arXiv:1410.4155v1 [cs.IT] 15 Oct 2014

Access Policy Design for Two Cognitive

Secondary Users under a Primary ARQ Process

Roghayeh JodaMember, IEEEand Michele ZorzifFellow, IEEE

Abstract

In this paper, an underlay cognitive radio network that &xiasof two secondary users (SU)
and one primary user (PU) is considered. The SUs employ lilest #ansmission, whereas the PU
uses Type-l Hybrid ARQ. Exploiting the redundancy in PU aamissions, each SU receiver applies
forward interference cancelation to remove a successtldiyoded PU message in the subsequent PU
retransmissions. The knowledge of the PU message statemKoo Unknown) at the SU receivers in
addition to the ACK/NACK message from PU receiver are seokha the transmitters on the error free
feedback channels. With this approach and using a Consttalarkov Decision Process (CMDP) model
and Constrained Multi-agent MDP (CMMDP), centralized amtehtralized optimum access policies
for two SUs are proposed to maximize their average long tenm throughput under an average long
term PU throughput constraint. In the decentralized cageassume that the channel access decision
of each SU is unknown to the other SU. Numerical results destnate the benefits of the proposed
optimal policies in terms of sum throughput of SUs. The rissalso reveal that the centralized access
policy design outperforms the decentralized design eafigavhen the PU can tolerate a low average
long term throughput. Finally, extensions to an arbitraynbber of SUs as well as the difficulties in

decentralized access policy design with partial staterinédion are described.

I. INTRODUCTION

The advent of new technologies and services in wireless aomoation has increased the

demand for spectrum resources so that the traditional fireguéncy allocation will not be
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able to meet these bandwidth requirements. However, mabedapectrum frequencies assigned
to licensed users are under-utilized. Thus, cognitivearasliproposed to improve the spectral
efficiency of wireless networks [2]. Cognitive radio enablée licensed primary users (PUS)
and unlicensed secondary users (SUs) to coexist and traimsihie same frequency band [3],

[4]. For a literature review on spectrum sharing and cogaitiadio, the reader is referred to

[51-[7].

In the underlay cognitive radio approach, the smart SUs lloeed to simultaneously transmit
in the licensed frequency band allotted to the PU. The PU lisiobs to the presence of the SUs
while the SU needs to control the interference it causeseaPth receiver. Exploiting the Type-I
HARQ retransmissions implemented by the PU is employed n[® and [10]. [8] considers
a cognitive radio network composed of one PU and one SU, aed dot utilize interference
cancelation (IC) at the SU receiver.] [9] employs Type-l HAR@Qh an arbitrary number of
retransmissions and applies backward and forward IC ageoding the PU message at the
SU receiver. The network considered n[10] is similar(to, @here the SU is also allowed to
selectively retransmit its own previous corrupted messagkapply a chain decoding protocol to
derive the SU access policy. [11] applies Type-Il Hybrid AR@h at most one retransmission,
where the SU receiver tries to decode the PU message in thérfissslot and, if successful, it
removes this PU message in the second time slot to improv8tththroughput. Extending the
work in [11] to IR-HARQ with multiple rounds is addressed 2], where several schemes are
proposed. [13] proposes SU transmission schemes when the &ile to infrequently probe the
channel using the PU Type-ll HARQ feedback with Chase combi(CC-HARQ). Exploiting
primary Type-ll HARQ in CRN has also been studiedlin![14] afh8]]

In this paper, an optimum access policy for two SUs is desigwaich exploits the redundancy
introduced by the Type-l Hybrid-ARQ protocol in transmitii copies of the same PU message
and interference cancelation at the SU receivers. The atmnsaximize the average long term
sum throughput of SUs under a constraint on the average &ngRU throughput degradation.
We assume that the number of retransmissions is limited tmadt 7" times and both SUs
have a new packet to transmit in each time slot. Two designast®s are considered where
in the first one, each SU is aware of the access decision madkebgther SU, whereas in
the second scenario, each SU does not know whether or nothbe secondary user accesses

the channel. We call them respectively as centralized ameéndelized scenarios. Noting the
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PU message knowledge state at each of the SU receivers amdhalsARQ retransmission
time, the PU — SU; — SU, network is modeled using Markov Decision Process (MDP) and
Multi-agent Markov Decision Process (MMDP) models |[16]spectively in centralized and
decentralized scenarios. Due to the constraint on the ge@domg term PU throughput, we then
have a constrained MDP (CMDP) and Constrained MMDP (CMMDP).

In the centralized case, the access policy in one state sti@njsint probability of accessing
or/and not accessing the channel by the two SUs. Using [1F]H81, it follows that the optimal
policy may be obtained by the solution of the correspondiRgdroblem. In the decentralized
scenario, there is an access policy for each SU describengrttbability of accessing the channel
by that SU. It is noteworthy that we are interested in randatess policies instead of only
deterministic access policies. Hence, the optimum polinethe centralized case can not be
applied to a decentralized scenario. To propose local aptiraccess policies for the CMMDP
model, we employ Nash Equilibrium.

The simulation results demonstrate that due to the use wfafor IC (FIC), a cognitive radio
network composed of two symmetric SUs converges to the ulppend faster than a cognitive
radio network with one SU for large enough SNR of the chanfieta the PU transmitter to SU
receivers. The results also reveal that our proposed digetitaaccess policy design significantly
outperforms the decentralized one when the average PUghpaoii constraint is low.

The paper is organized as follows. Following the system mod&ection[dl, the rates and
the corresponding outage probabilities are computed inid@gl] Optimal access policies for
two SUs in centralized and decentralized scenarios areopsemprespectively in Sections ]IV
and[M. The numerical results are presented in Setion VI antksextensions to the paper are
discussed in Sectidn VII. Finally the paper is concluded éct®n[VIII

[l. SYSTEM MODEL

In the system we consider, there exist one primary and twongkry transmitters denoted by
PUy,, SU1 and SUy,o, respectively. These transmitters transmit their messagt constant
power over block fading channels. In each time slot (one lblaicthe channel), the channels
are considered to be constant. The signal to noise ratioeottlannelsU,, — PU,,, PU;, —
SUre1, PUp — SUpagy SUpr — SUpgr, SUper — SUvg, SUes — SUrpr, SUpps — SU,,
SU1 = PU,y and SUps — PU,, are denoted bYy,, Ypsiy Ypssr Ysisis Vsiszr Vsasts Vsosar Vsip

August 24, 2018 DRAFT



and~,,,, respectively.

We assume that no Channel State Information (CSI) is availabthe transmitters except
the ACK/NACK message and the PU message knowledge state, Tlansmissions are under
outage, when the selected rates are greater than the cah@mbel capacity.

PU is unaware of the presence of the SUs and employs Type-l HARh at mostT
transmissions of the same PU message. We assume that the @dRlQatk is received by
the PU transmitter at the end of a time-slot and a retrangomissan be performed in the next
time-slot. Retransmission of the PU message is performiedsihot successfully decoded at the
PU receiver until the PU message is correctly decoded or toremum number of transmissions
allowed,T', is reached. In each time-slot, each SU, if it accesses taengh, transmits its own
message, otherwise it stays idle and does not transmit. dégssion is based on the access
policy described later. The activity of the SUs affects theage performance of the PU, by
creating interference to the PU receiver. The objective iddsign access policies for two SUs
to maximize the average sum throughput of the SUs under atraomson the PU average
throughput degradation.

As denoted, we consider the centralized and decentralieedasios. In the centralized sce-
nario, there exists a central unit which receives the PU agesknowledge states of two SUs as
well as ACK/NACK message from PU receiver. This unit then paies the secondary access
probabilities and provides them to the two SUs. In the deaéméd scenario, there exists no
central unit. However, the PU message knowledge state &t $bcreceiver is transmitted to
both SU transmitters, but the two SU transmitters make oblaacess decisions independently,
based on the PU message knowledge states and the ACK/NACKaged$rom PU receiver.
Thus, in the decentralized design each SU is not aware ofdbesaibility of the other SU to
the channel.

If SU,,1 or SU,.» succeeds in decoding the PU message, it can cancel the Pldgedssm
the received signal in future retransmissions. We refehigds Forward Interference Cancelation
(FIC) [9]. We call the PU message knowledge statepas {(K, K), (K,U), (U, K),(U,U)},
which denotes the knowledge of the PU message at the two Stivees. For example, if
¢ = (K, K) thenSU,,; and SU,,, both know the PU message and thus can perform FIC.

In the centralized scenario, we have four different comitoma of the accessibility of the SUs
to the channel, listed in the accessibility set= {(0,0), (1,0), (0,1),(1,1)}. The a’* element
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of the accessibility set denoted bya) = (¢(a, 1), ¢(a,2)) is referred to as accessibility action
a € A, whereA = {0,1,2,3}. For example(1) = (1,0) shows that onlySU;,, accesses
the channel. On the contrary in the decentralized cégg,has its actior:; which belongs to

A; = {0, 1}, wherea; = 0 means thatSU; is not allowed to access the channel.

1. RATES AND OUTAGE PROBABILITIES

First we consider the centralized scenario, where we hagesaibility actiona € A =
{0,1,2,3} and then we address the decentralized scenario with twasibidéy actionsa, €
A; ={0,1} anday € Ay = {0, 1}.

