was proposed inl [3], where the received signalseafuion center were optimally weighted
for global fusion. In[[7], a linear quadratic fusion rule bdson a detection criterion was proposed for
spectrum sensing by modeling received signals as cordelatgnormal random variables. Based on
our knowledge, these and other prior studies do not focusyete-level performance of cooperative
spectrum sensing that accounts for the dynamic natutmtifthe observation and fusion channels.

Low-energy overhead cooperative spectrum sensing wakedtird[8]. Optimally allocated powers were

computed without taking into account the underlying systewel cost of sensing. Our work on energy-



constrained spectrum sensing is motivated [By [9], whereadien problems accounted for constraints
on expected cost due to transmission and measurement. Wedouthese formulations here to design
energy-constrained cooperative spectrum sensing.

In our system model, secondary users forward local energljstits to a secondary base station
using amplify-and-forward (AF) over parallel access cledsnWe first address the impact of dynamic
observation and fusion channels by analyzing the average probability for cooperative spectrum
sensing considering both additive white Gaussian noise@N)and Rayleigh fading conditions. Results
show that detection performance can be maintained in thealmdvmoderate fusion signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR) regimes when fusion channels are reliable, wheradingaon the secondary users’ observation
channels provide spatial diversity.

Next, we address theystem leveknergy cost of sensing by considering two major factors:aloc
processing cost due to sample collection and local enertguleion and transmission cost due to
forwarding local statistics to the fusion center. We pré$en optimization problems to find the number
of energy samples that must be collected at each secondarnand the appropriate amplifier gain that
each secondary user must use for AF relaying of the localygratatistic. When jointly optimizing both
the number of samples and amplifier gains, we show that onkysecondary user must be actively
engaged in spectrum sensing. When either the amplifier gaittee number of samples is fixed, we find
closed-form optimal solutions and propose a generalizetmidling approach to energy-constrained
cooperative spectrum sensing.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Secliates$cribes our system model. Section
Il presents the average error probability for various obaton and fusion channel conditions. Sections
IV and V collectively present our results for energy-coaisted spectrum sensing: Section IV addresses
the optimization for minimization of global error probatjilwhile Section V provides the optimization
for minimization of system level cost. Simulation resulte @resented in Section VI and we conclude
the paper in Section VII.

In this paper, we use the following notation: column vecne denoted by boldface lowercase letters,
ie.,x = [r1,x9, - ,x,]"T andz; is theith entry ofxz. 0 = [0,0,--- ,0]F and1 =[1,1,--- ,1]T. T is the
identity matrix. (-)* and (-)" denote the transpose and conjugate transpose operatspectely.||z||
denotes theé; norm ofx. = = 0 denotes the generalized inequality, i-e..> 0. Z% and’R" denote the
set of nonnegative integer and realectors, respectivelyS| denotes the cardinality of a sét [-] and

|| denote the ceiling and floor operations, respectively.



[I. SYSTEM MODEL

A. Communication Model

We consider a network model in Figl 1, where secondary useduwis local spectrum sensing and
transmits its local energy statistic to the fusion centengi®\F on parallel access channels (PAC). The

received signal for secondary useat the fusion center is shown in Fig. 2, i.e.,
yi = gihiz; + vy, (1)

wherez; is the energy of received signal at the secondary ijsgris the amplifier gain for the secondary
useri; h; is the channel gain between secondary us&nd the fusion center and is independent and
identically distributed (i.i.d.) Gaussian noise, i.e.,~ CN(0,02) and is independent af;. We assume
thath; is known at the fusion center (e.g., via channel estimatonl) remains constant during the sensing

period. We can then rewrit€](1) in a matrix form as

y=Hz +v, ®)
whereH = dlag{glhl,gghg, s ,gnhn}.
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Fig. 2. Cooperative spectrum sensing in cognitive radiovagks.

B. Local Energy Statistic
For secondary user (1 <i <n), the hypothesis test for; is given as
Mo @ = (1/ki) 15ty [na(k)[?
Hi:owi= (1/m) pey [has(k) + ni(k) P2,

wherex; is the number of samples(k) is the transmitted signal from the primary user an¢k) is the

@)

noise received by secondary ugsewWe assuma(k) is complex PSK modulated and i.i.d. with mean zero
and variancer2; h; is the channel gain between the primary user and secondary aad is assumed to

be constant during the cooperative spectrum sensing penath, (k) is i.i.d. Gaussian noise with mean



zero and variance? and is independent of(k). We define the local received SNR at the secondary user
i asv; = o2|hi|?/o%. When; is large,z; can be approximated as Gaussian random variable [3], i.e.,
Ho: xi~N(on, op/ki)
Hi: i~ N((L+yi)on, (1+2y)05/k0).

We assume here the local received SNRis known at secondary usér In IEEE 802.22,y; can be

(4)

estimated from pilot signals periodically transmitted bimary users.

Given this system model, we see that= E{z?} = [1+ 1/k; +m1 (3 +2(1+ 1/k;)) v] o, where
mo = P(Hp) andm; = P(H,) are the probabilities that spectrum is idle and occupiesheetively. In
cognitive radio networks, the received primary user poweasured by the secondary user is expected
to be very small([11], i.e.;; < 1. Additionally, the number of samples is expected to be mbent
a few, i.e.,x; > 1. Thus, we can approximate the transmitted power for thersbny useri asP; =

€92 =~ g2(1 + 2myvyi)or.

