arXiv:1411.4011v1 [cs.NI] 12 Nov 2014

Optimal Radio Resource Allocation for Hybrid
Traffic in Cellular Networks: Centralized and
Distributed Architecture

Mo Ghorbanzadeh, Ahmed Abdelhadi, and Charles Clancy

Abstract—Optimal resource allocation is of paramount im- traffic elasticity, including the usage percentage as adi-app
portance in utilizing the scarce radio spectrum efficientlyand cation status differentiation in resource allocation scés is
provisioning quality of service for miscellaneous user apl-  \yqrthwhile. Besides, cellular network providers capapitd
cations, generating hybrid data traffic streams in presentday ! . . .
wireless communications systems. A dynamism of the hybrid adopt a Su_bscr'pt'on'ba_sed _d'ﬁerent'_at'on [3]’_ Where'scml'
traffic stemmed from concurrently running mobile applications laneous clients of an identical service receive diffeet
with temporally varying usage percentages in addition to sh- subscription-based treatments (corporate vs. privats; paid
scriber priorities impelled from network providers’ persp ective vs. pre-paid, and privileged vs. roaming users), can fine-tu
necessitate resource allocation schemes assigning the ctpem resource allocation approaches. Henceforth, resourceaall

to the applications accordingly and optimally. This manuscipt fi di di date di . . f
concocts novel centralized and distributed radio resourcalloca- |/ON MOl operandi can accommodate diverse exigencies o

tion optimization problems for hybrid traffic-conveying cellular ~ Present-day wireless networks conveying the hybrid trédfic
networks communicating users with simultaneously running accounting for all the aforementioned issues. Nonethgelbes

multiple delay-tolerant and real-time applications modeled as majority of resource allocation proposals fizzle to addtass

logarithmic and S|gm0|dql utility functhng, volatile appllcatlon aforesaid concerns collectively (sectionll-A).
percent usages, and diverse subscriptions. Casting under a

utility proportional fairness entail no lost calls for the proposed . . .
modi operandi, for which we substantiate the convexity, deige _Thls paper puts f_orward a nO\_/eI convex Ut"'t}/ proportional
computationally efficient algorithms catering optimal rates to the fairness maximization formulation for an optimal resource

applications, and prove a mutual mathematical equivalenceUlti-  gllocation in wireless networks and is outfitted with the
mately, the algorithms performance is evaluated via simulions g hscriber, application status, and service differetiatpa-
and discussing germane numerical results. . . . A
rameterized respectively as user equipment (UE) subgamipt
Index Terms—Utility function, Hybrid traffic, Convex opti-  \weights, application status weights, and applicationitytil
mization, Centralized algorithm, Distributed algorithm, Optimal ¢ ,1tions. The weights are supplied by network providers
resource allocation, Dual problem. . L .
so that a foreground-running application such as a voice
call attains a higher application status weight than do the
|. INTRODUCTION background-running ones, e.g. an automatic applicaticlaigp
Mobile broadband services have been falling afoul of process. Mobile subscribers of the system under our consid-
perennially upsurged demand for radio resources durirenteceration can concurrently run multiple applications witkeith
years. This upswing owes to the gigantic boom in mobiltility functions and statuses depending on the generaadfitt
service subscribers’ quantity as well as to the outgrowttature and instantaneous usage percentage, respectively.
of their generated traffic volume ][2]. On the other hand,
the migration of cellular network providers from offering a Moreover, casting the service differentiation under aitutil
single service such as the Internet access to a multi-serigoportional fairness policy prioritizes the real-timeaffic
framework, like multimedia telephony and mobile-TV| [3],0ver the delay-tolerant one, conducive to fulfilling QoS re-
along with the emergence and prevalence of smartphomrements. In addition to solving the formalized optintiaa
hosting simultaneously running delay-tolerant and riakt problem analytically, we develop distributed and certedi
applications with distinctive quality of service (QoS) vég- solution procedures as computationally efficient algaomih
ments[[4] arise an urgency to dynamically provisioning @asi excerpted from Lagrangians of the resource allocationa du
bit rates to the application traffic so as to elevate useraliu problems [[5] and perform necessary simulations to validate
of experience (QoE) tightly bound to the subscriber chujn [3everaged methodologies. For the distributed case, the rat
As such, incorporating service differentiation mechasigmio  assignment process is realized in double stages which first
resource allocation methods is a matter of high consequer@etimally allocates UEs the Evolved Node B (eNB) resources
Inasmuch as applications’ temporal usage percentagalgire@’ia their mutual collaborations and then disseminate UKlban
impacts the generated traffic volume and nature, e.g. tWiths to the running applications internally to the UEs m a
optimum fashion. In contrast, the devised centralizedineut
Part of this work was accepted at IEEE ICNC CNC Workshop 25 [ 4||ots hybrid application rates in a monolithic stage tearied
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A. Related Work rendered to the temporal changes in the application usage or
) o UE quantities. In ([[19]), the authors adopted a non-convex
The resource allocation optimization research area has &Ptimization formulation to maximize the system utility in
ceived a significant attention since the seminal networlikyuti \yireless networks consisting of applications with logaritc
maximization study in([6] which allocated user rates thitougang sigmoidal utility functions. A distributed process was
a utility proportional fairness maximization solved by th@mployed to obtain the rates under a zero duality gap; bet, th
Lagrange multipliers[[5]. Soon after, an iterative algumit a50rithm did not converge for a positive duality gap leagin
relying on the duality of the aforementioned resource allgy compounding a heuristic to ensure the network stability.
cation problem was proposed [7]. Whilst the traffic in these | other studies, the authors of [20] created a utility max-
early research works had an elastic nature common for Wirgfin fairness resource allocation for the hybrid traffic shgr
communication systems and approximated by concave utilgysingle path in a communications network. Similarly,][21]
functions, the advent and prevalence of high-speed wselggesented a utility proportional fairmess optimizatiom fbe
networks have entailed an increased utilization of remeti high signal-to-interference-plus-noise ratio wirelesgworks
applications whose utility functions grow non-concaVe. [8l;sing a utility max-min architecture, contrasted agaitet t
For instance, the utility of a voice-over-IP (MoIP) can bgraditional proportional fairness algorithnis [22] and yided
represented as a step function whose utility is zero befogeciosed-form solution that refrained from network oseilla
a certain threshold rate and achievé¥)’% for rates larger tions. However, neither methods cared for any traffic or user
than the threshold. Another example is a video streamiQgorities in assigning the spectrum. In [([23], [24]), the
application whose utility can be approximated as a signoida,thors developed a utility proportional fairness reselsiock
function convex (concave) for rates below (above) its iiteC  gjjocation in wireless networks as an integer optimization
point. As such, the methods presented inLI( [6], [7]) inCUsroplem. They initially obtained the continuous optimaiesa
the proceeding drawbacks: (a) Reaching optimal solutiogfq then took on a boundary mapping technique to extracted
for solely concave utility functions, they are inapplicabl 3 pool of valid resource blocks tantamount to inferred optim
to the drastically escalating inelastic traffic volume of aggntinuous rates, albeit neither hybrid traffic, nor apatiicn
courant networks; (b) Neither priority do they render tolveagtatys, nor user importance was taken into the equation. In a
time applications with stringent QoS requirements, noy th&jmjlar work [25], the authors organized a utility proportal
reserve any attention for the application statuses, ngrldek  fajmess optimization which allocated optimal UE rates in a
after subscribers’ varied importance pivotal from a businece|jular infrastructure coexistent with radars by levémgg
standpoint. the Lagrange multipliers. Finally] [26] presented a subcar
Later, the authors in (_[9],[10]) presented distributeceratier allocation in orthogonal frequency division multipsl
allocation algorithms for multi-class service offeringased systems concentrating on delay constrained data and used
on concave and sigmoidal utility functions representing apetwork delay models [27] for the subcarrier assignment An
plications. Despite closely approximating optimal saloti last but not the least] [28] developed a location/time/eriat
involved methods dropped users to maximize the systesware source allocation in cellular networks; howevery the
utility, so they could not guarantee a minimal QoS. Awlid not consider the temporal changes in the applicatiogaisa