A. Centralized Scenario

The PU transmission rate, indicated By, is considered fixed. However, based on PU message
knowledge state and accessibility action, the rate of the secondary usetan be adapted and
is denoted byR;, .., a € {1,2,3}. (The rates in accessibility action= 0 are zero.) Since, for

a € {1,2}, only one of the SUs transmits, we hakg, , » = 0 and R,, 1 , = 0; and furthermore,

Rsl,l,(G,K) - Rsl,l,(G,U) = R81,1,9 NS {U7 K}7 (l)

R, 0, (Kk,0) = Rsy2,U,6) £ Rs,00 0€ {U,K}. (2)

We also defineR,, 5 (k) £ Rs, 3.5 and Ry, 3 (k1) = Ry 3.1¢-
The outage probability of the channBlU,, — PU,, in SU accessibility actiom is denoted
by p,... Noting that theSU; and SU, transmissions are considered as background noise at the

PU,,, we have

Vpp
70,:1_PT RSC CLEA: 07172737 (3)
Pr ( » <O + ¢(a, 1)y, + ¢(a, 2)%21:)) t }
where
0 if a€{0,2}
v(a, 1) = (4)

1 otherwise

0 if ae{0,1}
v(a,2) = (5)
1 otherwise
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To compute the outage probability of the chanfél,,.; — SU,.;, i € {1,2}, we first define
the following SNR regions associated with decidabilitysdf; and PU messages atU,.,;.

1—‘81,17K(R81,1,K) 2 {(%151) : RS1,17K < 0(78181)} (6)

A
F8171,U(Rp7 R8171,U> = {(7818177:081) : R51717U < 0(78181>7
Ry < C(Vpsy), Bsy v + By < C(Ysysy + Vpsy)

Vsis1
: <(O(————— 7
U{('Vslsn%m) Ry > Cpsy)s Rsy v < 0(1 I ’Ypsl)} (7)

A
F81,3,(K79) (R81,3,(K,9)7 R82,3,(K79)) = {(78181778281) : R81,37(K,9) S 0(78181)’

R32,3,(K,9) S 0(78251)> Rsl,3,(K,€) + R32,3,(K,0) S C(’yslsl + 78251) (8)
Vs1s

U{(78181a 75251) : R8273,(K,9) > 0(75251)> R81,37(K79) < 0(1711)} (9)
T Vsost

. A
1—151,3,(U,6) (Rp7 R51,3,(U,6)7 R52,3,(U,6)) = {(7;031773131773231) : Rp S C(%sl), R51,3,(U,9) S C(Vslsl)a

R82,3,(U,€) S 0(73231>7 R31,3,(U,9) + Rp S C(Vslsl + 7p51)7 Rsz,3,(U,€) + Rp S 0(7p31 + 73251)

Rsl,3,(U,€) + Rsz,3,(U,9) S 0(75151 + 78251)9 Rsl,3,(U,9) + R52,3,(U,€) + Rp S 0(78181 + Vsas1 + ’Vpsl)}

(10)
U{(7p51>78181a 75251) : Rp > C(7p81)> RS1,3,(U79) S C( oo )> R82,3,(U,9) S C(ﬂ)’
T+ psy 1T+ Ypsy
Vsis1 T Vsos
Ry + R, <(0O(——— 11
1,3,(U,6) 23,00 < O T )} (11)

/-)/S S fy S
U{(7p81>%181a Vsast) * Rz 3,0,0) > C(Vsas1)s Ry 3,0,0) < C(l n ;1 ), Ry < C(l _i_pfyl )
S$281 §281

Vsis1 T Vpsi
R, + R <C(=———— 12
3w + Ry <O e )} (12)

Vsis
U{(7p81778181778281> . R52,3,(U,0) > 0(78281>7 RP > C(VPSJ’ R51,3,(U,9) S C(l + Y 1 1"‘7 )}
5281 DS1

(13)
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A
F82,27K(R82,27K) = {(’75252) : R82,27K < C(’Yszsz)} (14)

A
F8272,U(Rp7 R8272,U> = {(782327 71032> : R8272,U < 0(78282>7
R;D < C(Vpsz)v R52,27U + R;D < 0(78282 + 7;082)

U{(78282>7P82) : RP > C(Vpsz)’ R8272,U < O(ﬂ)} (15)

A
F82,3,(0,K) (R81,3,(€,K)a R52,3,(€,K)) = {(78182775252) . Rsl,S,(G,K) S 0(78182)>

R82,37(97K) < 0(78282)7 R8173,(9,K) + R8273,(9,K) < 0(78182 + 78282> (16)
/78 S
U{(78182778282> t Ry 3.0,k) > C(Vs1s2)s Ry 3,0.5) < C(¢)} 17)
L+ Yoy,

. A
F32,3,(9,U)(R1m Rs1,3,(9,U)a Rsz,3,(9,U)) = {(Vpsw’yswy 78252) . Rp S C(Vpsg)a Rsl,3,(€,U) S 0(78152)>

R52,3,(0,U) S 0(73282>7 R81,3,(€,U) + Rp S 0(73132 + 7;032)7 R82,3,(9,U) + Rp S C(Vpsz + 73252)

R51,3,(9,U) + R52,3,(€,U) S 0(78132 + 73252)7 R81,3,(€,U) + R82,3,(€,U) + Rp S C(Vslsg + Vsoso + 7;052)}

(18)
U (’7p327731327’73232> : Rp > 0(7p32>7Rsl3(9 U) < C( Tz )7R323(€ U) < C(ﬂ%
1y El 1_'_ /_VPSQ 1y El 1_'_ /_VPSQ
Vs1sa + Vsaso
R, + R < (0O(———= 19
1.3,0,0) 23.00) < O - )} (19)

’}/S S 7 S
U{(7p82778182778282> : R8173,(9,U) > 0(78182>7 RS2,37(97U) < C(#% Rp < C(¢)v
5152

Vsas2 T Vpsa
R, n+ R, <(C(—————= 20
2737(07 ) P — ( 1 ’}/5152 )} ( )

Vsas
U{(Vpsw’yswza 78252) : Rs173,(9,U) > 0(78152)> Rp > C(VpSz)a R8273,(9,U) < 0(1 T : 2_‘_ 5 )}
5182 pS2

(21)
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The SNR regior{“si,i,U (Ry, Rs,iv), ¢ € {1,2} is the union of two regions. The first region
guarantees that th8U; and PU messages respectively transmitted at r&tes; and R, are
both correctly decoded &U,,; via joint decoding. On the other hand, in the second region,
only the SU; message can be successfully decoded by assuming the retedefrom PU as
background noise. Note that the other source is idle.

The SNR regiof’s, 5 4(Rs, 3.6, Rs,3.6), ¢ € {1,2}, where¢ = (K, ) fori =1 and¢ = (0, K)
for i = 2, guarantees that th&lU; message transmitted at ral®, 5 , is successfully decoded at
SU,.; regardless of the decoding of another SU message trandnaitteate iz, 3 ,. Note that
here the PU message received&df,,; is canceled using FIC. On the other hand, if the PU
message is not decoded &W,..;, the SNR region,, 5 4(R,, Rs, 3.9, Rey.3.0), Wherep = (U, 0)
fori=1and¢ = (,U) for : = 2, guarantees that th€U; message transmitted at rakg, ; ,
is successfully decoded &tU,,; irrespective of the decoding of another SU and PU messages
transmitted at rateg, 3, and iz, respectively.

We now return to the calculation of the outage probabilitytted channelSU,,; — SU, .,

i € {1,2} at the PU message knowledge stateand accessibility actiom which is denoted
by ps, 6. In PU knowledge staték, K') or (K,U), the PU message is known at/,,; and

therefore the PU message may be canceled at this receiues, fidr accessibility action = 1

we havep,, 1 (k,k) = Psi,1,(K,0) = psi.1,K, Where
Psi ik = Pr(Ysysy & Usy 6 (Rsy1,k)) - (22)

In contrast, in PU knowledge staté’, i) or (U, U), where the PU message is not decoded at
SU,.1, the outage probability of the channel frafit/;,; to SU,,; is under the influence of the
received PU message. Thus, for accessibility action 1, we havep,, 1 ,x) = psi,1,w,0) =

Ps. 1,0, Where

Ps1,1,U = Pr ((Vp81778131> ¢ Fsl,l,U<Rp7 R81,17U>) . (23)

. . A A
In a similar way we obtaim,, » (k) = Psy,2,(U,K) = Pso,2,8 AN Py 2 (KUY = Pon,2,(UU) = Ps2,2,U
where,

Psr2 6 = P (Yspsy & sy o,k (Rsy2.)) (24)

Ps22,U = Pr ((rypsy /78282> ¢ FSQ,Q,U(R;D? R82,27U>) . (25)
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For accessibility actiom = 3 andf € {U, K}, we have

Ps1,3,(K,0) = Pr ((Vslsp%gsl) ?é Fsl,3,(K,9)(Rs1,3,(K,€)a Rsz,3,(K,€))) ) (26)
Ps2,3.0,K) = P ((Vsysas Vszsz) E Dsaz0.00)(Res1 3,0.50): Rsy3.0,5))) » (27)
Ps1,3.U.0) = Pr ((%slﬁslsl,%gsl) ¢ Ty, 5.00) (R, Ry 3.0,0), 332,3,(U,9))> : (28)
Psa3.0.0) = Pr ((7p52>%182,%252) ¢ sy 5.0.0) (R, Ry 3,00 R52,3,(0,U))> (29)

and moreovep;, s (x.x) = ps.a.0 ¢ € {1,2}. Note that [2B) to[(29) include the effect of the
mutual interference between the SUs.
The following SNR regions demonstrate the decoding of thenfiddsage at SU receivers.