C. Optimal Fusion Rule
Under hypothesig{, and 1, the received signaj has a Gaussian distribution, i.e.,

Ho: y~N (Hlo2, 3) )
Hi: y~NH1L+7)or, 1),

where 3y = HSHo? + 02T and X, = HS(I + 2I)H'o! + 21, here,T' = diag{v1,72,--- , 7.} and

S =diag{1/k1,1/ke, -+ ,1/k,}. Without loss of generality, assume that = m; = 0.5. Then, optimal

(maximum a posteriori probability) likelihood ratio tedtRT) is given as:

p(y|Hi) ™
o) 1 ©)

Sincevy; < 1 andk; > 1, then,~;/k; =~ 0 and we haveX, ~ 3;. Thus, the optimal LRT can be

approximated as
foo1
T(y) = (HY)'Z; 'y 2 (7)

0

wherer = (H~v) S "H(1 + 0.5v)02. Furthermore, we note th&{7 (y)|Ho} = (Hv)'=;'Hlo2,
E{T(y)|H:} = (Hy)'S7'H(1+~)o;, andVar{T(y)|[Ho} = Var{T(y)|[H1} = (Hv)'S; Hy.

IUncertainty in the knowledge of local received SNR wouldeetfthe design of cooperative spectrum sensing. We will

investigate this important issue in the future.



With this preparation, it can be shown that the error prdiighé given a
k2 lhl? 2
P. = mP P, = T ; 8
™0 f+7T1 Q( <;g$|h|2+/€02 ()
wheres? = o2 /ot and Q(z) = \/%7 [.7 exp(—t?/2)dt. It is also easy to see that the asymptotic error

probability expressions when the number of samples or dieptains approach infinity are given by

1/2
Pe(fiog) = lim Pe = Q( (ng\h 12) ) (9)

and

w 1/ 12
Pe(9e) = lm P = Q (5 (Z ffﬂ?) ) (10)
' i=1

respectively.

D. System Level Cost for Cooperative Spectrum Sensing

In this paper, we consider system level cost for cooperapectrum sensing in cognitive radio
networks. This system level cost has contributions froreg¢lmomponents: Local processing; transmission;

and reporting and broadcasting.

« Local processing cost includes the energy consumed by ttandary user in receiver RF scanning
and local energy calculation. For simplicity, we assume tha local processing cost,;(-) for
secondary uset is a linear function of the number of samplés|[12], i@,i(x;) = coxi, Wherecy
is the local processing cost per sample.

« Transmission cost is the transmit power required from a rs#&y user to transmit the local
calculated energy to the fusion center. Here, we assumehisatost for secondary useiis given
asCy(gi) = Pi = &ig?

« For optimal system design, the fusion center needs to knevwotal received SNR for each secondary
user. In practice, this means that secondary users willrtepeir local received SNRs to the fusion
center. The fusion center then determines optimal allonat{number of samples and/or amplifier
gains) to each secondary user and then broadcasts them decalhdary users. In this paper, we
assume that this total reporting and broadcasting €gsis fixed; thus we do not consider it in the

optimization problem.

2It is worth mentioning that we can reach same optimizatiamnfdation by using Neyman-Pearson criterion to maximize

global detection probability. Here we present the globabreprobability for the sake of simplicity.



The system level cost during the cooperative spectrum sgriaside fronC,;) is given as

n

C(k,g9) = Zcpi(ﬁi) + ch'(gz) = Z (cors + &g7) -
i=1 i=1

i=1
[1l. AVERAGE ERRORPROBABILITY
We assume in this section that the amplifier gains and the auaflsamples collected at each secondary
user are fixed and not adjusted according to the channel.gdémsvill discuss adapting amplifier gains

and number of samples in the subsequent sections. From ¢é83ew that the average error probability

can be calculated as

I:)e,avg - E'y,h {Pe|’y,h}' (11)

To simplify the calculation of the average error probapilitve consider the following alternate
expression for the Q function [13](x) = % 0“/2 exp ( — %)d@ x > 0. When the local received
SNRs+; and fusion channel gairjg;|*> are independent, respectively, we can simplify the aveeags

probability in [11) as

I:)e,avg = - 0 HBi(¢)d¢a (12)

whereB;(¢) = [ [, exp (é{ﬁﬁ’?) Py (8)pj, 2 (t)dsdt and A;(s, 1) = — - ggjj;i; Here, p.,,(s) and
pin,2(t) are PDFs ofy; and |h;|?, respectively. If we further assume thgt= g, x; = x, v; and|h,|?
are i.i.d., respectively, i.ep,,(s) = p,(s) andpy,,2(t) = pjp2(t), then we haveB;(¢) = B(¢), Vi. In
this case, the average error probability[in](11) reduces to

w/2
Prag = © /0 1B(6)]" do. (13)

T

Based on this, we see that By is a decreasing function of, which indicates that in a power uncon-
strained cognitive radio network, global error performaman be improved by increasing the number
of secondary users. This statement follows sigige, t) < 0 andB(¢) < [* [ py(s)pjp2 (t)dsdt = 1.
In general, a closed-form expression Qf,R is difficult to obtain. However, only elementary functions,
such as exponential ar@(-), are involved in the integral calculation; the average reprobability can
thus readily be found numerically.