effort by the authors in (L[11]=[13]) proposed a utility propercentage, the number of UESs, or subscribers’ priority.
portional fairness resource allocation, for users of alsing

carrier communication network, cast as a convex problea Contributions
with logarithmic and sigmoidal utility functions respely In brevity, contributions of the current manuscript pratee
modelling delay-tolerant and real-time applicationshaligh as such.

their schemes prioritized the real-time applications av&r . We formulate resource allocation optimizations with cen-

delay-tolerant ones, they neither contemplated the agtpic tralized and distributed architectures for cellular com-
status or user differentiation concepts, nor regarded yheidh munication systems subsuming smartphones generating
traffic prevailing in modern networks. a hybrid traffic of elastic and inelastic data flows respec-
In [14], the author considered a weighted aggregation of tively stemmed from concurrently running delay-tolerant
logarithmic and sigmoidal utilities approximated to theane and real-time applications applications mathematically

est concave utility function via a minimum mean-squared modelled as logarithmic and sigmoidal utility functions
error measure inside UEs. The approximate utility function in that order.

solved the rate allocation optimization through a variatid « We prove that the proposed resource allocation optimiza-
the conventional distributed resource allocation approiac tion problems are convex, have tractable global opti-
[6] such that rate assignments essentially estimated aptim  mal solutions (the rate assignments are optimal), render
ones. However, the rate were only approximations and no bandwidth assignment priorities to real-time applicagion

consideration was given to user or application prioritiEisis due to their reliance on the utility proportional fairness

work was extended by Shajaiah et. all (1[15],][16]) to allow framework, and eschew from dropping users hereby a
for the application of the resource allocation in a multi-  minimum QoS is warranted.

carrier network in public safety. The authors in_(J[17],][L8] « We adopt a two-stage algorithm for the distributed ap-
considered a similar multicarrier optimal resource altmoa proach to optimally assign rates for UEs externally and

aware of the subscriber priorities. However, no attenti@s w for running applications internally.



« We derive a robust one-stage algorithm for the centrahodelled by correspondingly normalized logarithmic argt si
ized scheme to optimally assign rates to the runningoidal utility functions in equation$¥1) andl (2) in that erd
applications externally to the UEs and prove that the[10]).
mathematical equivalence of the two-stage and one-stage

1
concocts. Y S S
U(r) c(l o d) 1)
C. Organization Here,c = iffb andd = ;. It can be easily verified

that U(0) = 0 and U(co) = 1, where the former is one

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Sectigf the previously mentioned utility function propertiesdan
[-Alsurveys the topical resource allocation literature ievity. e |atter indicates that an infinite resource assignmestes

Sectionll) presents the formulation for the centralized ang)yo; satisfaction. Furthermore, it is easily derivable that the
distributed resource allocation optimizations probleSection inflection point of equation{1) occurs at= " = b, where

[T proves the existence of global optimal solutions for thehe superscript "inf” stands for infliction.

optimization problems devised in sectibh 1l. Sectiod IV ut

forward solution algorithms for the optimization problems log(1 + kr)

Section[V] proves the mathematical equivalence between the (r) = log(1 + krmax) @
distributed and centralized algorithms. Secfion IV-Csthates
the distributed robust rate allocation algorithm to refrixkom
rate fluctuations. SectidnlV provides with a solution algori
for the one-stage centralized rate allocation algorithec-S
tion [Vl discusses simulation setup and develops quaivitat
results along with their analysis for the implementation (ﬁl
the proposed resource assignment schemes. And, sectibin
concludes the paper.

Here, r™® is the maximum rate at which the application
QoS is satisfied in full {00% utility percentage) and is the
utility function increase with augmenting the allocatedera
r. It can be easily checked th&t(0) = 0 andU (™) = 1.,
here the former is again the basic property of the utilitydu
ns and the latter implies thatla0% QoS satisfaction occurs
atr = ™%, Moreover, the inflection point of normalized
logarithmic function is at- = »" = 0. For the sake of illus-
tration, the utility functions with the parameters accaglto

[l. PROBLEM FORMULATION Table[] are plotted in Figurle 3(a), from which we can observe

The objective is to determine optimal rates that hybridhat the sigmoid utility functions gain a slight QoS satisian
traffic-carrying cellular communications systems shoutd Hnly after the allocated rates surpass the inflection pafits
allocating to their UE applications so as to dynamicall{® utilities whereas thg Ioganthmlc_ones obtaln_some QoS
ensure as such: 1) Real-time applications are renderedtprio ulfillment even for a minuscule assigned bandwidth. These
over delay-tolerant ones. 2) no user is dropped 3) Appﬁ)_ehawors make §|gm0|da! and logarithmic utility func'son
cations temporal usage is accounted for. 4) Subscripticititable for modeling real-time and delay-tolerant agglans

based treatments is honored. We assume each UE contif#pectively, and the germane mathematical analyses reippea

multiple simultaneously running real-time and delay-tate ( [10], [21]) in nuance.
applications, mathematically represented by sigmoidal an Next, sectiorL I-B concocts the system model for the rate

logarithmic utility functions as shown in section II-A. allocation problem proposed in this article.

B. System Model

. . . . . To present the system, with no loss of generality, we con-
Utility function have been used in a wide variety of researc&entrate on a cellular network’s single cell, which subssime

works to model some representative characteristic of tgﬁ eNB coveringVl UEs (hereM = 6) depicted in Figuré&ll
system. For_instance. [‘29_] leveraged utility _functions todel where each UE concurrently runs delay-tolerant and ra&‘t—ii
the modulanon_ schemes In a power aII_ocat|_on problem. thépplications represented respectively by the logarithamd
paper, an application performance satisfaction as a fomat sigmoidal utility functions in section IIZA. The rate assay
its allocated rates is referred to as a utility function, ated by the eNB to thei® UE is denoted as; and the UE's
asU(r) for the rater, and have the following propertie's [8]'aggregated utility function is shown as(ri),lwhich we relate

« U(0) =0 andU(r) is an increasing function . it to the UE application utilities accordingly to the equati
« U(r) is twice differentiable in- and bounded above. (@) pelow.