.. A
FPSLLU(RZ” Rsl,LU) = {(78181771781) : Rsl,LU < 0(78181)7 Rp < 0(7P81)7

R 1v+ Ry, < C(Yoysy + 71)81)

Vps1
: s1s1 )y Iy < C(7——— 30
U{(,}/slsla 7])81) RSLl,U > C(’}/ 1 ) RP C(l + Yorsy )} ( )

A
FP$1,27U(RID7 RS2,27U) = {(78281771781) : R82,27U < 0(78281)7 Rp < C(%Dsl)v
R82,27U + RP < 0(75251 + 71781)

Vps1
| I : < — 1
{(%zsv 7p81) R, 00 > C(Vsgs1) R, < C(l Yo )} (31)

A
FIDS2,17U(RID7 Rsl,LU) = {(78182771782) : Rsl,LU < 0(78182)7 Rp < C(%D@)v
Roav+ Ry < C(Ypsy + Vpss)

Vpsa
| I : < (C(————— 2
{(78182? 7}382) RSLLU > 0(78182% RP = C(l T Yores )} (3 )

. A
Fp82,27U(Rp> R82,27U) = {(75252,%}52) : R82,27U < 0(75252% RP < C(7p82)>

R82,27U + RP < 0(75252 + 71782)

Vpsa
: S $282 /9 S -
U{(’Yszsm%l)w) R 2,2U > C(’y 2 2) Rp C(l F Vogss )} (33)
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10

.. A
F1051,3,(U,6)(R1m R51,3,(U,6)a R52,3,(U,0)) = {(7p81>75181a 78251) . Rp S C(Vpsl)a R81,3,(U,0) S 0(75151)a
R52,3,(U,6) S 0(73231>7 R81,3,(U,0) + Rp S C(f)/slsl + 7p31)7 R52,3,(U,6) + Rp S 0(7p51 + f)/szsl)

R81,3,(U,9) _'_ R82,3,(U,9) S C(Vslsl _'_ 78281)7 R81,3,(U,9) + R82,3,(U,9) _'_ Rp S 0(75151 + 78281 _'_ fypsl)}

(34)
U (7;0817 78131778281> : Rsl 3,U,0) =~ 0(78181>7 R;D < C(A)v R82 3,(U,0) < C(&)v
1y ) 1_'_/73181 1y El 1+78181
Vpsi T Vsas
R,+ R, < (O(———= 35
P _'_ 2737(U76) — ( 1+ 78181 )} ( )

Vs1s1 Vps1
s1y [s181y /s2s :Rs >C 887R8 <07>R<077
U{(Vp 1) Vs1s1) Vsz 1) 2,3,(U,0) (7 2 1) 1,3,(U,0) = (1 +75251) p = (1 ‘l"}/sgsl)

Vsis1 T Vpsi
R, R, <(C(=———"= 36
1737(U76) + P — ( 1 ‘I‘ ’}/5281 )} ( )

Yps
U{(7p81>%181a Vogsr) - R, 30,0 > C(Vsz51), R, 3,w,0) > C(Ysrsn): fy < C(l + ) 1‘"’7 )}
5151 S251

(37)

A
Fp8273,(9,U)(Rp7 R8173,(97U)7 RS273,(9,U)> = {(7p82778182778282) : Rp < C(VpSz)v R8173,(97U) < 0(75132)7
R8273,(9,U) < CO(Yspsz)s R81,37(9,U) + R, < C(Vspso + 7p82)> R8273,(9,U) + R, < C('Vpsz + Vszso)

R51,3,(0,U) + R52,3,(€,U) S 0(78152 + 75282)7 R81,3,(€,U) + R82,3,(€,U) + Rp S 0(75182 + Vsoso + ’Vpsz)}

(38)
U{(7p82> Vs1s2s 75252) : RS1 3,(0,U) > 0(78182)> Rp < C(A% Rsz 3,(0,U) < C(ﬂ)’
T ]' _l_ ’}/5182 T ]' _l_ 78182
Vpsa + Vsasz
R,+ R, < (O(—————== 39
P + 2737(07[]) — ( 1 ‘I’ ’}/5182 )} ( )
f)/s S /7 S
U{(Vpsza’yswza 78252) . Rsz,3,(9,U) > 0(78152)> Rsl,3,(€,U) S C(Ti}/;&)’ Rp S C(#ﬁ/zz@)’
Vsis2 T Vpso
R, R, <(C(————— 40
1737(97U) _'_ P — ( 1+73252 )} ( )

- 1 + Vsisa + Vsasa
(41)

Vps
U{(7p82778182778282) : R8273,(9,U) > 0(78282>7 R81,37(97U) > 0(78182)7 Rp < C( 22 )}
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11

The SNR regiorl, ;v (R, R, ;v), . j € {1, 2}, guarantees that thel message transmit-
ted at rateR, is successfully decoded &tU,,; regardless of the decoding 61/; message trans-
mitted at ratelz,; ; - when onlySU; accesses the channel. The SNR redions ¢ (Ry, Re, 3.0, Rey3.0),
i€ {1,2} where¢ = (U,0) for i =1 and¢ = (0,U) for i = 2, guarantees that thBU message
transmitted at rate?, is successfully decoded &t’,.; without considering the decoding of the
SU messages at ratég, 3 5 and R, 3 4.

Since the value oR,, ; x does not affect the outage performance’at,., and SU,.;, {i,j} €
{{1,2},{2,1}} and the PU message can be canceled@,;, this rate is chosen so as to
maximize theSU; throughput. RateR,, 5 k k) does not affect the outage performancePa,.,
and again there is no PU message interfering atSttigreceiver. Thus, the values &i;, 3 x x)
and Ry, 3 (ki) are jointly selected such that the SU sum throughput is mizeith) whereas the
same argument can not be applied for the states with unkndvmé&ssage, because in this case
there is a tradeoff between the SU sum throughput and hethm@U receivers to decode the

PU message.

B. Decentralized Scenario

As denoted in the decentralized case, each SU can not knoactiessibility action selected
by the other user. In this case each user has two accesséifibnsa; € A; = {0,1} and
ay € A; = {0,1}. Since the action selected by each user is unknown to the oger in
the decentralized scenario, the rate Klv; at statea; and PU message knowledge statec
{(U,U),(U,K),(K,K),{K,U}} is defined byR;, ,, ,. There is the following correspondence

between the actions;, anda, in the decentralized scenario and actiom the centralized one:
(
0 |f ap = 0, a9 — 0

1 if ay = 1, Ao = 0
2 |f a; = 0, [ 1

3 |f CL1:1,CL2:1.

Hence, the outage probabilities as defined in SedtionllllyAsbbstitutinga,, a; into a can be
used. Thus, the outage probability of the chanRél,, — PU,, and the outage probability of
the channelSU,,; — SU,.;, i € {1,2} in SU accessibility action; and a, are respectively

denoted byp, 4, 4, @Nd s, 4, .0z.0-
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In the next section, we propose optimal centralized accesisigs for SU transmitters to

maximize the average SU sum throughput under a constraititeoRU throughput degradation.

V. CENTRALIZED OPTIMAL ACCESSPOLICIES FORTWO SUS

The state of the?U — SU; — SU, system may be modeled by a Markov Decision Process
(t,¢), wheret € {1,2,..., T} is the primary ARQ state ande {(U,U), (U, K), (K, K),{K,U}}
denotes the PU message knowledge state. The set of all stateBcated bysS.

The policy x maps the state of the netwoskto the probability that the secondary users take
accessibility actiorn € {0, 1,2, 3}. The probability that action is selected in state is denoted
by p(a, s). For example, with probability:(1, s), SUy,; transmits whileSU,,, does not access
the channel; and with probability(0,s) =1 — u(1,s) — u(2,s) — u(3, s), they are both idle.

If accessibility actioru is selected, the expected throughput$df andSUs, in states = (¢, ¢)

are respectively computed as

Ry 00(1 — psya0) forae{l,3}

T317a,¢ = (43)
0 for a € {0,2}
T Ry a0(1 — psyae) forae {2,3} (44)
52,0, —
0 for a € {0,1}.