Remark To gain more insight, we investigate an upper bound for ayererror probability. Since

Q(z) < 3 exp(—2?/2), the upper bound can be obtained as

. 12
I:)e,avg = 5 HMi7 (14)
i=1



where M; = [° [0 exp[Ai(s,t)]py, (s)pjn,2 (t)dsdt. Assume for simplicityg; = g, x; = &, 7; and
|h;|? are i.i.d., respectively. Then, we havwd; = M, Vi, and

1
Peavg = §M" (15)

It is readily evident that whep — 0, |567a\,g — % This is not surprising since when the amplifier gains
are low, the fusion center will not be able to make a globalisiec due to the lack of local energy
statistic. Next, we usd _(13) and_{15) to evaluate the aveeage probability for cooperative spectrum

sensing for the three channel scenarios shown in Table |.

TABLE |
THREE CHANNEL ENVIRONMENTS FORPERFORMANCEEVALUATION

Observation channel$ Fusion channels
Channel Environment | AWGN Rayleigh fading
Channel Environment |l Rayleigh fading AWGN
Channel Environment llI Rayleigh fading Rayleigh fading

1) Channel Environment lin this scenarios; = 5 andpy,,2(t) = exp(—t) since the observation

channel is AWGN and the fusion channel is exponential Rghléading. After some manipulations, we

=2 =2 ~2

Ky Ky kG,

B(o) = —— |V [ ——, "
(¢) exp( 8 sin? (b) ! <8sin2¢’ g° >’

wherel; (a,b) = [ exp (—z+ -2 )dr, (a,b > 0). After calculating3(¢), we substitute it in[(Z3) to

have

obtain the average error probability. It is interesting tenthat a similar definition of; (¢, a,b) can

be found in [6]. Furthermore, the upper bound is given as

=(1) 1 nKy? k72 ka2 ]"
Peavg = 5 &P <‘ g )[‘“(?’g—z)

(o) = % exp (—’“‘?2). This indicates that when the fusion channel is

Wheng — oo, we see thaﬁ’S;Vg

perfect, average error performance is limited by local oles energy statistic.

2) Channel Environment Ilin this scenariop., (s) = lexp(—%) andh; = 1. After some manipula-

3
tions, (using eq.(3.322.2) in_[14]), we obtain
B(¢) = V8mcsin g exp (2esin® ¢) Q (2y/csing) ,

wherec= 2 (é + ”—2) Furthermore, the upper bound is

P 5 (87¢) % exp (2n)[Q (2v) ]

Q



Wheng — oo, we see that — 1/(k72) and P (geo) = L (8—“>n/2 ex (2—") [Q (L)r Again
g ’ 8 e,avg 9o 2 \ k72 p K2 :Y\/E . ’
we see that the average error performance is limited by lolesérved energy statistic whgn— oco.
3) Channel Environment Ill:In this scenariop.,(s) = %exp(—%) and py,,2(t) = exp(—t). After
some manipulations, we have

2in? sin2 52 sin?
B((b):\/S_ﬂ'exp( 2(23) \I/2< 72¢7O’v 292 (b) 9
R Ry g

xT

- (3) 1 /2 2n 1 62 \]"
Pe’avg = 5 (87T) exXp [{—'72 \PQ (/{—f72’ —92/72)

Wheng — oo, we see tha?’fivg(goo) = ﬁé?;vg(goo). This is primarily due to the fact that when— oo,

where Uy (a,b) = [ (a+ )" exp (—2 + 2) Q (2 (a+ g)”z) dz, (a,b > 0). Furthermore, the

upper bound is

the fusion channel no longer impacts the average error peaiace.

IV. OPTIMIZATION: MINIMIZATION OF ERRORPROBABILITY

In this section, we aim to minimize the error probability thie system model in Fidl 2 subject to a
system level cost constraint of sensing. Specifically, wierd@ne the appropriate number of samples and
amplifier gains for each secondary user and consider thewimiy two scenarios for this optimization

problem:

1) Scenario A: First, we consider the system level cost constraint. Hetae pptimization problem

is formulated as:

min P.(k,g)
k.9
st C(k,g9)<C, ke Z, geRY, (16)

where C is the system level cost constraint. Here we denote the aptsulution of [16) as

( H(Opnl) (opt,1)

vi 1 9pi ) and the minimum error probability aéof*l).

2) Scenario B: In some applications, local sample collection for each sdaoy user may be scheduled
in a fixed time slot. This indicates the number of samples @eufpounded by a maximum value
Kkmax. FUrthermore, the transmission power for each secondayrmay be required to be below a

predefined power limifP,,.«. By incorporating these additional individual constraiimposed on
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each secondary user, we can model the optimization probem a

min P.(k,g)
R’y

st C(k,g)<C, k€ Z}, geR",
K = Kmax1, 52912 < Pmax- (17)

To better understand the optimal resource allocation fopeaative spectrum sensing, we consider the
following two cases in Scenarios A and B as illustrated inl@dB joint optimization of x and g; and

optimization of eithem or g.

TABLE I
OPTIMIZATION PROBLEMS FORCOOPERATIVESPECTRUMSENSING

Case | Case Il

Scenario A | joint optimization of k and g with | optimization of eitherk or g with

system level cost constraint system level cost constraint

Scenario B | joint optimization of x and g with | optimization of eitherx or g with

system level and individual constrainissystem level and individual constraints

A. Case I: Joint Optimization of and g

1) Scenario A:In this case, we consider the optimization [n](16) over bethnd g. We note that
(18) is a mixed integer nonlinear optimization problem (MM. In general, there is no polynomial-
time algorithm for solving general MINLP$ [15]. A potentiaklearer insight into the solutions can be
obtained by considering a convex relaxation for this omation problem, where we simply relaxed the

integer constraint of the number of samples:

min  P.(k,g)
K.g
st. C(k,g9)<C, keRY, geRL. (18)

As shown in the Appendix A[(18) is a convex problem. Thusait be solved efficiently using interior-
point methods or other iterative methods![16]. This will beeurring theme in the optimization problems
we consider in the sequel. In the numerical results, we skeallthat the approximation as detailed below
results in near optimal performance without the curse of glerity. Given this convex optimization

problem, first we introduce the following lemma.
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Lemma IV.1. Optimal solution of(, g) in (18) should satisfy either 1), > 0 andg; > 0, or 2) k; =0

and g; = 0 for secondary uset.