A. Applications Utility functions

The first statement of the former property implies the
nonnegativity of the utility functions which is expectedc i i
they represent application performance satisfactiongreage, Vi(ri) = H Ui (rij) ®)
whereas its second statement reveals that the more assigned =t
rate, the higher the application performance satisfactom  Here,r;;, U;;(r;), anda;; respectively represent the rate
the flip side, the latter property indicates the continuify allocation, application utility function, and applicatizusage
the utility functions. Hybrid traffic consists of elastic can percentage of thei'" application running on the* UE.
inelastic traffic streams sprung from respectively deldgrant Hence, we can Writezy;“l a; = lLandr = Zj»v;’l Tijs
and real-time applications whose utilities are conduttivewhere, for theit” UE, N; is the number of coevally running



applications and-; presents the bandwidth allotment by the 1) EURA Optimization Problem:EURA optimization,
eNB. The former of the afore-written equations states tloé fasolved collaboratively amongst UEs and their eNB, can be
that the addition of thé!” UE’s application usage percentagesvritten as equatiori{5), wheé (r;) = H;V;'l UZJ (ri;) is the
proves 100% usage percentage, and the letter one impli¢d UE aggregated utility function expressed in equatfdn (4),
that the thei’® UE rate is the augmentation of all it; r = [r1,79,...,7a] is the UE rate vector whosé&* component
applications resources assignments. represents the rate assigned by the eNB ta'th&JE, and M/
We resort to a centralized and a distributed approadh,the number of UEs covered by the eNB. In secfion lI-A,

illustrated in sections [I-IC arid 1D respectively, to dissinate we prove the convexity and tractable optimal solvability of
resources to the applications of UEs with the aggregatéityuti the optimization problem in equatiofl (5) exists and present

as in equation[{3). the algorithm to solve this problem in section lIl.
M
Bi (..
max lj[lvi (r:)
M )

subject to Z“’ <R,
=1
ri >0, i=1,2,.., M.

Fig. 1. System Model: Single cell, within the cellular netwowith an
eNB coveringM = 6 UEs each with simultaneously running delay-tolerant 2) IURA Optimization ProblemiURA optimization prob-
and relay-time applications represented by logarithmid sigmoidal utility . . . .
functions respectively. lem, solved internally in each UE, can be written as equation
@) for the i*" UE with i € {1,2,..M}, wherer; =
. o [ri1, 142, ..., Tin,] IS the application rate allocation vector such
C. Centralized Optimization that its j"» component indicates the bandwidth allotted by the
We develop a rate allocation optimization problem that" UE to its j** application,r;.’pt is the i*" UE rate allocated
assigns the application resources directly by the eNB inby eNB via solving the EURA optimization in equatidn (5),
singular stage. The basic germane formulation is illusttatandN; is the number of applications of ti& UE. Superscript
in equation [(#). "opt” indicates the optimality of the UE rates which will
be proved in sectiof III-A. Besides, sectign 1-B proves

M N that there exists a tractable global optimal solution to the

. Bi
max H (H U (Tij)) IURA optimization problem in equatiofi](6) and sectlon IV-D
i=1 j=1 provides the solving algorithm thereof.
M N; (4)
subject to Z Zrij <R, N,
==t | max  JJU5 (i)
TijZO, 121,2,...,M, ]:1,2,...,]\71' ‘ j=1
Here, for M UEs covered by an eNB, = [r1, 7o, ..., 71] _ N opt (6)
is the UE allocated rate vectoR is the maximum available subject to Y Jri; <177,
resources at the eNB, anf; is a subscription-dependent =1
weight for thei*” UE. Sectior Il-C proves the convexity and rij 20, j=1,2,.., N

tractable optimal solvability of the aforementioned optiaa

tion problem, whose solution procedure is concocted as arf\ext, sectiorLIll proves the convexity of the EURA and
algorithm in sectiof V. IURA optimization problems.

Next, sectior II-D) introduces a distributed approach to the

resource allocation problem.
P IIl. EXISTENCE OF AGLOBAL OPTIMAL SOLUTION

D. Dlstrlbu_te.d Opt|m|z§t|9n . ) . This section proves the existence of optimal solutions for
We subdivide the optimization probleid (4) into two simplefe centralized and distributed resource allocations Idpee

optimizations solved separately. The first optimizatiom-co;, sectionsTED and sectioi THC, respectively.
cerns with the UE rate allocation by the eNB via collabonagio

between the eNB and pertinent UEs hereby the optimization is

referred to as external UE_ resource allocation (EUR_A).. Qn. th\  EURA Global Optimal Solution

contrary, the second optimization wells up from distribgti

the application rates by the host UEs, performed interrtally ~ Strictly increasing nature of logarithms yields in an egquiv
the UEs and is named the internal UE rate allocation (IURA3lent EURA objective functiomrg max Sty Bilog(Vi(ry)),

The solutions for the EURA and IURA optimization is laid astemmed from equatio](5), reformulated and referred to as
algorithms presented in sectibn] V. The EURA formulation isespectively equatidn 7 and log-EURA problem, for which the
explained below. lemmaldll.1 is conceivable.



M
max Z} Bilog(Vi(ry))
M (7)
subject to Z” <R,
=1
>0, i=1,2, ..M.

[ |
Next, theorenl II[.R proves the EURA optimization convex-
ity.
Theorem 1l.2. The EURA optimization problem in equation

(®) is convex and has a unique tractable global optimal
solution.

Proof: The aggregated utility concavity (lemnfa_Tll.1)

Lemma Ill.1. The aggregated utility natural logarithm concludes the log-EURA (equatidd (7)) convex[tyl[30], whic

log(V;(r;)) is strictly concave.

Proof: From equation[{3), we can writkog V;(r;) =

Z;ﬁl a;jlog Usj(ri;) whereU;;(ri;) > 0 in accordance with

sectior 1) utility function properties. Also, logarithmitilities
(equation [(R)) concavity stems ol (r;;) = Wislry)

dTij
and U/ (r;;) = “%alra) <, resulting in 4‘110“5?;"”—” -
ij
Uj; (riz)

> 0 due to Uij(T‘ij) > 0 and Uzlj(rz]) >0
2 log(Us; (ri;)) _ Ut (rij)Us (rig) =UZ3 (riy)
dr? - U7 (rij)

Uij(rij)
and in

Ul (rij) < 0. Thus, the logarithmic utility natural logarithm
is strictly concave. On the flip side, for a sigmoidal utilit
Uij(rij) (equation [(IL)) with0 < r;; < R, we have the
following inequalities amongst which the first owes to the
sigmoidal function’s continuity and < U;;(r;;) < 1 and

the rest are utter algebraic manipulation of the first one.

1
1+ e—ais(rig=bi) dij) <1
1 + Cijdij

O<Cij(

d;;
2] < 1 +e—a7;j(r73j—b1,j) Cij
1 Cij

> 14 e wi(ri—=biy) 5 )

dij 1+ Cij dij

1

0<1—d;;(1 —aij(rig=bij)y « =
i(lte ) 1+ cijdij

in turn proves the EURA problem (equatid (5)) convexity due
to their objective functions equivalence. There exists igum
tractable global optimal solution for a convex optimizatio
[30]. [ |
Section 1II-B explores the IURA optimization convexity.