Since the model considered here is a stationary Markov clianaverage long term SU sum

throughput can be obtained as

Tsu,c(,u) - Ea,s:(t,gﬁ)) [Ts1,a,¢ + ng,a,(j)]

= Eo—t0) | 1(1, 8) Ry 1,6(1 — psy 1,6) + 14(2, 8) Rsy2.6(1 — psy2.6)

M(Bv 8) <R8173,¢><1 - p8173,¢>) + R8273,¢>(1 - p82,37¢>> ’ (45)

where E , denotes the expectation with respectatand s. The outage probabilitieg,, ; 4,

Pss.2.60 Ps1.3.0 and pg, 5, are given in[(2R) to[(29).
The aim is to maximize the average long term sum throughpuh®fSUs under the long

term average PU throughput constraint, where the averaggetéobm PU throughput is given by
TPU = RP (1 - 23:0 ES:@@) [M(av 8)] pil?ﬂ)' USing :u<07 8) =1- lu<17 S) - lu<27 S) - lu<37 S)' the
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average long term PU throughpi, is rewritten as follows:

3
Tpu =R, (1 - Z Eo=t.0) [u(a, s)] Pp,a>
a=1
3
- Rp (pp,O - Z Es:(t,d>) [M(a7 S)] pp,O)
a=1

3
= TpIu - R, (Z Es—(t,0) [11(a; 8)] (Pp,a — pp70)>
a=1

= TpIu - Rp (E%S:(tv(i?) [pp,a - pp,o]) i (46)
where
Ty = Ry(1 = ppo); 47)

andp,0, pp1, pp2 andp, 5 are given in[(B).
Thus, if we request that),, > Tpfu(l — epy), the PU throughput degradation constraint is
computed as follows

Tz;ru - Tpu = RPE&S:(MZ’) [pp,a - pp70] < Rp(l - pp,O)EPU'

Now we can formalize the optimization problem as follows:

Problem 1:
ma>§irr§ize Toue(p) = Eos=t¢) Ts1,a6 + Tssa,0] St (48)
wla,s
Eos=t.6) [Ppa = Ppo) < (1= ppo)ery = €, (49)

where(a, s) is the probability that accessibility actianis selected in state.
The constraint[(49) is referred to as the normalized PU tjinput degradation constraint.

To give a solution to Problernl 1, we provide the following digiim, which identifies the
boundary between low and high access rate regimes.

Definition 1: Let pinie = {100.inits M1,inits H2.init, 3.nit} D€ the policy such that the secondary
userl or/and secondary userin all statess € Sx = {(¢, (K, K)) : t € {1,2,...,T}} access the
channel as follows

{0,1,0,0} if max(u,v,w)=wu
Hinit = § {0,0,1,0} if max(u,v,w)="wv (50)

{0,0,0,1} if max(u,v,w) =w
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and for all other statess (¢ Sx), pinit = {1,0,0,0}, where

. €w
u= R, 1. k(1 — pg; 1,5) min( 1) (51)
Pp,1 — Pp,o
. €w
v = Ry, 2 k(1 — ps,2x) min( 1) (52)
pp,2 - pp,O
. €w
w = (R81,37K<1 - p8173,K) + R8273,K<1 - p82,37K)) mln( 5 1) (53)
Pp,3 — Pp,0

For access policy.;,;;, we compute the normalized PU throughput degradation cinstn
(49) and refer to it as;,,;;. Hence, replacind (50) in_(49) and then computing the exiect

with respect taz and s, w;,;; can be obtained as follows:

(pp,l - p:lho) 22;1 7T<t7 (K7 K)) if max(u, v, w) =u
Winit = { (p2 — Ppo) Sopey 7(t, (K, K))  if max(u,v,w) = v (54)

(Pp3 — Ppo) Zle 7(t, (K, K)) if max(u,v,w)=w,
wheren(t, (K, K)) is the steady-state probability of being in state- (¢, (K, K)); andu, v
andw are given in[(5ll) to[(53).
In the sequel, we address the upper bound to the averagedangsum throughput of SUs,

the low SU access rate reging < w;,;; and high SU access rate regime> wj,;;-

A. Upper Bound to the Average Long Term SU Sum Throughput mr&lieed Access Policy
Design

An upper bound to the average long term SU sum throughputhi®weed when the receivers
are assumed to be aware of the PU message, so that they cas alwveel the PU interference.
Since each SU always knows the PU message, ds in [9] thers aexisoptimal access policy
which is independent of the ARQ state, and therefore is theesa each slot. We refer to this
policy asp = {0, i1, pi2, 113 }- Thus, noting thaj; + us + p3 < 1, Problenl may be rewritten
as follows:

Problem 2:
max Loy o(p) = Ry 1. x(1 — psy 1) + p2Rsy 2.c(1 — ps, 2.1¢)

1,142,143

+ 3 (Roy 3,5 (1 — psy 3.5) + Rey3.5(1 — psy3.x)) (55)
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subject to

p1(pp1 = Ppo) + H2(pp2 — Ppo) + 13(Pp3 — Ppo) < €w

pa + po +ps <1, (56)

where,0 < 1, 0 < gy and0 < ps.
Propositior L below provides a solution to Problem 2.

Proposition 1: An access policy to achieve the upper bound is glveEI by

{1 — min(—%— 1), min(

T 1),0,0} if max(u,v,w)=u

Pp,1—Pp,0’
pt=q{1 —mm(p P O,1) 0 mm(p PEs 1),0} if max(u,v,w) =0 (57)
{1 —mm(p P O,1) 0,0 mm(p s , 1)} if max(u, v, w) = w.

Furthermore, the upper bound to the average long term SU Broughput is obtained as

min( DRs, 1 k(1 — psy1.5)) if max(u,v,w)=u

plpo’

T4 = S min(—=— 1) Ry, 0x(1 — payox)) if max(u, v, w) = v (58)

Pp,2—Pp,0’

mm(pp e, 1) Resx(l = pasr) if max(u,v,w)=w,
whereu, v andw are defined in[(81) td_(53); and the other parameters are giv&ections ]I
and[Il.
Proof:

Using Lagrangian multipliers,; and \,, the Lagrangian for Problefd 2 is

L =R 1 k(1 —psy1.x)+ toRs 2x(1 — psy2k) + s (Rsl,3,K(1 — Ps13.K)
+Rs, 3. 5(1 — psg,3,K)) -\ <M1(Pp,1 — Pp0)

+ p2(pp2 — Ppo) + 13(Pp3 — Ppo) — ew) — Xo(ppy 4 po + pz — 1) (59)

!please note that the “min” operation [N 157) ahd] (58) (whigiswerroneously not included inl[1]) is needed to ensure that

p* is a valid probability distribution Wheﬁ > 1.
D7 P,
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and then the Kuhn-Tucker conditions are as follows:

oL oL

<0, w>0, mot =0 ie{1,2,3) (60)
O Opi
p1(Pp1 = Ppo) + t2(pp2 — Ppo) + 13(Pp3 — Ppo) — € <0, A1 >0,
A (,Ul(pp,l - Pp,O) + NZ(pp,Z - Pp,O) + :u?»(ppﬁ - pp,O) - Ew) =0 (61)
p e +ps —1<0, Ao >0, Ag(pn 4+ po +p3 — 1) = 0. (62)

To solve the problem, we need to consider different situgtitor inequalities. The proof is

completed in AppendikA.

B. Low SU Access Rates Regime in Centralized Access PolggrDe
Now we consider the low SU access rate regime< w;,;;, Wheree,, is defined in [(4D).
Propositior 2 below characterizes the optimum accessypfiicthis access rate regime.
Proposition 2: In the low SU access rate regime < w;,;;, the optimal access politys € Sk

is given by

{1 - -5 < 0,0} if max(u,v,w)=1u

Winit ’ Winit

=< {1- -, 0, 52,0 if max(u, v, w) =v (63)
{1—5=,0,0,;2} if max(u,v,w)=uw,

and

Vs & Sk, p* = {1,0,0,0}. (64)

Furthermore, the average long term SU sum throughput isreutaas

P e R 1 k(1 — ps; 1K) if max(u,v,w)=u

T* = Cw Rsz,2,K(1 - /)32,2,K) if maX<u7 v, U)) =v (65)

su,c
’ Pp,2—Pp,0

m Z?Zl R, 3 k(1 — ps,3) If max(u,v,w) =w
where the parameters are given in Secfion II.
Proof: With 1,,;; in (50), the constrainf (49) is equal i9,;; as given in[(54). However, for

the low SU access rate regime, is equal or lower thaw;,,;;. To meet this stricter constraint,
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we can scale the access poligy,; in (80) by =~ such that[(49) is satisfied with equality.
Therefore,u* in (63) satisfies the constraint. Replacmgln (48) we obtain

Tsu,c(,u) - Ea,s:(t,qb) [Tsl,a,qb + ng,a,qﬁ]

Ry 1,k (1= psy1,k) St (K, K)) if max(u,v,w)=u
= wf: R82 2 K(]- - P52 2 K) Z?:l ﬂ-(tv (K7 K)) If maX(uv v, 'LU) =v (66)
3 Rasuc(1= poan) Yoy m(t, (K, K)) if max(u,v,w) = w.

