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Abstract—In this paper we describe a model for calculating
the aggregate interference encountered by primary receivs in
the presence of randomly placed cognitive radios (CRs). Wéhew
that incorporating the impact of distance attenuation and bgnor-
mal fading on each constituent interferer in the aggregate|eads
to a composite interference that cannot be satisfactorily rmdeled
by a lognormal. Using the interference statistics we deterine a

number of key parameters needed for the deployment of CRs.

Examples of these are the exclusion zone radius, needed toopect
the primary receiver under different types of fading environments
and acceptable interference levels, and the numbers of CRét

can be deployed. We further show that if the CRs haveapriori

knowledge of the radio environment map (REM), then a much
larger number of CRs can be deployed especially in a high deitg

environment. Given REM information, we also look at the CR
numbers achieved by two different types of techniques to proess
the scheduling information.

|. INTRODUCTION

The conventional methodology adopted by spectrum reg-

secondary devices will be able to detect the licensed usérs w

a minimum probability of failure. However, even with the bes
spectrum sensing techniques the nature of the wirelessiehan
will always result in some interference at the PU due to the
CRs. Hence, it is necessary to characterize the nature of the
interfering signals along with their impact on the perfonoa

of the incumbent licensed users. In addition, the amount of
access that CRs are able to obtain without too much impact
on the PU is a key issue.

In this paper we focus on the issues described above. Via
both analysis and simulations we study the CR access problem
and the impact of CRs on the performance of the licensed
devices. In particular, we make the following contribugon

o Assuming lognormal shadowing and path loss effects we
mathematically characterize the cumulative distribution
function (CDF) of the interference due to the cognitive
device. Further, we investigate the nature of the distribu-
tion of the total interference [3] due to multiple CRs.

ulatory agencies is to grant exclusive licences to service, |n the same fading conditions we compyemary ex-

providers to operate in a particular frequency band. This
inflexible approach has led to severe under-utilizationhef t

radio frequency (RF) spectrum.

clusion zones (PEZ) [4] in which CRs are not permitted
to operate. The PEZ approach allows access to CRs when
the primary device is willing to pay a price in the form of

Such observations have been strengthened by various mea- 3 reduction in its threshold signal to noise ratio (SNR).
surement campaigns [1], [2] whose results have revealed thg \we determine the permissible number of CRs when the

surprising fact that the scarcity of spectrum is mainly dae t

the fixed frequency allocation methodology.

The lack of efficient spectrum usage and consumers’ ever-

increasing interest in wireless services have triggereenen-

dous global research effort on the concept of cognitiveamdi

radio environment map (REM) [5] is apriori known to
the CRs and we determine how these numbers vary in
the different fading environments.

o Finally, we determine the scenarios (CR density, fading
parameters) under which REM based CR systems outper-

(CRs) or secondary users (SUs). These CRs are deemed t0 form PEZ based cognitive wireless systems.

b]? in(';(_alligent agents hglapable IOf makilng OPPF’”U”‘ST Esﬁﬂs paper is organized as follows: Section Il describes the
IO radio _spectrul_m W Ide sim tagleJousy_ heX'St'r?g V\_"t thgystem model. Section Il derives the CDF of the interfeeenc
egacy primary (licensed) users (PUs) without harmingrt &een by a PU receiver and compares the analytical expression

operation. The enormous interest in the practical depl(Wm(?/vith simulations. We also explore various parameters of the
of cognitive radios is reflected by the fact that the IEEE h mposite interference in a CR network in this section. We

formgd_ a special working group (IEEE 802.22) to develoi?ltroduce the PEZ and REM schemes in Section IV and
an air interface for opportunistic secondary access to e T:ompare their performance in Section V. Finally, in Sectin

spectrum_.. . . . . we describe our conclusions.
In addition to ensuring quality of service (Q0S) operation,

the most important and challenging task for the CRs is to
avoid adverse interference to the incumbent PUs. Accurate
spectrum sensing capabilities are being developed for @&s a Consider a PU receiver in the center of a circular region
it is envisaged that either individually, or via collabdoat, the of radius R. The PU transmitter is located uniformly in an

II. SYSTEM MODEL
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IIl. STATISTICAL CHARACTERIZATION OF INTERFERENCE
AT THE PRIMARY RECEIVER