B. IURA Global Optimal Solution

The IURA objective function]_[j.\];1 Uy (ri;) corresponds
N;

< 0 due to 10>2;2 ai;log(Us;(rij)), so equatior((6) can be reformulated

as equationl9, referred to as the log-lURA problem for which
corollary[Il.3 is conceivable.

y

N;
max > i logUs(rig)

=1

N 9)
subject to Zrij <r®

=1

Tij 20, j=1,2,...,Ni.

Corollary 111.3.  The IURA optimization problem in equation
(@) is convex and has a unique tractable global optimal
solution.

Proof: Substantiating lemmaTlll1 was concomitant with
proving the application utility natural logarithm conceyi
which ascertains the convexity of the log-lURA (equation

For0 < r; < R, we have the following inequalities, (19))_ [30], yielding in the convexity of its equivalent IURA
of which the first results from first additive’s denomina®Ptimization (equatior{6)) and existence of a tractabiéoal

tor positivity in addition to the formerly derived statentenoPtimal solution[[30]. o L
0 < 1 —di(1 4 eaulrii=bii))y « _1__ as well as other TheoreniTIl.2 and corollady 113 indicate that the distrtbd

. o 1+cijdiy . _ L . . . '
constituents’ positivity and the last one is verifiable byeg- OPtimization in sectior T-D assigns rates optimally. Next
tigating its terms algebraically. Hence, the sigmoidalityti SectionIl-G analyzes the centralized optimization coditye
natural logarithm is strictly concave. As such, the appidces
utility functions U;;(r;;) > 0 of the system model (equationC. Centralized Rate Allocation Global Optimal Solution

E)) have st;icctjly tC'I(')tgca\z? (n?turaIXI:(])\garithTs,Um((ean;ng tha The  centralized optimizﬁation objective  func-

€ aggregated utlityog V;(1;) = -:11 i log Ui (744 IS i M N; i i

strictly concave. ! tion | (Hj:1 U’ (mj)) corresponds to
Zf\il Bi Z;V:H a;;logUij(rij),  reformulating  equation

oo —is (rij—bis) (@) as equatioh 10, referred to as the log-centralized propl
17 Wig

1 UZ y 1/ = H . . ]
dre og Uij(rij) T dy (1 1 e ot ) for which corollary(1Il.4 is conceivable
aijeiaij(rij*bij) 50 o N,
(14 emairy=bi)) max D B> aujlogUyy(riy)
2 —aj;dije” % (rig—bis) 8 ' i=1  j=1
- logUs;(rij) = N M_ N (10)
i Cij (1 = dij (1 + e~ lria—bis )) subjectto » > ry; <R,

_ 2 ,a..(r..,b..)
aije ij\Tij =04y

+ (1 4 e—aii (rij =bij))

2<O

i=1 j=1
Tij > 0, i = 1,2,...,M, _7 = 1,2,...



Corollary Ill.4. The centralized optimization problem in

equation [[#) is convex and has a unique tractable global dD(p) M M
optimal solution. By R - Zri - Z 2 =0 (14)

i=1 i=1

Proof: Substantiating lemmialll1 was concomitant with o " v .
proving the application utility natural logarithm concayi ~ Substituting byzi:1w§4 = p>_;= ri» We have equation
which entails the the log-centralized optimization (equrat (15), minimized top = Z:le at Zf‘il z; = 0 wherew,; =
(X0)) convexity [30], ensuing the convexity of its tantambu pr; is transmitted by thé!”* UE to the eNB.
centralized optimization (equatioh](4)) and existence of a
tractable global optimal solution [30]. ] Zi]\il w;

Next, sectiom IV solves the distributed optimization pehl p= m
presented in sectidn I[HD. =

(15)

As such, we divide the log-EURA problefn (7) into simpler
IV. EURA ALGORITHM AND DRAWBACK optimizations at the eNB (eNB EURA problem) and UEs
Here, we deploy the distriduality for convex optimizatio "E EURA problem), respectively equatioris (17) afd] (16)
problems to solving them efficiently, similar to] [6[.] [7]. \ah Whose solutions, guaranteeing the utility proportionatiess
proceeds is such an application of the duality to EURA arffl €duation[(b), are summarized in Algorithins IV.2 dnd V.1
IURA constituents of the distributed rate allocation peshl in that order.
as well as to the centralized resource assignment problem. W

present the EURA algorithm in section TV-A below. max log Vi(ri) —prs
subjectto p >0 (16)
A. EURA Algorithm r; >0, 1=1,2,...,M.

The log-EURA problem([7) can be solved by converting it to
its dual problem, similar td [6]/]7]. We define the Lagrangia
as equation[(11).

During the execution of the aforesaid algorithms, starting
with w;(0) = 0, the i** UE, transmits an initial bicw; (1)

to the eNB, which in turn subtracts the latterly received bid
w;(n) and the formerly received one;(n — 1) and ceases

- a al the procedure if the difference is less than a threshld
L(r.p) _;bg(v(r‘)) _p(; rit ;Zl —B) Otherwise, it computes and sends a shadow ppice) =
M M M to is covered UEs. Theé'" UE extracts its rate
— Z (10g(vi(7"i)) —pm) +p(R - Z z) (11) ri(n) from the receiveg(n) such thatlog V;(r;) — p(n)r; is
im1 i=1 maximized. The rate;(n) is employed to estimate the new
M M bid w;(n) = p(n)r;(n), transmitted to the eNB. This routine
=3 Li(ri,p) +p(R = z) repeats until the bid differende; (n) —w;(n—1)| falls below
i=1 i=1 the threshold.
where z; > 0 is the slack variable ang is La- .
grange multiplier or the shadow price (price per unit band- ”L'” D(p)
width for all the M channels). Therefore, thé'" UE . (17)
: X i subject to p > 0.
bid for bandwidth can be written as; = pr;, where
Silw; = pYiL . The first term in equation’(11) is The solutionr;(n) of the i UE EURA optimization
separable imr;, so we havemax 2imi(log(Vi(ri)) —pri) = 1,(n) = arg IrlraXélogVi(m) _ p(n)n-) in Algorithm
Zj‘il mrzix(log(W(ri)) — pr;) and the dual problem ObjeCtiveessentially solves the equatizfa_lo%xﬁ(m) — p(n), alge-
function can be written as equatidn [12). braically the Lagrange multiplier solution for equatidng)1
and geometrically the intersection point of the horizotites
D(p) =max L(r,p) y = p(n) with the curvey = alogai‘rf(m.
Ar[ " A convergence analysis of the EURA algorithms and its
:ZmTaX(log(Vi(n)) —pn) +p(R— Z ) w2 resultant snags are discussed in sedfionlIV-B.
=1 =1

M M
= > max(L;(r;,p)) +p(R— ) 2z ) )

; T (Lilri, p)) +2( ; ) To commence analyzing the EURA Algorithrhs V.1 and
V2]l lemmallV1 is envisaged.