Proof: Please see the Appendix B. |
This lemma is not surprising because when one secondarydassrnot collect the energy samples, it
will not have anything to transmit to the fusion center. $amy, when one secondary user decides not
to transmit the data to the fusion center, it is reasonabéxpect that this secondary user should remain

inactive and not collect local energy samples. Using Lerihd, fthe optimal solution of, g) can be

found as stated in the following theorem.

Theorem 1V.2. Consider the optimization problem in_{18), let us define- % and assume
p1 > p2 > -+ > pp. Then, the optimal solution dik, g) is
S 7 — i=1
/{(OPL2) — GovEico+|hilco’
" 0, i>1,
(opt2) (5- 5._5;;?\/57')1/2, 1=1
Ipi = IR (19)
0, 1> 1.
Proof: Please see the Appendix C. [ |

Given the optimal solution ofx, g), we see that the optimal error probability [n18) is

Ve Ih
(opt,2) __ vu il
pLop —Q( 5 max{5vx/§+|hi|\/@}>.

Since [IB) is the relaxation of the MINLP{16), we see th&P'® > P°P*?) [15]. In practice, we may

consider a floor operation for the number of samples as a snapsolution for [16), i.e.,
rs? = [P | and g5 = g, i, (20)

Let us denote the resulting error probability a§'®. Then we see that®*? < plorth < plsud,

Furthermore, whermg,’fm) is large, based on the first-order Taylor series, we have
(sub) (opt2) __ Ak16001 2 ) +
Pe - Pe - PB(K/ - AKﬂg) - Pe(’{»g) ~ eXp(_é(]/S)(l{l + 51) — 0 )
8V 2

wheredy = g171|h1|/6, and 61 = g¢3|h1|?/52. With small value ofAr; (normally Ak, < 1), it is
interesting to note that our rounding algorithm is nearroptiwith large system level cost constraint.
When( is relatively small, as we will show in our simulations, oupposed suboptimal algorithm can

also provide a good approximation to the optimal solution.
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Based on[(20), when we jointly design the number of sampldsaamplifier gains subject to the system
level cost constraint, onlpne secondary user needs to be active in the cognitive radioankpvi.e.,
collecting local energy samples and transmitting the gnstatistic to the fusion center. It is interesting
to note that this strategy is similar to multiuser diversitigere the base station selects the user with the
highest channel to achieve maximum sum rate capdcity [h7{his case, the fusion center will select
the secondary user with the largestto perform local spectrum sensing and data forwarding. Wilis
significantly reduce the bandwidth cost for data forwarding

Remark We note that the result i (R0) can be implemented in a Bisted fashion. The idea is based
on opportunistic carrier sensinig [18] or opportunistiayihg [19] in which a backoff timer is set to be
a decreasing function of channel state information. Inigalgr, at the beginning of each sensing time
slot, the fusion center broadcasts a beacon signal to synierall secondary users in the cognitive radio

network. After estimating the channel J%limi , the secondary user calculates the control parameter

based on its local received SNiR and then mapg; to a backoff timerf(p;) (equal toc/p; in [19],
wherec is a constant). Under a collision free situation, the seaondser with largesp; will expire first
and perform local energy calculation and data forwardingngduthis time S|(H. Note that in this case,
fusion center does not need to broadcast the optimal desigameter for each secondary user and this
will reduce the cooperative sensing cost for broadcastimraporting.

2) Scenario B:We examine the optimizatiof _(IL7) over bathandg. Similar to Scenario A, we first

consider the relaxation to the original MINLP in{17), i.e.,

min P.(k,g)
'4/79

st C(k,g)<C, K€ RY, g€ RY,
K = Kmax1, 62912 < Prax- (21)
Again, we see that this is a convex optimization problem eardlme solved by standard methods. Let
us denote the optimal solution iR_{21) (an;"ft),g;";")). Similarly, we note that
Lemma 1V.3. Optimal solution of(x, g) in (21) should satisfy either 1), > 0 andg; > 0, or 2) x; =0

and g; = 0 for secondary uset.

The proof is similar to that of Lemnia V.1 and thus omitted tWihe additional constraints imposed

3We assume reciprocity of the uplink and downlink channelsvben the fusion center and secondary uders [20].

“Detailed analysis on how to reduce the collision probapifiir this scheme can be found in [18].
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on k andg, we see that in general it is difficult to obtain the closed¥fsolutions for(k, g). Since the
optimal solution of(k, g) needs to be equal to 0 or greater than 0 simultaneously, w®geoa heuristic
suboptimal algorithm for Scenario B. Specifically, first wesi@nx,,.x and Pp,.x to the secondary user
with largestp;. If there are remaining resources, we assign, and Pp.x to the secondary user with
second largesp; and so on untilk,,.x andPn.x cannot be assigned to any one secondary user. In this
case, we merely utilize the near-optimal solution[inl (20pbocate(;, g;) to the secondary user with
the next largesp; andx; = 0, g; = 0 to the rest of the secondary users. Let us denote the sulaptim

solution as(m(S”b) gl

vi 2 pi ). The detailed algorithm for Scenario B is illustrated in @ighm 1.