Thus, substitutingy;,,;; in (€8) results in SU sum throughput as givenlin|(65). SineeSkh) sum
throughput [(6b) is equal to the upper bouhnd] (58) in the low 8tkas rate regime, < wi,i,
the proposed access polidy (63) ahdl (64) is optimal. Noteithtéhe low SU access rate regime

sincee,, < wini, We have

e <1 max(u, v, w) = u (67)
Pp,1 — Pp,0
B <1 if max(u,v,w)="wv (68)
Pp2 = Pp,0
S <1 max(u, v, w) = w. (69)
Pp,3 — Pp,0

|

C. High SU Access Rates Regime in Centralized Access Polisigd

In Problem1, we are looking for an optimum policy for the CMPpRblem. Therefore, for
high SU access rate regime, we employ the equivalent LP fiation corresponding to CMDP,
e.g., see([17],.[18]. To provide the equivalent LP, we neeatthnsition probability matrix of
the Markov process denoted W#y, where P;; , is the probability of moving from state to $
if accessibility actionz is chosen. To obtain the transition probability matfy ,, we need to
compute the transition probability matrix of the PU Markowodel Q,;, as given in[(ZD) which
is the probability that the primary ARQ stateis transferred td’ if accessibility actiona is
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TABLE |
PROBABILITY THAT PUMESSAGE KNOWLEDGE STATEp = {6, 7} IS CHANGED TO STATE¢ = {6, 7]} GIVEN ACTION a,
WHERE®, 1, 0, 77 € {U, K},

To— U,0) (U,K) (K,U) (K, K)
From |
¢ =(U,U) || ppsi.a.¢Ppss.aé | Ppsi.all = Ppssiae) | (1= ppsiae)Ppszas | (1= Ppsiiae)(l = Ppssae)
¢=(U,K) 0 Ppsi,a,6 0 (1 = ppsi,a.0)
¢=(K,U) 0 0 Ppsz,a,é (1 = ppssa.0)
¢ = (K,K) 0 0 0 1
selected.
(
1 iff=1,t=T
1 —ppa FE=1t#T
Qtf,a = ,
Pp.a ift=t+1
0 otherwise.
\
Thus, Py, = P(t,<z>)(t’,¢3),a is given by
P oyidra = Quialr(09, a), (70)

where,Pr(g5|¢, a), the probability that the PU message knowledge state changed to state
¢ given actiona, is expressed in Tabl I. For examplesit= (¢, (U,U)), § = (t + 1, (U, K))
anda = 1, then Py, = pps,.1(1 — ppssi1)ppa. Note thatp,, . 4 is the probability thatSU,.,; is
not able to decode the PU message in PU message knowledge staccessibility actiona
is selected.

For any unichain Constrained Markov Decision Processgtbgists an equivalent LP formu-
lation, where a MDP is unichain if it contains a single reeutrclass plus a (perhaps empty)
set of transient states. Thus, the following problem foinesl the equivalent LP for Problem 1
[17]:

Problem 3:

maxi:mize Z Z (Tsy,0.6 + Tsy.0,6) T(s,a) S.t. (71)

s€S acA
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Z Z (Ppa — Ppo)a(s, a) < €, (72)

s€S acA

> w(8,a) =) > Puaz(s,a)=0 VS€S (73)
acA s€S acA

Z Zx(s,a) =1 (74)
sES acA

x(s,a) >0 VseS§, ae A (75)

The relationship between the optimal solution of LP Proli8amd the solution to the considered
Problem1 is obtained as follows ]17]:
ﬁ if >, x(s,d) >0

n(a,s) = (76)
arbitrary  otherwise

All cases of practical interest considered in this paperespond to a unichain CMDP. For the
equivalent linear problem corresponding to the generad¢ odisa multichain CMDP, the reader

is referred to([18].

V. DECENTRALIZED ACCESSPOLICIES FORTwO SUs INMMDP MODEL

In this section, we assume that there is no central unit térobthe access policy of the SU
transmitters. Therefore, each SU has to control its ownsacpelicy. We also assume that the
PU message knowledge state of each SU receiver is knowndasthier SU transmitter. In fact,
the SU,,; sends back its PU message knowledge state on an error frélgatdechannel. The
transmitted PU message knowledge state is heard by both&ldntitters. Hence, the state
defined in Sectiof IV is known to both transmitters. Howeséarce there is no central unitlU;
does not know the action selected BY/;, j # i. Thus, each user knows the state of the MDP
but not the action selected by the other user and our problemeenmay be considered as a
Multi-agent MDP (MMDP) [16].

The state of thePU — SU, — SU, system may be modeled by an Multi-agent Markov
Decision Process = (t,¢), wheret € {1,2,...,T} is the primary ARQ state and <
{(U,0),(U,K), (K, K),{K,U}} denotes the PU message knowledge state. The set of all states
is indicated byS. In contrast to the centralized scenario, we have two pdigi; and po
which map the state of the netwoskto the probabilities that the secondary users 1 and 2 take

accessibility actions; € A; = {0,1} anda, € A, = {0, 1}, respectively. The probability that
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actiona; is selected bySU; in states is denoted by, (a;, s). We use the notatiop = (1, )
for the access policy of the system in the decentralized. dasedenoted, the objective is to
maximize the average long term sum throughput of the SUsrutigelong term average PU
throughput constraint, where the throughputs are influgihgeactions selected by the two users.
Note that with the PU throughput degradation constraimt atcess policy designed in Section IV
is a randomized policy [17]. Therefore, in general we canfimat an access policy for each SU
from the proposed centralized access policy. For examp#ime the optimum policy designed
in the centralized case g = [0.3, 0, 0, 0.7]. This means that the probability that both users
are not allowed to access the channel.is and the probability that both access the channel is
0.7. As observed, there is no situation in which one of the seapndsers accesses the channel
and the other does not. Now assume there is no a central uhif&nand SU, select actions
a = 0 anda = 3, respectively. This is possible because based on the paiaytioned above
the probability of selecting actions = 0 anda = 3 are respectively).3 and 0.7. Thus, SU;
does not transmit and it assumes that the other user doesaneirit, as well. In contras§U,
transmits and supposes the other user also accesses timelcHdrus, the policy selected at SU
transmitters will not be optimum as obtained by the certealioptimization design.

If accessibility actions:;; anda, are selected, the expected throughputs$6f and SU; in

states = (t, ¢) are respectively computed as
(

R817a17a27¢<1 - psl,al,a2,¢>) for CL1 == 1

T817a17a27¢> = (77)
0 for a; =0
R327(l17a27¢<1 - pSQ,CLl,aQ,d)) for CLQ == 1

T827a17a27¢> = (78)
0 for as =0

\

and the average long term SU sum throughput can be obtained as

TSU,d(Mb /~L2> = Ea17a27S:(t7¢) [T317a17a27¢ + T827a17a27¢]

=Ei—,9) {Z paar, $)pz(az, $){ Rsyar,00,6(1 = Psi,a1,02,0) + Fisan,a0,6(1 = Psan,a0,0)

al,a2

(79)
where E, ,, s denotes the expectation with respectatq a, and s. The outage probabilities
Ps;ara0.00 © € {1,2} can be obtained from_(22) to (29) by applyingl(42).
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Usingu1(0,s) = 1—pq(1,s) andus(0, s) = 1—puo(1, s), the average long term PU throughput
is rewritten as follows:

EWmmFﬂ%G—E:%wmmmm@m@AMng

ai,a2
- Tplu - Rp (Eal,ag,sz(t,¢>) [pp,a1,a2 - pp,0,0]) P (80)

WhereTpfu is the PU throughput when there is no interference from Sbstratters as already

defined and here it is given by the following notation:
Tl = Ry(1 = ppoo)- (81)

By properly translating fronta;, a2) to a defined in[(4R), the outage probabilitigs,, .,, a1 € A;
anda, € A, can be obtained fron((3). As denoted, we have the const@ir{ts;, 12) >
Tpfu(l — epy). Thus, we may have the optimization problem as follows:

Problem 4:

maximize : Toua(fi1, 112) = Baas,s=(t,0) [Ts1,a1,a0,0 + Tsz,01,02,0] S-o (82)

pi(a1,s),pu2(az,s

D(:ub /~L2> = Ea17a2,s=(t,¢>) [pp7a17a2 - pp,070] < €u, (83)

wheree,, is defined in Section IV; ang;(a;, s) is the probability that accessibility actian is
selected in state at transmitterSU,.

In the sequel, a scheme based on Nash Equilibrium is propesech finds the local optimum
policies by converting the CMMDP to a CMDP_[19], [20].

A. Decentralized Access policy Design Using Nash Equiori

We employ Nash Equilibrium in which no user has an interesthanging its policy. In fact,
SU, transmitter designs its optimal policy by assuming a fixeticgdor SU, and vice versa.
This procedure continues until there is no benefit in emplgyinore iterations. Assuming a
fixed policy p; for SU;, the problem forSU;, i # j can be considered as a CMDP, referred
to asCMDP,. The state space of the new model is the same as the systenSsti fact,
since the system stateis known for two users, the state 6fM DPF; is s = (t, ¢y, ¢2). The

SUy.; chooses actiom,; from the setAd; = {0,1}, wherea; = 0 shows theSU; is not allowed
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to transmit ands; = 1 represents the accessibility to the channel $6f,,;. Propositior B and
Problem[b below are utilized to be able to represent the nedetnd D P, in Propositior_4.