Lemma IV.1. The aggregated utility functio®;(r;), the slope

(13) curvature function%‘f(”) has inflection points at; =
inf

subjectto p > 0. 5 AT for j1" application utility functionl;; and is convex
for r;; > maxrj;.
J

B. EURA Convergence Analysis

Thus, the dual problem is formulated as equationd (13).

min D(p)

Leveraging the method of Lagrange multiplier, we have:



Algorithm IV.1 UE EURA Optimization
Send initial bidw; (1) to eNB.
00p i z{dze (b1 — diy(1 = emeutrs=bo)
Receive shadow pricg(n) from eNB. . (1 (1 + efaij(nj—bij)))?’
if STOP from eNBthen

Calculate allocated rate®™ = wiln) e~ i (rig=bij) (1 — e=ii (T —bis))
(n) 3 s
STOP ! + PP } X agjai
else ( te )
Solver;(n) = arg Inr?x(logvi(ri) —p(n)m). Z ( ik (log(1 + kijriz) — 1)
Se_nd new bidw;(n) = p(n)r;(n) to eNB. < (14 kyyri)21og? (1 4 kijrij)
end if =N+
end loop (20)
Itis easy to show thatr;, > < 0. Denoting thel™ term
: _ of equation [(IR) an@™? and 3"¢ terms of equation[(20) as
Algorithm IV.2 eNB EURA Optimization respectivelyS}, S?, and S? stems out equation sdf(21), for
loop which properties in equation s¢t {22) are considerable.
Receive bidsw;(n) from UEs.{Let w;(0) =1 Vi}
if |w1( ) wz(n — 1)| < § Vi then 1 a”a’i e%i3Yij (e%iYij e~ g (Tij=bij)y
Allocate rates;%” = “;((n’;) to useri. Si = (@3 —e= i (i =P )5
STOP 52 a”a” aij(7‘ij*bi]‘)(1,e*aij(m‘j*bij))
else ‘ i) (21)
Calculatep(n) = =i= 1 53— iy k2, (log(14kij74)—1)
Send new shadow pnqdn) to all UEs. (Ttki;7i5)2 Tog2 (11 kiy i)
end if
From equation sef (22), we observe that the slope curvature
end loop a L22) P

function S; has the inflection point; = r; ~ b;; = r";f

and changes from a convex function close to the origin to a

concave function before the inflection pointraf = r;; to a
Proof: For the i'" UE aggregated utilityV;(r;), let convex function after the inflection point.

Si(ri) = 28¥irs) be the aggregated utility slope curvature

function, S;; (ri;) = M’%Ui”(“” be thejt" application utility
slope curvature function, anNS be the number of sigmoidal

lim,, 0 Sil = 00,
lim,., ., St =0 for b, > = V j
S2(bij) =0

utilities. Taking the logarithm and derivative of both sdef SZQ b >0 (22)
the equation[{3) yields in equatiopn_{18). Sl E:: i bz;; i 0
S (’f‘ij > 0) >0
N.
dlog V;(r; 0 —
Si(’l"i) = OgT(T) = o Zaij lOg Uq,_]('f'”) u
" " Corollary IV.2. If M, max rj; < R, then Algorithm§ V1
B i Olog Uw Tij) Z and[1V:2 converge to the gIobaI optimal rates corresponding
= are; @ij8ij(1i7)  (18) 1o the steady state shadow prige, < < Lol 4 Sisa
B whereiy.x = arg max T @NATS, = mar;l(axr”
NS N, max max
= Z Sij(rij) Z @i Sij(rij) Proof: An essential step to reach the optimal solution in
=1 J=NF+1 Algorithm (V1) is solving r;(n) = argmax(logVi(ri) -

Taking the1'" and 2" derivatives of equation (18), Wep(n)ri) using the Lagrange multipliers in equatidn](23).
write:

dlog V;(r;
T()_PZSi(H)—PZO- (23)
N1S —@;j(Tij—044 ’ . . .
95 _ —aijaddije” i (i b) Furthermore, equation sdi _{22) indicate that the slope cur-
or; e c»»(l —di(1+ e_aij(”j_bij)))z vature functionS;(r;) is convex forr; > maxr” ~ maxb;;.
J= 17 17

Similar to the analyses in [6][[7], the Algorlthnhﬂ/l and

Qj a2 e dij (rij—bij)

-} (19) [V.2]are guaranteed to converge to the global optimal smiuti
(1 + efaij(mjfbij)) when the aggregated slope curvature funct#fr;) is in the
convex region. Hence, the aggregated utility natural libigpar
aijkfj converges to the global optimal solution for > maxr;; ~

; %S:H{ 1+ kijrmae) log(1 + k;jrij)? 7 mjaxbw. On the other hand, the sigmoidal ut|I|tJy function



by. For M max r§;, < R,

. J
Algorithms [V and[1V.2 allocate rates;; > b;; for all
users and since;;(r;;) is convex forr;; > ri; = bij, the

inflection point is atr" =

before, it can be placed in the eNB EURA as well. The
fledgling robust EURA process is illustrated in Algorithms

V3] and [[V4. Here, starting withw;(0) = 0, each UE

optimal solution can be achieved by the algorithms. Equati§@Mmences transmitting an initial bid (1) to the eNB, which

(23) and convexity ofS;;(r;) for ri; > rf; =~ by imply
thatpss < Sij(rij = Inaxbij), WhereSl-j (Tij = maxbij) =

0 Ld, » .
qmax—tmax 4 —max QN ipya = arg max; bj;. [ |

1-d

Corollary IV.3. For Y., max 73
J

aijbij a;jbij

. . ~ a;jdije” 2 a;je 2
optimal shadow price,, ~ 7 + -5 the

> R and the global

at each iterate calculates the difference between the currently
and formerly received bid®;(n) andw;(n — 1), then exits if
the difference falls below a threshaigdotherwise, it computes
the shadow pricepg(n) = M and send it to its
covered UEs, amongst which Th& UE obtains the rate;
maximizing the statemembg 3;V; (r;) —pgr(n)r;, estimates its
new bidw;(n) = pg(n)r;(n), and sends it to the eNB.

] C1—dyy Lye (1
solution by EURA Algorlthm@.l ariﬂ/.z
the global optimal solution.

fe 2 )
fluctuates abo';btlgorithm IV.3 UE Robust EURA Algorithm

Proof: It follows from lemmaIV1 that forzz.]\i1 r;’;-f >

R, 3 i such that the optimal rate:é’j’.Jt < bij. Thus, pss ~
a;jb; :
T+

1—dij(14e72 ")  (l4e—2 ) .
the optimization problem in equatidn (5). Then, a small ¢jean

in the shadow price(n) at then?” iteration can cause the rate
ri;(n) (the root of S;;(r;;) — p(n) = 0) to fluctuate between
the concave and convex curvature of the slope cuyér;;)
for the i*" UE. Therefore, it produces a fluctuation in the
bid value w;(n) sent to the eNB, which in turn induces a
vacillation of the shadow pricg(n) transmitted by eNB to the
UEs. Hence, the iterative solution oscillates about théajlo
optimal ratesS™" n

Theorem IV.4. EURA Algorithmg 1Vl and TM2 do not con-

a;jbij
a;je 2

aijdije

is the optimal shadow price for

a;;035

Send initial bidw; (1) to eNB.
loop
Receive shadow pricg(n) from eNB.
if STOP from eNodeBhen
Calculate allocated rate™ =
else
Solver;(n) = arg mrax(ﬂi log Vi (r;) —pE(n)n-).
Calculate new bidu; (n) = p(n)r:(n).
if wi(n) —w;(n—1)] > Aw(n) then
wi(n) = w;(n— 1) +sign(w;(n) —w;(n— 1)) Aw(n)
{Aw =11 = or Aw = L}
end if
Send new bidw;(n) to eNB.
end if
end loop

w;(n)
p(n) *

verge to the optimal solution for all eNB ratds.