Algorithm 1 Heuristic Suboptimal Algorithm
Sort p; in a decreasing order.

for i =1ton do
if cokmax + Pmax < C then
C < C = cofmax — Pmaxi Ki < Kmaxs Ji < \/ Pmax/&-
else
Computex; andg; from (20);
Adjust and truncates; andg; to guarantees; € (0, kmax] andg; € (0, m} and stop.
end if

end for

B. Case Il: Optimization of Eitheg or

In some applications, eithgy or x may be fixed for secondary users. For example, local energy
calculation may be scheduled in a fixed time slot and eachnskery user is assigned same number of
samples. In this case, we need to optimize the amplifier gaachieve the desired error probability. On
the other hand, we may need to choose appropriate numbempleswhen the amplifier gains are fixed.
Here, we first assume fixed number of samples, 4.e-, K, then we need to minimize the error probability
by choosing appropriatg. Let us define global transmission power constrainPas= C — co17&. We
now examine both these cases.

1) Scenario A:Here, we minimize global error probability assuming thebgllotransmit power con-

straint is given a®or. We definez; = ¢2, a; = &7 andb; = ;52 /|h;|>. Then, the optimization problem



14

in (I6) is equivalent to

n

) Z a;b;
min
z — 2+ b;
1=

st. €2 < Py, 2= 0. (22)

It is easy to see thaf'(22) is a convex optimization probleriterAsome manipulations, we see that

the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions can be given as

% +ui —Ao&i = 0 (23)
M€z —Por) = 0 (24)

uizi = 0. (25)

where )y > 0 andu; > 0 are Lagrangian multipliers. First we assume that>- 0 andu; = 0, then from

(23), we see that

2z = [\/ aibi/(§ido) — bir, (26)

where[z]T = max{0, z}. Plugging this into[(24), we havg'\y = 7%5207 :bbi whereSy = {i|z; > 0}.

Then, we need to determine the $itto obtain the closed-form solution far. To do this, let us define
Bi = \/bi& /a;. Without loss of generality, we assungg < 5y < --- < f3,,. After some derivations, as

outlined in Appendix D, we have

{17 T 7”}7 Othel’Wise
where
£6) = Bi i1 v/ aibi&; (28)

'Ptot-i-Z;:l b;j&; °

Thus, plugging)\ into (28), the optimal amplifier gains can be obtained as

'%i_&g Vi‘hi‘ -1 1/2 ic S
gy = B 1)) 0 (29)
07 Z ¢ tS()7
Zieso Ri&i/|hi|*+Puot /52
Z'LESO "%w\/g_w%/vly\
Remark The optimal amplifier gains follow the water-filling strgte i.e., with largerg;, the chance

wheren =

for the secondary user to be inactive is higher, whérés a measure of the observation and fusion
channel quality. Note that; o 1/(~;|h;|). Hence, when the local received SNR is low or the fusion
channel quality is poor, the secondary user tends not ternirthe local calculated energy to the fusion

center.
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For comparison, we consider two suboptimal solutions fas ﬂptimization problem' 1) A simple
solution is to choose equal transmission power for eachrstay user, i.e. g = Pt/ (n&); 2)
Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we see th&tR) in (@) can be minimized whes = cy?|h;|? /&2,
wherec is a constant. Based on this, we propose an alternate sof@dlution for amplifier gains,
ie., g](ffb) (%P@)W. Let us denote the asymptotic detection probability witgn- oo
for these three solutions of amplifier gains a&Hrs0), P (k40) and P (k). Then, we note that

Lemma IV.4. WhenBs > 81, PE (100) > P (k0) = PP (k00 ).

Proof: Please see the Appendix E. |
2) Scenario B:Next, we minimize global error probability assuming thelgbtransmit power con-
straint Pt and the individual transmit power limiP,,... In this scenario, the optimization problem in
(I7) becomes

n

. a;b;
min Z
z — z; + b;
i=1

s.t. £TZ S Pt0t7 z i 07 gizi é 7)Inax' (30)

With the additional constraint in (80) as compared(fd (28¢, tipdated KKT conditions are
Gitb )2 +b B +u; — 0§ — A& = 0 (32)
(% (fzzz - Pmax) = 0, (32)

wherewv; > 0 are Lagrangian multipliers. First we assume that> 0 andu; = v; = 0, then from [(31),
we see that; = \/a;b;/(&Mo) — bi. Thus, based on the value gf\g, we can determine the optimal

solution ofz; as

0, if VAo > v/ai/(bi&)
Zi = Pmax/fh if 0< \/_ < +aib &/( max + b; gz)

a;b;/(&MXo) — b;, otherwise
Let us define two disjoint sets for secondary usersSas= {i|z; = Pmax/&} and Sy = {il0 < z; <

Pmax/& }- Pluggingz; into (24), we have

S1Pmax + (1/VA0) Yics, Vaibi&i — > ics, bi&i = Puots

which implies thaty/ Ao = 7 ‘_‘Szﬁfz f25 e
Of 1 max i€Sg V15t

In order to determing;, So and+/)\y and thus obtain the closed-form solution fqr we propose a

two-stage generalized water-filling algorithm as follows:
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1) In the first stage, we aim to determine the Set To do this, let us defing; = % Without

loss of generality, we assuntg < 8, < --- < 3,,. Then, similar to Scenario AS; can be obtained
by (27) with

5 ~i S. V mbm m
f(Z) — B ZmESi a é. , i S \\ Ptot J7 (33)
Ptot - meax + ZmEgi bmfm Pmax

where S; = {m|Bm < BZ-, i < m < n}. For an outline, please see Appendix F. Aftgr is
determined, we have; = Pp.x /&, Vi € Sy.