Proposition 3: Consider the fixed stationary poligy; for SU;. For every stationary policy
i, the random process is unichain Markov chain with statiprigansition probability

Pr(é|saai) = ZPr(é|Svaivaj)Mj(ajvs) (84)

= Z Pss’,ai,aj:uj<aj7 S)? (85)

where by converting:; and a, to correspondlngz, ss.a;,0; CAN be computed as described in
Section 1V-C.

Proof: Noting that the underlying system is Markov and also the tlaat the action selected
by SU; in a given state only depends on that state, the transitiobgtility from the history of

states and actions to a new state is given as follows:

Pr(s'tts', a ZP’F (s"t1st, at, J)Pr( t|s,a)

—ZPT (s"|s", al, al) Pr(at|s"), (86)

wheres! = {s',s% ....s'} anda! = {al, ai,...,at}. s anda! are respectively the state and the
action selected bysU,,; at timet. Hence, if actiona} is chosen atSU; at time ¢, the next
state depends only on the given state, or equivalently e $tansition is Markov. Since the
transition probability of moving from every state to state= (1,{0,0}) is not zero, we see
that the Markov chain is unichain. Noting the stationarysiion probability of the underlying

system model, stationary policy arid [86), we obtain

Pr(s'™s',a ZPT (s"THs", af, ab)py(al, s)

= Z P5t8t+1 at at ,u] ) (87)

Therefore, the proof is complete. [ |
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By considering the fixed policy,;, we have

Eaiaz,5=(t.0) [T817a17a27¢ + TS27a1,a2,¢>] = Bais=(t.9) Z(T817a17a27¢ + T827a17a2,¢>)Pr<aj|S>
L aj

= Eai,s:(t,@ Z(T817a17a27¢ + T827a17a2,¢>):uj<aj7 S) (88)

a;

and

Ealya27's:(t7¢) [pp,al,GQ - ppvoyo] = E(li,S:(t,d)) Z(pp7a17a2 - ppvovo)Pr(a]|S)
L i

= Eqs=(t,0) Z(pp,amm — ppoo)ijlas, )| ; (89)

aj

and therefore optimization Problem 4 can be rewritten asvial:

Problem 5:
.. - AN
mg_}&r_gl)zeTSU,d(ui> = Ea¢78=(t7¢>) Z(T817a17a27¢ + TS27a17a2,¢)Mj<aj7 S) S.t. (90)
a;
Eai s=(t.) Z(pp,ahcm - pp,O,O)ruj (ajv )| < éw, (91)

wheree,, is defined in Section IV; ang;(a;, s) is the probability that accessibility actian is
selected in state by transmitterSU;.

Proposition 4: Assume a fixed policy:; for SU;, j € {1,2}. The problem foiSU;, i € {1, 2},
i # j is a CMDP characterized by tuple, P', 7, d'), where

psis',ai = Z Pyga1,a215 (a5, 8), (92)
fi(‘sv ai) = Z(Tsl,ahmﬂﬁ + T827a17a2,¢>):uj<aj7 S>7 (93)
d o =Y (Praras — Ppo0)is(aj, s). (94)

Pi, ¥ andd’, respectively are the transition matrix probability, thetantaneous reward function
and the instantaneous cost function in the new modelAng, ., is the transition probability

of the system.
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Proof: Uing Propositiori B and Problem 5, the proof is straightfanva u
As explained in Section IVAC, there is an equivalent LP folation for any unichain CMDP,
and the LP formulation corresponding €&\/ D P; described in Probleml 5 is given by
Problem 6:

maxiimizez Z Z (T4y 01006 + Topar.ans) i, 8) | #'(s,a;) s.t. (95)

s€S a;€A; \a;€A;

DT (Praras — Proo)iilag, $)a' (s, a;) < e, (96)

SES a;€A; aj€A;

d o (Sa)=> > P, )=0 V5eS (97)

a;€A; s€S a;€EA;

Z Z (s,a;) (98)
SES a;EA;

7'(s,a;) >0 Vs€S, a; € A;. (99)

The relationship between the optimal solution of LP Prod&and the solution to the considered
Problem[ is also obtained as follows
% ide-EAixi(s7di) >0

piai, (s) = e Z (100)
arbitrary otherwise

As denoted SU; computes the optimum policy as given [n_(100) by consideariged policy
for SU;. In fact, in this cas€, j) = (1,2). By changing(s, j) from (1,2) to (2,1) and vice
versa, this procedure iteratively continues such that alieum is achieved. We prove later
in Propositior 6 that an equilibrium point is always achakvAlgorithm 1 below describes the
local optimal solution to Problerm] 4 based on Nash EquililridChe obtained access policies
are local optimum solutions. We have to restart Algorithnod geveral random initiations and
see whether the resulting SU sum throughput is higher. We tia two following propositions
related to Nash Equilibrium.

Proposition 5: Optimum access policieg; and 15 solution to Probleni]4 are a fixed point or
an equilibrium point.

Proof: If uj and u} are the optimum solutions to problém 4, then

Toua(pys 115) = Toualpn, p2), (101)
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Algorithm 1 Local Optimum Policy using Nash Equilibrium
1) Choose initial stochastic policieg and i, and select =1, j =2 andn = 1.

2) Provide the solution to Problef 5 as given [in_(100) for segifixed ;;; and compute
optimum policyu; for SU;.

3) Selectn =n+ 1 andu™ = (1, p2);

4) Change the role ofandj, i.e.,k =i,i =7 andj = k.

5) If u» = pn~t, then go step 6. Else go step 2.

6) i andpu, are the local optimum solution to original DEC-MMDP Probl&n

where(u1, 112) belongs to every feasible solution aiid, 4(x}, 123) is given in Problenil4. Feasible
solution means every set of polices that satisfies the @insin Probleni4. Now suppose that
the policy for SU; is fixed to x5. Note thatT_SU,d(ul) in Problem[5 is equal t@md(ul,;@) in
Problem[ 4. Thus, notind (101), we have

Tsu,d(,ul) S Tsu,d(:u; M;) (102)

and if u; is equal tou;, equality occurs. Thus, poiltt;, u3) is a fixed point. In other words, this
fixed point is an equilibrium where either user can not getertmenefit in SU sum throughput
by more iterations. This concludes the proof. [ |

Proposition 6: The SU sum throughput obtained by solving Algorithm 1 img®as the iter-
ation indexn increases and furthermore, the iterative procedure basédgorithm 1 converges
to a fixed point.

Proof: Supposeu} and uf are the resulting policies in iteratiom of the algorithm and
the resulting SU sum throughput is given By, 4(u7, 13). Now we consider} to be fixed
and improveu? to u;*" according to the algorithm. Thereforg)™! is the optimum solution to
Problem5 and we have

Tsu,d(ﬂ?ﬂ) > Tsu,d(/i@ (103)

or equivalently

Towa(ui™ 1) = Toua(pl, p13)- (104)

Since Ty q(p}, 113) and Ty, o(p5 ™, pu3) are the SU sum throughput respectively in iteratiens

andn—+1, it is observed that the SU sum throughput can not decreatte adgorithm proceeds.
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The same approach could be seen when the policygtgris constant and that gfU, improves.
This shows that the SU sum throughput is an increasing fomatiith respect ta:. Since the
performance is bounded by that of the centralized accessypadésign, it is proved that the
proposed algorithm converges. [ |

The performance of decentralized access policy desigrgusash equilibrium is studied in
SectionVI.

VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

We consider Rayleigh fading channels. Thus, the S)NRis an exponentially distributed
random variable with meary,, where x € {pp, psi, psa, S151, S152, S251, S282, $1p, Sop}. We
consider the following parameters throughout the papdessmotherwise mentioned. Following
[9], we consider the average SNRS, = 10, 755, = 5, Vs10 = 3y Vsoss = 99 Vps; = O
Ysip = 2, 1 € {1,2}. The ARQ deadline isI" = 5. The PU rateR, is selected such that
the PU throughput is maximized when both SUs are idle, ig.~= argmax; T/ (R). Thus,
we setR, = 2.52 andT)}, = 1.57. The PU throughput constraint is set ({b— epy)T}),, where
epy = 0.2.In the centralized case the rates , , andR;, , , are computed a§; t ) =

S$1,a,07 ~ VS2,a,0
argmaxp, p. Tsi a6+ Tsae SO as to maximize the SU sum throughput, whége, , is a
function of Rp (only if the PU message knowledge state is unknown for rec&iv/;), R, and
R,,. In the decentralized case, the rdtg , , is selected so as to maximizg, , 4, irrespective
of the other SU transmission.

The scheme “Forward Interference Cancelation” discussed is called “FIC”. The central-
ized and decentralized access policy designs are resglyateferred to as “FIC Decentralized”
and “FIC Centralized”. For the centralized policy desigme performance bound described in
Section IV-A is referred to as “PM already Known”. In additiove also consider the scenario
without using FIC, referred to as “No FIC” in the centralizadcess policy design. Note that
“One Secondary User” denotes the case that only one SU exisite CRN.