PRIMAR

TRANSMITTER In this section we investigate the interference at the PU

receiver due to one or more CRs. Firstly we characterize
the interfering signal, given il{1), by computing the CDF,
Fr(z) = P(I < z). This can be done as follows:

Rz : T FI( ) Be r < .%')

PRIMARY
B
T

RECEIVER

=P > y)
:EU(P(T > y%e VU))
= B (1= Fr(y¥e™)) @

In @), U = —X, Ey represents expectation over the random
variableU andy = B/z. To evaluate the expectation ifil (2)
we note that the CDF of is given by:

Fig. 1. System modelK, not shown)

annulus of outer radiu® and inner radius?y centered on the P B r? — R2

PU receiver. It is to be noted that we place the PU receiver r(r) = R2 — RY’

at the center only for the sake of mathematical convenie . : .

(see Fig[l). The use of the annulus restricts devices frr:)l("jmIng this CDF, [(?) can be rewritten as:

being too close to the receiver. This matches physicaltyeali Fi(z) = Ey(Gr(y)). (3

and also avoids problems with the classical inverse poweF]

law relationship between signal strength and distance [8]"€"¢

In particular, having a minimum distanc&,, prevents the 0 u < wo

. . . . . . —2u

signal strength from becoming infinite as the transmitter <R2_yw6 5 ) wo < U < wy 4)
1

RQST‘SR.

approaches the receiver. Similarly, we assume that meiltipl
CR transmitters are uniformly located in the annulus. At any
given time, each CR has a probability of seeking a connectlon
given by the activity factorp. The number of CRs wishing to
operate is denotef/-r. Of these CRs, a certain number will

u > wq

and wy = In(yR™"), w1 = In(yR,"). SinceU = —X is
GaussianU ~ N(0,02), the CDF, F;(z) = Ey(Gr(y)),

be accepted depending on the allocation mechanism. Henk(J:eeCOmes
a random number of CRs denotéd < Ncr will transmit wiR2 _ y%e%u >
during the PU transmission and create interference at the PU Fi(z) = /w R - R f(“)d“JF/w f(u)du
receiver. ’ R2 w2

. . . = mm_du

The received signal strength for both the PU transmitter to (R2 — R2)\/2702 Ju,
PU receiver and CR transmitter to PU receiver is assumed to (By2/7 Wi _py w2
follow the classical distance dependent, lognormal shatpw — z / e 7 2% dy
model. For a generic interferer, this is given by (R? — R3)\/27m02 Juw,
_ 1 o0 4,2
_ -y _ X/10,.—y _ X, .— 202
I =BLr 7" =DB10 r~ 7V = Be" r (1) + m/wle du. (5)

where r is the random distance from the transmitter to the

receiver,y is the path loss exponent (normally in the rangdll the integrals in [(b) can be written in terms of integrals
of 2 to 4) andL is a shadow fading variable. The lognormabf Gaussian PDFs. Hendgl (5) can be written as showilin (6),
variable, L, is given in terms of the zero mean Gaussiah, whereF(.) is the CDF of a standard Gaussian.

which has standard deviation (dB) and X = SX where In order to validate the CDF given ifl(6), we compare the
£ = In(10)/10. The standard deviation ok is denoted by results of this expression with the CDF obtained using Monte
o.. The constanB is determined by the transmit power. TheCarlo simulation as shown in Fif] 2. It can be seen that the
desired primary signal strengtls, has the same form, with analytical and simulated interference CDFs agree over & wid
a different transmit power, so that = AL,r,”. Note that range of propagation parameters. The discrepancy between
all the links are assumed to be independent and identicalhe analytical and simulated curves in the tail region is due
distributed (i.i.d.) so that spatial correlation is igndréhe to the limited number of realizations used and the inherent
results in the paper can be further generalized to morestizali long tailed properties of the lognormal. Hence, a complete
scenarios by considering the system models such as thobaracterization of the interference due to a single CR is
presented in [7], [8]. possible. Next, we consider multiple CRs. In cognitive ess



{RQFZ(Z)—:) —RQFZ(IUU—S)} 6)

() (22 () |

E(Y?)  (mg/mi)?

networks the PU device under consideration may be affected

by the interference due to many CRs. In this case, the total mg ms

interference, denotefiror, is given by: B2E(2X)E(r—27) 3
N N BE(eX)E(r=7)

Iror =Y _ BeXir;”=> BLir;", @) T B3E(e3X)E(r—3)