Proof: It directly follows from the corollarie§ TVI2 and
[V.3]that the EURA algorithm does not converge to the glob

Algorithm 1V.4 eNB EURA Algorithm

optimal solution for all values ofR:. [ ]

loop

The potential EURA seesawing about optimal rates and Receive bidsw;(n) from UES_{Let wi(0) =1 Vi}
dearth of convergence thereof motivate us to include some If [wi(n) —wi(n—1)| <4 Vi then

robustness into the procedure. This is done in seéfion] IV-C.

C. EURA Robust Algorithm

Incorporate robustness into the EURA Algorithims V.1 and

STOP and allocate rates (€™ to useri)
else o

Calculatepg(n) = w

Send new shadow prigez(n) to all UEs
end if

V2] so that they converge for all eNB rates requires the g loop

algorithm to refrain from fluctuations in the non-convergen

region for > max r;; < R. To do this, afluctuation

decay functiom\w(n) as below reduces the step size betwedrémark IV.6. If the subscriber differentiation paramete

the current and previous bid, i.ev;(n) — w;(n — 1), for

is available only at the eNB (or other network provider upit)

every useti if a fluctuation occurs. The allocated rates shoul@he shadow prices is changed tofZ.

coincide with the those of EURA Algorithmis V.1 and 1V.2
for Zﬁl max rf; > R.
J

D. IURA Algorithm

This section presents the second stage of the distributed
resource allocation during which the application ratgsare
optimally assigned internally to the UEs in accordance with
Algorithm V5, where thei** UE leverages the EURA allo-
cated rate?™ to solver; = argmax 3" ", (ov;; log Uy (i) —
Remark IV.5. The fluctuation decay function can be included i

t
C : : DITij) +p17’§,'-3-
in either UE EURA Algorithm or eNB EURA Algorithm. Next, sectio V includes the centralized resource allocati

In our model, we choose to incorporate the decay functi@gorithm in which the application rate are assigned in a
into the UE EURA Algorithm even though, as mentionedhonolithic stage.

« Exponential functionAw(n) = lie 2.
« Rational function Aw(n) = 5.

wheréy, [, 13 can be adjusted to change the bids decay
rate.



Algorithm IV.5 UE IURA Optimization
loop [ App Ni]--- [App1] i"UE ] eNodeB

Receiver’™ from eNB. {by EURA Algorithms
Solve
opt

i = argmax Z?:il(oéij log Uij(rij) — prriz) + prv;

{ri =A{ra,riz, ., min, }
Allocate r;; to the j** application.
end loop allocate rate1

Allocate UE App
Rates

allocate rate N, |
T

V. CENTRALIZED ALGORITHM

The process for the centralized resource allocatign (B 2. Centralized Algorithm: Resources are allocatedh® dpplications
consists of UE and eNB parts shown in respectively A|g(59””in9 on the UEs in a monolithic stage, in which UEs trastheir
. . . application utility parameters to their eNB, which cald¢ata the optimal
rithms[V.1 and V.2, whose executions (Figlie 2) start by UESplication rates and transmit them to the germane UEs.
transmitting their application utility parameters to theB;
which in turn solves the entire optimization by allottingeth

bandwidth to the applications in an optimum fashion. The Proof: The concavity of the logarithmic utility; yields

rates, solutions to equation (Ill-C), are the valugswhich DU, (re7) . 02U, (rey)
solve the equatioﬁ%i(”“ = p(n) and are the intersection"" Uij(rij) = —5;;+ > 0 and Ujj(ry;) - o <0,
of the time varying shadow price, horizontal lige= p(n), and lemmaldlL1l stems ouS;;(ri;) = Og(#f””

. _ 0logU;(rijz) . ey s " i VUi (1) = U2 (75
with the curvey = B geometrically. gjﬁrji <~ 0 and 6531«(”-”) — Ui ])UUZ?E(TJI-])-) Uiri) .

_ . . Also, for the utility function, we havéy;;(r;;) > 0, Ui;(r4j)
Algorithm V.1 UE Centralized Algorithm is increasing, and it is twice differentiable with respeat t
loop ri; (section[d)). ThereforesS;;(r;;) of the logarithmic utility

Send application utility parametersfunction is strictly decreasing. From equatidnl(24), foe th
{aij, bij, iz, kij, ri3} to eNB. sigmoidal utility functionU;; (r;;) where0 < r;; < R, we can
Receive rates™ = {ro ro%" ...,rfﬁ}i} from eNB. WriFe inequ.ality. set[_(2|4), giving thaﬁij (r;;) of the sigmoidal
Allocate rater{™ internally to j* applications. utility function is strictly decreasing.
end loop
0
Sij (T‘ij) >0, WS” (T‘ij) <0 (24)
Algorithm V.2 eNB Centralized Algorithm N
loop Equation [[IB) and inequaliti€s]24 yield in inequalities)(25

{R;C_eb"_’? . aﬁ’,ﬂﬂc}"";‘r‘(’)ﬂn UES_““"W PATAMEETS enceforth. S, (r;;) and i (r;) of all the utilties in sectio]!
J0 Ty T T T M N are strictly decreasing functions; thereby, the slope atuire
Solve r = argmax_ ;- fi 3 ;0 aijlogUij(rij) = functions 5;(r;;) and S;(r;) are invertible and the inverse
p(M, Z;V;I ri; — R). {wherer = {ry,r2,...,7a} and functions are strictly decreasing.

Ty = {Tilﬂ’iz, ---,TiNi}}
Send’l’i = {7’1'1,7"1'2, ...,Tl'Nl.} to it" UE.

end loop NS N,
Si(T‘i): ai»Si.-(ri.-)—i— 04151(7‘1) >0
Section[V] proves that the distributed and centralized re- ; ey j_%sjﬂ Y
source allocation methods are equivalent. NS N '
95i(ri S 08i(ry . 95i;(rij
a(r) :Zaij 8.7(TJ)+ Z i aj(rj) <0
VI. EQUIVALENCE Ti = Vi J=NS+1 "ij
Here, we show the mathematical equivalence of the dis- (25.)

tributed resource allocation in equatiof$ (5) (6) wiita t
centralized approach in equationl (4). First , lemima V1.1 8orollary VI.2. The optimal rates assigned by the distributed

conceivable. optimization in equations {5) and](6) is equal to the one
Lemma VI.1. The aggregated and application utility S|opeallocated by the centralized optimization in equatibh (4).

i () = OlogVi(ri) s
C@‘f:;’gtg(ie_)funCt'énSSﬁ(”) - i and Si; (_T” ) Proof: The centralized optimization’s (equatibn(10)) la-
——.— are invertible and their inverse functions = grangian can be written as equatignl(26) where 0 is the
S;'(.) andr;; = S;;'(.) are strictly decreasing. slack variable ang is the lagrange multiplier.