2) In the second stage, we follow the similar procedure im8de A to obtainS, andz; for i ¢ S;.
The solution is given in[(29), except thBt,: andn are replaced byt — |S1|Pmax @andn — |Sq,
respectively.

To summarize, the detailed generalized water-filling athor for Scenario B is illustrated in Algorithm

2. With amplifier gains fixed, we need to optimize the numbesaiples to achieve the desired error
probability. In this case, the solutions of the number of gles are similar to those of the amplifier gains

in both scenarios (with additional relaxation considem)j thus omitted from this paper.

V. OPTIMIZATION: MINIMIZATION OF SYSTEM LEVEL COST

In the section, we aim to minimize the system level cost ofpewative spectrum sensing to achieve a
targeted error probability. Similar to the optimizatioroplem in Sectiom IV, we consider two scenarios
which depend on whether additional constraints are impasedot. For instance, in Scenario A, the

optimization problem can be formulated as:

min C(k,g)
K.g
st. R(k,g9) <P, k¢ Z', geRY, (34)

whereP, is a predefined error probability threshold. Similar to thalgsis in Sectiof IV-All, we consider
the relaxation, i.e.& € R to this MINLP, and the optimal solution of this relaxatioroptem is stated

as follows:

Theorem V.1. Consider the optimization problem ih{34) apdas defined in Theorem1V.2. Then,

€ & Gy L
(opt) _ 73(” affm)’ i=1
Kqi = ,
0, 1> 1,
Y 1/2
2o co [hil s
o] RO BB i
g = L &G (35)
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Algorithm 2 Generalized Water-filing Algorithm

Stage 1: Sort 3; in an increasing order.
for i =1to | -] do

Computef (i) from (33);

if f(i) > 1 then

SetS; = {1,--- ,i} and stop.

end if
end for
for 1 € S; do
2; < Pmax/&-
end for
Stage 2: For j ¢ S1, sort3; in an increasing order and sBfot < Prot — [S1|Pmax andn < n — [Si|.
for j =1ton do
Computef(j) from (28);
if £(5) > 1 then
SetS, = {1,---,5} and stop.
end if
end for
for j € S, do
Computen and z; from (29).

end for

wheree = 4]Q1(P.)]2.

The proof is similar to that of Theorem V.2 and thus omitt&imilarly, we may consider a ceiling
operation for the number of samples as a near-optimal soldtr (34). Additionally, we see that only
onesecondary user needs be active for collecting the samplésdal energy calculation and transmitting
energy statistics to fusion center. We have separately imeghthe optimization problem for the remaining
cases considered in Section 1V, i.e., when jointly desigmirandg for Scenario B; and when designing
eitherk or g for both Scenarios A and Scenario B. Due to space limitafiasr@somit the discussions in

the paper.
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VI. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we present numerical results for systenell@erformance evaluation and optimal
design for cooperative spectrum sensing in cognitive raétworks. In the following results, we assume

02 =02=1andc = 1.

n =

A. Average Error Probability

In Fig.[3, we plot the average error probability versus thauéd) amplifier gain for all three channel
scenarios from Tablé |. We see that in the low and moderaterfuNR regimes, Channel Environment
Il (Rayleigh fading observation channels and AWGN fusioaruhels) provides the lowest average error
probability among all three scenarios. Thus, to maintaineairdd detection performance, the fusion
channels need to be as reliable as possible, while the lecalved SNRs can be dynamic and be used

to exploit spatial diversity.

:| —#%— System Model |
—©— System Model Il
—bH— System Model Il

2 5
E

©

Q

o

[} Upper Bound in Eq. (13)
S 51

g 102k Pe,avg (95c)

2 \

)

g

g /

s

.. 5(2)

n_“’ 5 Pe,avg(%O)

10 |

Exact Average Prob. in Eq. (15) ]

4 | | | | |
0 5 10 15 20 25 30
g: amplifer gain (dB)

10

Fig. 3. Average error probability for cooperative spectreemsing. In the simulation, we choose= —8dB, x = 100 and
n = 15.
B. Minimization of Error Probability

For the optimal system design, we assume- 6, h = [1.56,1.99,0.37,1.52,0.39,1.98] andvy =
[—8.86, —15.23, —7.21,—5.09, —10.00, —10.97]* (dB). Here, we define the global fusion SNR &¢R =
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Pwt/02. For comparison, we consider equal number of samples andif@mgains as a suboptimal
solution.

In Fig.[4, we plot the error probability versus system lexadtconstraint in Case | for joint optimization
of k andg for both Scenario A and B. In this simulation, we utilize stard MINLP methods [21] for
optimization problem in[(16); the closed-form solutl() (0PL2) . g Ig"f"z)) in TheorenTIV.2 for the convex
relaxation of the optimization problem in (18); and our prsed suboptimal solutlo(kps;‘b ,gps;‘b) in (20)
in Scenario A and interior-point method to solve the optatian problem in Scenario B. As expected,
we see that in Scenario A, the error probability of optimzatroblem in [(16) and its relaxation ih_(18)
converges, even with relatively small system level cosstraint. Also, our proposed suboptimal solution
in 20) is near optimal as previously mentioned. Furtheemare observe that the error performance is
degraded with the additional constraints in Scenario B.i#attally, our proposed suboptimal algorithm

in Scenario B has negligible performance loss compareddmiimal solution.