- - _ 2@\ (Be)

where the parameters are as defined[dn (1). Equalfibn (7) is E(eX) E(r=7)

a random sum of a finite number of lognormals with each = E(e3X) E(r-37)

lognormal being multiplied by a random distance factor.dPro 3

lems similar to this, but involving a non random sum without <’?E<(7;2])>)

incorporating the random distance factor, have been tdckle _ (12)

in the past [9]-[14]. Historically, lognormal approximartis E(r=37)

to this summation have been envisaged. Approximations gt above results follow sincgl(9) also holds for the lograirm

definitely required since althoughl (6) gives an analytiealitt X The moments of in (I2) can be found as:
for a single interferer, it is too complex to allow an exact ap ok
2(R27k7 _ RO V)

proach for sums of interferers. Hence one is tempted to «se th E(r ") = _ (13)
same lognormal approximation @ (7). However, we show that (R* — R3)(2 — kv)
lognormal approximations are not accurate. For conveleri,engquaﬁon [(IB) is obtained using(r) = (RQQ_TRZ) as the PDF

consider a lognormal approximation to a single interfefer, for the CR distance in the annultig, < r < % For large R

of th.e form given in[(l). Let the moments dfbe denoted by (1000 m in our case), smak, (we use 1m) and with > 3,
E(I7) = mj. We seek to approximaté with the lognormal @3) gives: -

Y = eZ where Z ~ N(u.,0?). The simplest approach to

fitti_ng Y is via the Ferjton-WiIkinson approximation [9], [15] E() ~ —_i( 2 ) _ 2 . (14)
which computes the first two moments, so that: R?2\ 2 — kv R2(kvy —2)
E(Y") = E(I"), k=12 8) Thus, the ratio of the moments in{12) becomes:
3 3 p2
Hence, the lognormal approximation has perfect moments up E(XY?) ~ ( v-2 ) R*(3y-2) (15)
to order 2. To demonstrate the lack of fit we consider the m3 2y -2 2

skewness of” and I which also involves the third moment.|t can be observed from the above expression that for typical
For any lognormal, say’, the third moment is related to thevalues of the parameter®(Y>) >> ms, and the ratio is
first two by: of the order of R?. Thus the equivalent lognormal will be

5 E(Y?) ’ massively more skewed than the real interference. Now as
E(Y?) = E(Y) ©)  skewness is a key shape determining factor (especially in
the tails), the simple lognormal approximation will not be
Now, consider the skewness 6f accurate. Note that this large discrepancy in skewnesssisadu
E[(I —my)?] the random distance factors. Exactly the same conclusiens a
SK(I) = W reached when attempting to fit sums of interferers. Hence, it

s+ 2m3 — 3mam appears that a simple lognormal approximation will not seffi
=3 1 12 (10) and further research is required. In one possible apprdgich [

(mg — m?2)3/2 . . . Y
1 has approximated the total interference of the form givef@n
Similarly, the skewness of can be written as: with a more flexible shiftethree parameter lognormal random
E(Y3) + 2E(Y)3 — 3E(Y)E(Y2 vgrlablg using cumulant.matchlng.. C(_)mpanson between the
SK(Y) = () ; Y2( )E % 2(3/)2 (") simulation results and this approximation shows good match
5 (E( 3) - EY)?) ing especially in the head portion of the CDF. Similarly, the
_ E(Y?) +2my — 3mamy (11) recent work in [16] analyzes the aggregate interference in
(mg —m3)3/2 the absence of any shadow fading. This makes it difficult
Hence, the lognormal approximation is more skewed than tie compare the two sets of results. In this paper, we use
real interference if2(Y3) > ms. Now, consider simulations to assess the REM and PEZ schemes as discussed

in Section IV.
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IV. REM AND PEZ BASED SCHEMES 900