The SU sum throughput with respect to the PU throughput byingrthe value ofepy; is
depicted in Fig[.. Obviously, as the PU throughfiift(1 — epy) = 1.57(1 — epy) increases,
the average sum throughput of SUs decreases. PU througpmater thanl.286 and 1.224
(epy < 0.22 and epy < 0.18) correspond to the low SU access rate regime respectively fo

centralized and decentralized scenarios. The FIC perfocenés the same as that of the upper
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PU Throughput Constraint

Fig. 1. Average sum throughput of SUs with respect to PU tiinput constrain{1 — ePU)Tpfu. Apsi = Ypsy = Dy Ys1p =

Vsop = 2, Ypp = 10 and'?slsl = Vsgsg = 5.

bound (“PM already Known” scheme) for the low SU access reg@me. Thus, for PU throughput
equal t01.255 (epy < 0.2) the FIC performance is the same as that of the upper bourftkein t
centralized scenario. As observed, the CRN with two SUs ih bentralized and decentralized
scenarios provides the same SU sum throughput as the CRNowgtSU for a large enough
value of the constraint on the PU throughput. There is als@ropnance loss in applying
the decentralized case with respect to the centralized specally in the low PU throughput
constraint. Our simulation results show that this loss sndecentralized scenario is because the
assigned rate to each SU does not account for the decisior mathe other SU, whereas in
the centralized case the rates are jointly assigned. Invidwn the rates assigned to the SUs in
the decentralized case are the same as those in the cesdraéize, our proposed decentralized
design has the same performance as the centralized design.

The average sum throughput of SUs as a functiof,gfis depicted in Fig. 12, whereg,,, = 2.
As observed, the SU sum throughput decreaseg, gdncreases. This is becausg, = 2 and
hence, the PU throughput degradation constraint is alwatgeafor the two SUs. A similar
plot for the casey,,, = 7, IS depicted in Fig[13. As observed, fat,, < 0.5, 35, < 0.25
and v;,, < 0.45 respectively in the CRN with one SU, centralized and deedinéd cases,

we have a different result. In fact, because the interfergmmwver of SUs has little effect on
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Fig. 2. Average sum throughput of SUs with respectii0,. Yps; = Fpss = 5, Fsop = 2, Ypp = 10, Vs, 5, = Fsgs, = D and

epy = 0.2.

the PU receiver, initially the PU throughput degradatiomstaaint is not active and therefore
SU,1 and SU,,, may utilize their powers to maximize their own throughpuheTconstraint
becomes active fof,,, > 0.5, Js,p = Jsop > 0.25 and 7y, = ¥s,p, > 0.45, respectively in the
CRN with one SU, centralized and decentralized cases; furereabove those values, the SU
sum throughput diminishes. As expected, in the cognitigoravith two symmetric SUs either
centralized or decentralized scenarios, the PU througtiegrtadation constraint becomes active
sooner than in the cognitive radio with one SU by increasimgy $NR of the channels from
the SU transmitters to the PU receiver. A similar observai®oseen wheny,,, = 7,,, = 2 as
depicted in Fig[ 4. It is noteworthy that because the = 7,5, = 2 are neither strong enough
to be successfully decoded, nor weak to be considered as abthe SU receivers, the SU sum
throughput provided by the centralized case has more pedioce loss with respect to the upper
bound compared with that in Fig] 3. This observation is ¢jeseen in the next two figures as
discussed later.

Figs.[5 and_ b show the average SU sum throughput with respegs t for 4,5, = 5 and
Vps2 = Tps1» FESPECtively. Note thaly . ., andRy , ., respectively depend of,, and
Aps,- AS expected;y,s, does not have any influence on “PM already Known” scheme. iBhis

because in this scheme the PU message is previously knowoaanalways be canceled by the
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Fig. 3. Average sum throughput of SUs with respectjio, = Jsop. Vps; = Tpsas = 9, Ypp = 10, Vs15; = Tsgs, = D and

epy = 0.2.

1.2

—©— PM already Known
—+&— FIC Centralized
—*— FIC Decentralized
—+— One Secondary User
—4— No FIC

1.1¢

091

SU Sum Throughput

Fig. 4. Average sum throughput of SUs with respectyiQ, = Jsop. Ypsi = Vps2 = 2, Ypp = 10, Ys15; = TYsps, = D and

epy = 0.2.

SU receiver in future retransmissions. It is observed tbatldrge enough values of,,,, the

upper bound is achievable by the FIC scheme in the centdasizenario. In fact, the SU receiver
can successfully decode the PU message, remove the ietezéand decode its corresponding
message. Note that the upper bound is computed in the deatraicenario. The sum throughput

is minimized aty,,, = 2 in the CRN with one SU, centralized and decentralized cashsre
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Fig. 5. Average sum throughput of SUs with respect/{o,. Yps, = 5, Fs1p = Vsop = 2, Ypp = 10, Vs, 5, = Fsgs, = D and

epy = 0.2.

the PU message is neither strong enough to be successfaliylel®, nor weak to be considered
as noise. It is also evident that the FIC scheme in [Hig. 5 agegeto the upper bound faster
than in Fig.[6. The reason is thaf,, and?,,, increase simultaneously in Figl 6, whereas the
value of7,,, is considered to be equal to zero in Hig. 5, resulting in nerfetence to the PU
receiver. It is also observed from Fig. 6 that a cognitiveaadth two symmetric SUs converges
to the upper bound faster than the network with one SU forelangough SNR of the channels
from the PU transmitter to SU receivers. This is because efute of the FIC scheme at the

SU receivers.

VII. EXTENSIONS

In this section, we first provide the outlines to extend theeas policy design for CRN with
the arbitrary number of SUs, indicated bBy. Then, we give the model for the decentralized
scenario when the PU message knowledge state is knownllyaftiathe SUs in addition to

the action selected by the SU is unknown for the other one.

A. CRN with N Secondary Users

In order to extend the design to CRNs withSUs, we need to define the accessibility action

and PU message knowledge state. PU message knowledge sta(t@(l), ey gb(N)) belongs to
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Fig. 6. Average sum throughput of SUs with respecty{o, = Jpsy. Vsip = Vsop = 2, Ypp = 10, Vs15; = TYsgs, = D and

epy = 0.2.

the set of2"¥ possible combinations of PU message knowledge states oaitk, wheres(i) is
PU message knowledge state4f;. In the centralized case we ha2€ possible combinations
of accessibility of users to the channel. Each is an N-diioeias vector (o(a, 1), ..., ¢(a, N))
equal to the binary expansion of 1 < a < 2%, For the accessibility index, ¢(a,i) = 1 means
that SU; is allowed to access the channel. In the decentralized tlasegccessibility action is
a; € {0,1} for secondary uset, wherea; = 1 means that this user is allowed to transmit.
The rate is defined a®;, , 4. The SNR regionly, , »(Rs; a.¢: - Rsy.a0) ¢ € {1,..., N},
where ¢(i) = K, guarantees that theU; message transmitted at raig, , , is successfully
decoded atSU,,; regardless of the decoding of other SUs messages trandraitt@te,, , 4,
Vj # i. Moreover, the SNR regioly, , 4(Rp, Rey.a.0: - Rsy.a0), Whereo(i) = U, guarantees
that theSU; message transmitted at ralg, , , is successfully decoded &, ,; irrespective of
the decoding of other SUs and PU messages transmitted atitatg, and i, respectively.
Thus, the outage probability of the chanitdl,,;, — SU.,.;, i € {1,2} denoted byp, ., iS

computed as

Psia.p={p(1),....0())=K,....p(N)} — Pr ((7518@'? sey f}/SNSi) ¢ F8i7a,¢(RP> Rsha,(ba ) R8N7a,¢)) (105)
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and

(106)

The outage probability of the channglU;, — PU,, in SU accessibility actiom is given as

Vpp
Ppa=1—Pr|R,<C . , (207)
! ( ’ (1 + szil Sp(av Z)Vsip)

wherey(a,i) = 0 if SU; is idle, otherwisep, ; = 1.

Thus, the state of th&U — SU; — ... — SUy system may be modeled by a Markov Decision
Processs = (t,¢), wheret € {1,2,...,T} is the primary ARQ state and is the PU message
knowledge state defined above and therefore, the averagetésm SU sum throughput is

computed as follows

T, (M) = Ea,s:(t,qb)

N
Z Tsi,a,d)
i=1

N
= Bas=(t,9) [Z Ry, a6(1 — Psi,a,¢)} : (108)
i=1

Thus, the problem is to maximize (108) under the constraint

Eos=(t:0) [P0 — Ppo) < (1= ppo)eru = e, (109)

and therefore, we can use LP formulation corresponding td€Nr CMMDP as described in
Section$ IV andV. However, due to the exponential scalinthefproblem size, this formulation

can only be solved foV not too large.

B. Decentralized Access Policy Deign for Partially Statéotmation

In Section[V, the PU message knowledge state of each SU iska®on to the other one,
which makes the whole state of the system known to all SUs. Wevassume that each user can
only observe its own PU message knowledge state. When there uncertainty about the state
of the system, the problem is called “Distributed Partiat&tinformation MDP” (DEC-PSI-
MDP) which is a type of “Partially Observable MDP” (DEC-PON?R For a literature review
on the decentralized control of DEC-POMDP, the reader isrrefl to [21]. In this model, the

shared objective function is used (here the SU Sum througylamd the action is selected based

August 24, 2018 DRAFT



33

on the partial state observation at each SU. Because eaohdseg user is unaware of the
belief states of the other user, it is impossible for eachr ts@roperly estimate the state of the
system. Thus, a DEC-POMDP can not be formulated as a contingtate MDP. It is shown
that DEC-POMDP is nondeterministic exponential (NEXP) ptete even for two users [22]
and, hence, only approximate solutions can be apglied {20jsideration of this type of system

is left as future work.