10° r

2

=

@

S

S 102k ....| —e— Scenario A: (K;eq“), g;eq”)) N
g —p>— Scenario A: (KSUb), gs”b))

()

o —<— Scenario A: (Kg’pt’l), gg’pt'l))

o

—— Scenario A: (Kg)p"z), gg)pz,z))

107k —x— - Scenario B: (KSUb), gs”m)

— 15— Scenario B: (k©PY, g%
p p

10" 1 I I I I I I I 1
14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34

C : system level cost constraint (dB)

Fig. 4. Case I: error probability for different solutions(@f, g). In Scenario B, we ch00S€m.x = 0.2|C/co| andPmax = 0.2C.

Fig.[3 shows the error probability versus total number ofgasnin Case Il (optimization gf givenk).
As expected, we see that the optimal solution provides supegrformance to suboptimal solutions. From
the plots, we also observe that with additional individuahstraints, the optimal solution for Scenario

B performs worse than that of Scenario A. Furthermore, winéal number of samples increases, we
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see that the error probability approaches the asymptotiadholn particular, E9q”)(/<;oo) > PS”@(ROO) >
PP (x..) as stated in Lemm@IV.4.

10° T T

—6— Scenario A: g:)eq“)

(sub)
P

—— Scenario A: gg’pt)

—Fp— Scenario A: g

—<— Scenario B: gg’p‘)

probability

e

P :error
‘

[N
o

POPY (£

3 H H S S A R | H H S S S |
10° 10
Kot total number of samples

10"
10

4

Fig. 5. Case lI: error probability for different solution$ @. In the simulation, we choose\rR = 25dB and fixed number of

samplesi; = |kiwt/n]. In Scenario B, we cho0SBmax = 0.4Pot.

VIlI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we present the performance evaluation andhaptesign for spectrum sensing in the
cognitive radio networks. We first analyze the average gmrobability by considering a range of channel
realizations between the primary user and the secondarg asé between the secondary users and the
fusion center. Then, we investigate the optimization proid for spectrum sensing. In particular, when
jointly designing the number of samples and amplifier gams,demonstrate that onlgne secondary
user needs be active, i.e., collecting local energy samgheks transmitting energy statistic to fusion
center. Furthermore, we derive closed-form expressionsgtimal solutions and propose a generalized
water-filling algorithm when number of samples or amplifigirg are fixed and additional constraints

are imposed.



21

VIIl. A PPENDIX
A. Proof of Convexity of Optimization Problem18)

Proof: Let us definez; = g2, pi = 62/(v2|hil?), ¢; = 1/+? and F;(ki, 2i) = 22—, To simplify

T pikitqizi
our analysis, wher; = z; = 0, we assumé; (x;, z;) = (. Then, the optimization problerh {118) becomes
n
Igazx Z]‘—i(lii, Zi)
=1
st cl'k+£"2<C, k>0, z>0. (36)

After some manipulations, we see that the HessiaF0k;, z;) is given as
T

VZ.E(RZ‘ Zi) = —% “i = =< 0.
’ (piri + qizi)? wil |ki|

Thus,F; (x4, z;) is a concave function, which indicates that the objectivefion in [36) is also concave.

This completes the proof. |

B. Proof of Lemm&l1V|1

Proof: We prove this lemma by contradiction. First we assume tkat) with x; = 0,z; > 0 or
k; > 0,2; = 0 for secondary user is the optimal solution for[(36). Let us define the optimalueais
p*. Sincer;z; = 0, the objective function remains unchanged[in] (36). Theae,dhtimization problem

becomes

max Z?:l,j;éi Fj(Kj, 25)

Kz
St iy ekt 2 6% < C
kj >0, 2, >0, Vj#i. (37)
whereC’ = C — &z whenk; = 0,2 > 0, or C' = C — cok; Whenk; > 0,z = 0. In either case, we
see that’’ < C. To prove this lemma, we need to find a substitute solutiohz’) with optimal value

p* > p*. To do this, let us replace the solution for secondary us&s <, = z/ = 0. In this case, the

optimization problem becomes

IE?ZX Z?:l,j;éi]:j(“ja zj)

st. ¢ Z;—L:l,j# Kj =+ Z;L:Lj;éi §jzj < 4

KRj > 0, Zj > 0, Vj 75 7. (38)

®In practice, this assumption can be alleviated by addingfficimtly small constant in the denominator.
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Then, we see that it is equivalent to proving that the optivadie p™* in (38) is greater thap* in (37).
Since the objective and constraint functions in these twmopation problems are identical, this can be
easily proved by convex relaxation in optimization problemhich implies that we can find a substitute
solution (', 2), i.e., p"* > p*. This contradicts the assumption that, z) is the optimal solution and

we can conclude the proof. |

C. Proof of Theoreh 1M 2

Proof: The Lagrangian function of (36) can be given as
& RiZ; _
Lk, z, o,u,v) = — Y —— 4+ X(col's +&"2) —u"k — v 2z — \C,
( 0 ) ; Py o(co § z) 0

where\g > 0, u; > 0 andwv; > 0 are Lagrangian multipliers. Here the KKT conditions are