In all simulations CRs are located uniformly in the primary
coverage area. The number of active CRg;g, is binomi-
ally distributed with a maximum number of CRs given by
TR2Dcr, Where D¢y is the density of the CRs (number of
CRs per M) and we ignore the negligible hole in the circle
of radius Ry. The binomial probability that a CR wishes to
transmit is given by the activity factop, = 0.1. The primary
receiver is at the center of the coverage area and the prima
transmitter is also uniformly located in the primary coygma
area. In this section we consider two fundamentally diffiere
schemes for managing the interference at the PU receive A A A A
The REM approach utilizes instantaneous knowledge of al o 051 Tl;rgetsleR (é'g) 838 4
the interference values whereas the PEZ approach only uses
average information. Assume there a@er CR transmitters Fig. 4. PEZ radius vs target SINR for different values of thtior of primary
which desire a connection. Each of té-r CRs has an to secondary device coverage areas<(8 dB, v = 3.5).
interference power at the primary receiver given by (1) and

denoted!ly, Io, ..., In.,. Based on these interference values, )
the REM and PEZ approaches are described below. accepted CRs and the current CR is less thadB. If a CR
is not accepted, the next CR in the list is investigated.
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A. REM Approach
B. PEZ Approach

The REM approach [5] assumes thiat Io, ..., Iy, are . o .
known and selects those CRs for transmission which satis Th?tEEM taplf)roach Uses ﬁl.det?"ed REMCtS gllve |nf(t)ran§tlton
an SINR constraint. The constraint chosen is that the ad ut the interierence resuiting from any L. In contra,
interference must not decrease the SNR by more thaiB. Z approach [4] only uses location information to conthe! t
For example, if SNR = 10 dB in the absence of CRs, th cess of CRs. A simple exclusion zone is created with radius
those CRs c’hosen must give SINR (10 — A) dB TV\;O . around the primary receiver. No CR is allowed to transmit
methods are chosen for selection, a centralized approath ide the PEZ. and all CRs outside the.PEZ are permitted,
a decentralized approach. e r_ad|us,Re, is set so that_the SINR within _the PU coverage
1) Centralized Selection: Here we assume that a centralize§ 2 'S degraded by a certain amount. Specifically, the pyima
' . coverage area is defined to give an SNR greater than 5 dB,
controller knowsly, Iy, ... ., Ic, instantaneously and create%s% of the time. By allowing CRs to operate we accept a new

a list of the ordered interferers dg) < (o) < ... < I(ngp)- o . 0
The firstn CRs are selected such th@?:l I < A dB and ifll:lhRe t:i;lrrr?eet, less than 5 dB, which is achieved at least 95%

Z?:ll I(i) > A dB.
2) Decentralized Selection: Here we assume that the CRs

are considered in their original order which can be integate

as their order of arrival. Each interferer is considereduimt  We assume a PU coverage radiusidE 1000 m, and the

and is accepted if the combined interference from previoudtansmit power is adjusted such that the SNR in the coverage

V. SIMULATION RESULTS
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area exceeds 5 dB with probability 0.95. In other words the,. This observation is consistent with previous observation
area reliability with a 5 dB target is 95%. The CR transmiteported in [17].
power is also chosen so that 5 dB is achieved at least 95% ofncreasing the CR transmit power or increasifg will
correspondingly increase the interference and hence tize PE
1 m. Two kinds of CR penetration densities were chosen,radius. Figurd ¥ shows the PEZ radius vs target SINR for
high density of 10,000 CRs per sq. km and a corresponditigee different values ot/ R... These calculations were done
moderate density of 1000 CRs per sq. km. Additionally, it wefer « = 8 dB andy = 3.5. Reducing the CR transmit power
assumed that only 10% of the CRs wish to be active at amyll obviously result in a lower PEZ radius.

the time for a given CR coverage radius,. We takeRy =

one time. The values of the propagation constamtand o

are given on the relevant figures.

A. Exclusion Zone Results

the PEZ radius is approximately 700 m, fer= 6 dB and

B. Numbers of CRs
Figures[® and16 show CDFs of the number of CRs for
the two different types of REM approach and the impact
Given a variety of target SINRs, Fi@ll 3 shows the PE&f varying the fading parameters. In both these figures, the
radius for different values af. For example, if the interferencecentralized approach is superior, since it is designed ¢k pi
degrades the target SNR from 5 dB to an SINR of 4 dB, themp the maximum number of CRs that aggregate to make up
the acceptable interference degradation. We also noteFigm
~ = 3.5. It is interesting to note that the PEZ radius excludé that increasingy increases the number of permissible CRs.
virtually the entire PU coverage area for all target SINR®m This is because environments where- 4 will experience less
5] dB wheno = 12 dB, corresponding to dense urban areamterference compared to environments where- 3 due to
This result implies that for a given target SINR, environmsenincreased path loss. Looking at Fig. 6, increasindecreases
with largerc will result in higher interference and an increasethe permissible number of CRs. This result reinforces the
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