Then, we have that:

=0 By aijlogU;j(ri;))—pr( rij—R+2)  OL;(r;) )
; ; ! Y ;; ! 8+ = a;;S4(rij)—pr = 0 = pr = ai;Si;(ri;)Vj (37)
(26) Y
Then, we have that: And, summing the** UE applications gives that:
OLp(r . .
3+(.) = BiciSij (rij) — pr = 0= pr = Bici; Sij (rij) d_pr=2 aiSi(ry) (38)
(%] X ,_
(27)
so, thei'” UE’s j' application rate is: Using equation[(18) results in equatign](39).
pT
rij = Sij (510417) (28) BiNipr = BiSi(ri) = pe = Nipr = pr = Bipr ~ (39)
Using equation[{18), we can write: So,i*" UE’s j*" application rate can be written as equation
39).
Nipr = BiSi(ri) (29) pr
“th . Tij = Sy ( ) = Sil( ) (40)
And the:'" UE rate can be calculated as equation (30). o 0 Biou;
Nipr Considering the constraints of the equatian (9), the teaiia r
ri =S8 ( 3, )- (30)  of the i** UE can be written as equation {41).
The EURA optimization’s (equatiofi}(7)) lagrangian can be L Nio | pr
written as equatior (31) wheee> 0 is the slack variable and g = Z Tij = Z Sijl(ﬂiai ) (41)
pg is the lagrange multiplier. J=1 j=1 !
Equations [(40) and[(39) signify that the centralized and
M M IURA optimizations lead to identical application rates. As
r)=(>_BilogVi(r;)) —pe(d_ri—R+z) (31) such, the UE and application rates assigned by the cermtdaliz
i=1 i=1 and distributed optimizations are the same. [ ]
Then, we have that: Theorem VI.3. The distributed optimization in equations
(B and [6) is equivalent to the centralized optimization in
JOLg(r) equation [(%).
o = BiSi(ri) —pp =0=pg = B;S;(r;)  (32)
¢ Proof: Stemming out equal rates (Corolldry MI.2) indi-
So, thei" UE rate is: cates the distributed and centralized optimizations atgvag
» lent. ]
ri = 5;1(??) (33)

VII. SIMULATION RESULTS

A cell with M = 6 UEs and an eNB, depicted in Figtirk 1,
is considered and each UE concurrently runs a delay-tdleran

ReplacingsS; from equation[(118), we can write:

pE =B Zaijsij (7i5) (34) and a real-time application with respectively logarithraitd
j=1 sigmoidal utility functions with parameters in Tallle I. The
And, we get equatior (35) below. sigmoidal utility with parameters = 5, b = 10 approximates
a step function at rate = 5 and is a good model for
Voice-over-IP (MolP), while parameters = 3, b = 15 is
PE = ZPT = N;pr (35) an approximation of a real-time application with an inflenti

point at rater = 15 and is conducive to modeling standard
Equations [(30) and(83) signify that the centralized argkfinition video streaming, whereas parametets 1, b = 25
EURA optimizations lead to identical UE rates. is an estimation of another real-time application with the
The IURA optimization’s (equatiofi]9) lagrangian can béflection pointr = 25 and is appropriate for the high
written as equation[{36) where > 0 is the slack variable definition video streaming. Moreover, the logarithmic itiék
andp; is the lagrange multiplier corresponding to the interna¥ith ™ = 100 and distinctk; parameters estimate delay-
shadow price, price per bandwidth for all applications ia thtolerant FTP applications. The plots of the utility functioin
it" UE. Table[l are shown in Figur@?, from which we can observe
that the real-time applications require a minimum rate,the
inflection point, after which the application QoS is fulfdle
Li(r ZO‘” log Uy (ri;)) — pr( ZTU Opt ) (36) toa large extent. On the other hand, the logarithmic utility
=1 is provided with some QoS even at low rates suitable for the

10
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30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 0 60 70 80 90 100
Tij
(a) Application Utility Functions (a) Aggregated Utility Functions
S,('f‘i)
UE1l Appl -e- UEIL App2 —— UElL
UE2 Appl -o- UE2 App2 o—o—o—cumg, —— UE2
UE3 Appl —o- UE3 App2 £} —o— UE3
UE4 Appl -o— UE4 App2 8 —o— UE4
UE5 Appl  -+- UES5 App2 a%\»m i —— UE5
UEG Appl UEG App2 LT UE6
—= p(n) .
(n) (Aw = 5e~10)
i i
30 3! 40

(b) Uity Slope Curvature Functions (b) Aggregated Slope Curvature Functions

_ ) ) Fig. 4. Figurd4(@) plots the aggregated utilities, muitiions of the usage-
Fig. 3. The system contairsUEs, each concurrently running a delay-toleranpercentage-powered application utility functiobs(r;) vs. the UE rates-;,
and real-time application with respective identicallyared logarithmic and where; ¢ {1, ...,6}. Figure[4(D) illustrates the aggregated slope curvature
sigmoidal utility functionsU;; vs. the application-assigned rates; plots functions , first derivative of the the aggregated utilitytural logarithms
in Figure[3(g). Utility slope curvature functions, the fidkrivative of the Si(r;). Furthermore, decay function-induced robustness effealepicted;
application utility natural logarithmsS;; with respect to the application As we can see, the lack of decay functions yields in the systetability
ratesr;; are illustrated in Figur¢ 3(p) where identical colors rel# the revealed in the shadow price oscillation.
applications on one UE.

of the it" UE. It is noteworthy that the addition of application

delay-tolerant nature of the applications. Furthermosewa usage percentages per UE is unity, bg, + a;e = 1.
can observe from Figufe 3[a), in compliance with the proper-In addition, the aggregated utility functiong(r;) for i €
ties mentioned in section]ll the utility functions are disic {1,...,6} are depicted in Figuie 4{a) and the first derivative of
increasing continuous functions, zero valued at zero ratéiseir natural logarithms; (r;) for i € {1,...,6}, are illustrated
Furthermore, the first derivative of the utility functionataral in Figure[4(b). As we can see, in compliance with lemma
logarithm, S;j(r;j), are shown in Figurg 3(p), which reflectdV_1] the slope curvature functions inflection points ocatithe
the positivity and decreasing nature of the first derivative application utility functions’ inflection points. Furth@ore, in
line with lemmad VL1 an@ VII1. line with lemmd V1.1, the slope curvature functions arecslyi