(pm?—il-z;izm +ui—coho = 0 (39)
(Piﬂlijlﬁl;izi)z + Ui — ézAO = 0 (40)
Ao (ColTFL + £TZ — é) =0 (41)

Uiy = 0, ViZ; = 0. (42)

From Lemmd V.1, we see that andv; need to be O or greater than 0 simultaneously. First we assume
u; = v; = 0 and Ay > 0, which indicates that; > 0 and z; > 0. Then from [39) and[{40), we have

2i = wik;, Wherew; = +/cop;i/(¢:&;)- Plugging this into[(36), the original optimization protvidbecomes

max ez S1ifi
S.t. Ziel Soiki < é, ki >0, Viel, (43)

whereZ = {i|x; > 0,z > 0}, s1; = (q; + pi/wi)~! andsy; = ¢ + &w;. Since adding zero will not

change the objective function and constraintsid (43), wereavrite [43) as

max S|k
K

st sk <C, k= 0. (44)

This is a classic linear optimization problem; thus we calvesthis easily. Since the vertices of the
polyhedron are the basic feasible solution for linear oftaton problem([[2R], the optimal solution of
(44) suggests that only one &f is non-zero while others are all zero. Let us define= sy;/s2; and

assumep; > py > -+ > p,. Then, the optimal solution ofx,g) can be given in Theorei1\.2. This

completes the proof. |



23

D. Solution for SetS

Here we follow the analysis in [23] to find,. From [26), we see that in order to guarantge> 0,
we need to have/\g < /a;/(b;:&;), which indicatesf (i) < 1 for someis. Then, the problem can be
stated as: givems; < 5y <--- < f,, f(is) <1 andf(is +1) > 1, we have

1) f(7) is an increasing function af for i < igs;

2) f(i) >1fori>is.

Proof: It is straightforward to show that(1) < 1. This indicates thatS, # () and thus there exist

feasible solutions for. When: > 1, we have

fli+1) = ZZio Vobbthaby
23:1 bjé-j +Ptot+bi+1£i+1
Bi Z;:1 a;b;&i+bit18it1
23:1 bj&j +Ptot+bi+15i+1
@ { f(Z)7 i <is

1, 1> 1s.

The first inequality in(a) is valid since wherr/y < 1, we have(x+c¢)/(y+c¢) > z/y, wherex,y, ¢ > 0.
Then, we see thaf (i) is an increasing function of for ¢ < is. The second inequality ifa) is valid
since whenz/y > 1, we have(x + ¢)/(y + ¢) > 1. This indicates that wheyfi(:) > 1, f(i+ 1) > 1 for

1 > is. This completes the proof. [ |

E. Proof of Lemm&1Vl4

Proof: From Sectiori IV-Bll, we see that

£2) = bi1&1 + b2&a + (B2 — B1)Varhi&
B bi&1 + b2&2 + Prot ’

As k; — oo, we havea;, by — oo. This implies (82 — 51)vVai1bi&r > Pior. With S > [B1, f(2) > 1
and Sy = {1}. Then, B (xky) = Q (ﬁ(ﬂotmax{ei})lﬂ), where§; = ~2|h;|?/¢&;. Furthermore,
P (100) = Q (% (PollO]12/(176))/2) and B (k) = Q (5% (Pur(176) /) !/2 ). Sincemax{6;}-

(170) > [|6]|*> andn]|6]|*> > (170)%, we can conclude the proof. |

F. Solution for SetS;

Similar to the solution forS,, we need to show that: givef, < o < --- < f,, f(is) < 1 and
fis +1) > 1, we have
Property F.1 f(i) < 1 for i < ig;

Property F.2 f(i) > 1 for is < i < | |
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Proof: To prove Property F.1, we consider 4 cases which depend ownalbes of 3; and 3;: 1)
SZ‘ = Si—l USZI \ {Z}, 2) SZ = Si—l USZ{, 3) Sz = Si—l \ {Z}: 4) Sz = Si—ly Where‘gz( = {m|5~i—1 < ﬁm <
BZ-, i <m < n}. Now we start with case 1). In case 1), we hake< Bz-_l andS{ # (). Furthermore,

we note that
Bic1 Yomes, , Vambmém
< Bi(Lomes, Vambukon + Vaibi& = Yones; Vambukn )
< Bi Y mes, VambmGm + (Pmax + bi&s) — > med: bmm-

The last inequality is valid since when < 3{, B < BZ we have
Bi Z \V4 ambmgm > Z 5m \V; ambmgm = Z bmém
meS, meS; meS;
After some manipulations, whef(i) < 1, Vi < is,

f(Z 1) < Bz Zmegi Vambm&m + €1
o (Ptot — ©Pmax + Zme& bmgm) + 1

wherecy = (Puax + bi&i) — 2,5 bmém- The last inequality is valid because whefy < 1, we have

< 1,

(x+c1)/(y+c1) <1, wherez,y > 0 ande¢; > —x. Similarly, we see that for other three cases, we
also havef(i — 1) < 1.

Now let us prove Property F.2. Similar to Property F.1, weehav

f(Z I 1) > BZ Zme& \% ambmgm — C2
o (Ptot — ©Pmax + Zme& bmgm) — C2

wherecy = (Pmax + bit1&it1) — Zmeégﬂ bm&m- The last inequality is valid because whefy > 1, we

have(x —c2)/(y — c2) > 1, wherex,y > 0 andcy < y. Similarly, we see that for other three cases, we

have f(i 4+ 1) > 1. This completes the proof. [ |
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