VIIl. CONCLUSION

In this paper, an optimal access policy for two cognitiveoselary users was proposed, under
a constraint on the interference from the secondary usetBet@rimary receiver. Leveraging
the redundancy in ARQ retransmissions implemented by theeRich SU receiver can cancel
a successfully decoded PU message in the following ARQnstnéssions, thereby improving
its own throughput. The centralized and decentralized ates were considered. In the first
scenario, there is a centralized unit which controls both &idess capability to the channel
to maximize the average sum throughput of SUs under the ged?& throughput degradation
constraint. In the decentralized scenario, there existsamtral unit and therefore each SU is
not aware of the action selected by the other one, while tate sif the system is known to
both secondary users. In the centralized case, the uppadheas formulated and a close form
solution was provided. Our studies confirm that the ceriedliand decentralized scenarios may
be modeled as CMDP and MMDP and therefore solved by lineagraroming. At the end,
extensions of the problem to CRN with an arbitrary number 0t &s well as to CRN with

partial state information were discussed.

APPENDIX A

PROOF OFPROPOSITION]

Let define:
di = R, ixc(1— psiir) @€ {1,2} (110)
ds = R, 3. x(1 — psy3.5) + Ry 3.6 (1 — psy3.5)- (111)

All situations are given as follows:
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1) A\, =0 and )\, = 0. From [60), it is necessary to have
di=0 ie{1,2,3} (112)

Hence, this case is not acceptable.
2) n; =0, i € {1,2,3}. This case gives the SU sum throughput equal to zero and & doe
not provide the optimum solution.
3) M >0, 0 =0 >0,pu =0,u =0, (4,5,k) € {(1,2,3),(2,1,3),(3,1,2)}. It is
it L oL oL ; H
observed from conditiori_(60) th@u—i =0, o <0 anda—uk < 0. This occurs if

d; d;
I — < (113)
Pp,j — Pp,0 Pp,i — Pp,0
d d;
E_ < (114)
Pp,k — Pp,0 Pp,i — Pp,0
Noting (61) and[(6R), we have;(p,; — ppo) = €. andp; < 1; or equivalently
= —2 <1, (115)
Pp,i — Pp,0
Thus, the resulting maximum SU sum throughput is equal-te—d;.

Pp,i—Pp,0

) A =0, 2 >0, i >0, = 0,0 =0, (1,5,k) € {(1,2,3),(2,1,3),(3,1,2)}. It is
observed from conditiori (60) th% =0, g’—fj <0 anda‘r’—i < 0. This occurs if

d < d; (116)
d; < d.. (117)

Noting (61) and[(6R), we have;(p,; — ppo) < €, and u; = 1; or equivalently
w=1< 67‘”
Pp,i — Pp,0
Thus, the resulting maximum SU sum throughput is equal; to
5) Ay >0, Ag > 0, s > 0,5 = O, = 0, (4,5, k) € {(1,2,3),(2,1,3),(3,1,2)}. It is

observed from conditiori (60) th% =0, g’—fj <0 and g—i < 0. This occurs if

(118)

di = di it ppr = Ppo = Ppi — Ppo (119)
de < di if ppk = Ppo < Ppi — Ppo (120)
dj > di i ppj — ppo = Ppi = Ppo (121)
dj <d; if ppj— ppo < Ppi— Ppo- (122)
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Noting (61) and[(62), we have

p?Z p7

Thus, the resulting maximum SU sum throughput is equail; to

6) A\ >0, =0, ;g >0, >0,u3 > 0. It is observed from conditiori_(60) th%?j—l =

oL _— 0L _ () This occurs if

Oue ~— Ous
d do d3

(124)

Ppl = Pp0 Pp2—Pp0  Pps — Ppo
Noting (61) and[(62)s:1(pp,1 — ppo) + 112(pp2 — Ppo) + H3(Pp3 — Ppo) = €w AN 1 + o+
i3 < 1. These two conditions impose that

€ S Pp3 = Ppo- (125)
Thus, the resulting maximum SU sum throughput is eq“al‘wi_p,,,l_;p,o-
7) A =0, % >0, 1 > 0,05 > 0,3 > 0. It is observed from conditiori (60) thaf- —
5’7@ = ;;% = 0. This occurs if
B =dy = ds. (126)

Noting (61) and[(62)s11(pp1 — pp.o) + H2(Pp2 — Ppo) T 13(Pp3 — Ppo) < € @NAp1 + o+
13 = 1. The conditions impose that
min (pp,1 = Pp0; Pp2 = Ppo) < €w- (127)

Thus, the resulting maximum SU sum throughput is equal;to
8) A\t >0, A >0, g > 0,0 > 0,u3 > 0. It is observed from conditiori_(60) thﬁ/ff1 =

oL _ 9L _ () This occurs if

Ouz ~ Ops
d; <ds 1€{l,2} (128)
dy > dy if pp1 = Ppo = Pp2 = Ppo (129)
dy < dz it pp1 — ppo < Pp2 — Ppo (130)
d d d
— 2 < min{ L 2} (131)
Pp,3 = Pp,0 Pp1 — Pp0o Pp2 — Ppo
dy dy .
> if pp1 = Ppo < Pp2 — Ppo (132)
Pp,1 — Pp,0 Pp,2 = Pp,0 : g ’ '
d d .
. < 2 if pp1 = Ppo > Pp2 — Ppo (133)

Pp,1 = Pp0  Pp2 — Ppo
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Noting (61) and[(62)s1(pp,1 — ppo) + 12(pp2 — Ppo) + 13(Pp3 — Ppo) = €w AN 1 + pio +
us = 1. The conditions impose that

min (pp,l — Pp,0> Pp2 — pp,O) < €, < max (pp,l — Pp,0; Pp2 — pp,O) (134)
€w < Pp3 — Ppo- (135)
Thus, the resulting maximum SU sum throughput is equal oefdhane,, max (—2 b2

Pp,1=Pp,0’ Pp,2—Pp,0

and the equality is achieved whe o dr

p.1=Pp,0  Pp,2—Pp0’
) A >0, d =0, g = 0,55 > 0, >0, (6,5,k) € {(1,2,3),(2,1,3),(3,1,2)}. It is
observed from conditiori (60) th% <0, (% =0 and % = 0. This occurs if

d; d; d
< i = L (136)
Ppi — Pp0  Ppj — Pp0  Ppk — Ppo
Noting (61) and(62)4,(pp.; — pp.0) + 1k (ppr — Ppo) = €, @andu;+py, < 1. The conditions

impose that

€w < MAX (Ppj = Pp,0s Ppk — Ppo)- (137)

and the resulting maximum SU sum throughput is equal—i@dj—.

Pp,i—Pp,0

10) Ay = 0, Ay > 0, st = 0,415 > 0,1, > 0, (i,5.k) € {(1,2,3),(2,1,3),(3,1,2)}. It is
observed from conditiori (60) th% <0, (%Lj =0 and % = 0. This occurs if

d; < dj = dy. (138)

Noting (61) andl(62)s:;(pp.; — Pp,0) +1tk(Ppk — Ppo) < € @ndp;+p, = 1. The conditions
impose that

min (ppJ — Pp,0s Ppk — pp,O) < €. (139)

The resulting maximum SU sum throughput is equad/to
11) Ay > 0, Ay > 0, oz = 0,5 > 0, > 0, (4,5, k) € {(1,2,3),(2,1,3),(3,1,2)}. It is
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observed from conditior (60) th%&j—i <0, g—jj =0 and aa—fk = 0. This occurs if

dj = di it ppj = Ppo Z Ppk = Ppo (140)
dj < dp if ppj — Ppo < Pk = Ppo (141)
S S iy o0 s (142)
b b if Ppj = Ppo > Po = Ppo (143)
Ppj = Pp0  Ppk — Pp0
di = dj if ppi = Ppo = Ppj — Ppo (144)
di < dj if ppi = Ppo < Ppj = Ppo (145)
di 2 di i ppi — ppo = Pok = Ppo (146)
di <dy if ppi — ppo < Ppk — Ppo (147)

Noting (61) andl(62)s;(pp; — Pp,0) + k(P — Ppo) = € @Ndp;+py; = 1. The conditions
impose that

min (Pp,j = Pp.os Ppk = Ppo) < €w < MAX (Ppj = Pp0; Ppk — Ppo)- (148)
The resulting maximum SU sum throughput is equal or lowen thanax (p,, jcifp -3 kd_kpp 0)
5 y2 D, 3
and the equality is achieved When_d_f— =
Pp,j —Pp,0 Pp,k—Pp,0

Noting items 1 to 11, it is observed that items4, 6, 7, 9, 10 provide optimum solutions and

hence, the optimum access policy and SU Sum throughput canrbenarized in[(57) and (58)

respectively. Thus, the proof is complete.
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