Then, the distributed resource allocation approagiecreasing.
(Algorithms [IV3, [IV4, and [IV5) and the centralized Next section investigates bids and rate allocations for the
rate  assignment procedure (Algorithmd V.1  antlEs and applications in our system under varying eNB re-
V.2) were applied to the aforesaid logarithmic angource availabilities.
sigmoidal utility functions using MATLAB. To account
for the applications usage percentage, we set the . .
application status weight vector in equatidd (3) as = A. Rate Allocation and Bids for0 < R < 200
{04117042170431;0441;0451;0461704127042270432;0442;0452;0462}
whereq;; represents the status weight of tj#é application old § =

In the following simulations, we set the termination thresh
10~* and the eNB rateR to sweep from

11



TABLE | 45
APPLICATIONSUTILITY PARAMETERS //
40 —— UEl

Applications Utilities Parameters 35 ——
UE1 Appl || Sigmoida =5, b=5
UE2 Appl || Sigmoida =4, b= 10
UE3 Appl || Sigmoida =3, b= 15 £2 .
UE4 Appl || Sigmoida = 2, b = 20 20 e
UES Appl || Sigmoida =1, b= 25 _o-0-0-0=0=0 *W-W}'*CQ‘“‘O‘O“’*

15 —O~O—O— o—o—ow-o—o—cro—c,ho/é g
UE6 Appl || Sigmoida — 0.5, b= 30 //M : gt

UE1 App2 || Logarithmick = 15, rmax = 100 10

UE2 App2 || Logarithmick = 12, r™&* =100 5 o

UE3 App2 || Logarithmick =9, r™a* =100 1 ;{;;,;_,i,,»_ _f«'—/

UE4 App2 || Logarithmick — 6, rmax — 100 050 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200

R
(a) UE Optimal Rates

UES5 App2 || Logarithmick = 3, r™a* =100
UEG6 App2 || Logarithmick =1, r™2* =100

—— UEl

35 —— UE2
10 to 200 with an step size of 5 bandwidth units. Be- 20 :t EEZ
sides, the application status weights is considered to be —+ UE5
a = {0.1,0.5,0.9,0.1,0.5,0.9,0.9,0.5,0.1,0.9,0.5,0.1}. It 95 UEG

is worth mentioning that the addition of usage percentages-
per UE is unity, e.g. adding thest and the6th components 5 20
of the set (which are indeed the usage percentages for bott~ 15
of applications running on UE1), we getl + 0.9 = 1, and '
so forth. For the distributed resource allocation (Alduris 10
and[1V.3), UE assigned rates and pledged bids

are depicted in Figur¢ 5(a) during the EURA Algorithm 5
with the changes in the eNB available resouréesAs we

can observe, initially all the UEs are allocated some rates
which is owing to the fact that they all subsume real-time
applications in need of immediate rate allocations before a

QoS is met. For instance, UE2 has a real-time streaming vida@ 5. Figurg 5(@) depicts the optimal rates allocated to UEs by the
application (based on Tablé 1), which requires a bandwid_ﬂﬁ?tribUtegigslfrf%)vﬁl-ugi\r‘;ggstﬂgcjé t’)\ilgsufoerf;iqdﬁﬁ%?ﬁe gzigcf;?evns
assignment right away. In Figufe 5(b), we show the U[—t%zero' :

: . . . e eNB rate. The applications requiring more resourceshigter. When
bids {w;|i € {1,...,6}} during the EURA algorithm under bandwidth is scarce, applications needing more resourzesignificantly

changing eNB bandwidt. First of all, we see that the morehigher than the others. The plots reveal that the higher lidantamount to

resources become available at the eNB, the higher rates 'gf&"'"9 More resources.

assigned to the UEs. On the other hand, the dearth of the

resources (smalR) causes those UEs which have applications

with higher bit rate requirements to bid higher in order t#hen the resources are scarce. In fact, we can see that the

gain resources. For instance, since UE2 includes a real-tiid values for the delay-tolerant applications is signifitya

streaming video application, its urgent need for bandwidtfss than those of the real-time ones such that they are very

allocation causes its initial higher bid for the resoureelsich ~ close to the horizontal axis in Figure 6(b). Furthermoresth

is responded by its fast allocation portrayed in the Fiifed.5 applications with higher QoS requirements such as the real-
Then, the IURA algorithm has the UEs internally allocatéme streaming video in UE1 (red plot) bid higher in order

rates to their applications based on the pledged bids t@sgain more bandwidth. However, as more resources become

illustrated in Figure§ 6(a) arfd 6]b). In Figyre 6(a), we sho@vailable at the eNB, bid values slash down as well.

the allocated applications ratés;;|: € {1,...,6}Aj € {1,2}} On the contrary, the centralized resource allocation (Al-

during the IURA algorithm under changing eNB rafe As gorithms[\V1 and_VPR) assigns the application rates diyectl

we can observe, initially more resources are allocated ¢o thy the eNB, and the rates and bids are equal to the ones

real-time applications since these have more stringent Qal®cated by the distributed allocation in conformancehe t

requirements. In Figurg 6(b), we illustrate the applicasio theorem[VL.B. Running the simulations, we got the same

internally pledged bid$w;;|i € {1,...,6}Aj € {1,2}} during rate and bid diagrams as in the in Figufes 6(a) 6(b).

the IURA algorithm under changing eNB raf& Inasmuch as It is notable that since utility proportional fairness atijee

the real-time applications of the UEs need more resourcésnctions are leveraged in the formation of the optimizadio

they bid higher than the delay-tolerant applications sgibci in equations [(4),[{5), and(6), both the distributed and the

140 160 180 200

(b) UE Bids

12



by eliminating oscillations. Such an allocation behavisr i
o5 —— UE1 Appl -e- UEI App2 similarly seen for Algorithni IV.B and TV]4 over Algorithin T4
50 —— UE2 Appl  -5- UE2 App2 and[IV2 for R > " b;; = 105, but Algorithm[IV.3 and V%
—— UE3 Appl —-o- UE3 App2 fail . h . | d bids fo b —
—— UES5 Appl =-*- UE5 App2 Therefore, AlgorithmIV.B and_1V}4 is robust under scarce
40 UEG Appl UE6 App2 resource availability circumstances.
35 Next, section[VI[-B discusses the pricing capability of
20 7 the proposed resource allocation modi operandi, and piesen
germane simulation results.
=25

B. Pricing for 10 < R < 200

As we explained before, Figufe 6f(a) shows the final rates
and bids of different applications with varying eNB bandithid
and the applications bids are proportional to the allocedésk.

For example, the real-time applications (sigmoidal i}

oo 8000

O e 00 150 110 5 e 500 bid higher when the eNB resources are scarce and their bids
R reduce ask increases. Therefore, the pricing, proportional to
(a) Application Optimal Rates the bids, istraffic-dependentvhich outfits service providers
35[% with the option to escalate the service price for their sub-
B iggi B Qggg scribers when the traffic load on the system is high. Thereby,
30| —— UE3 Appl -0~ UE3 App2 service providers can motivate mobile subscribers tozetili
— ggg ippi —o- gg;‘ ippé the network when the traffic load is low in that they will be
25 —— ppl  -x- pp i i i i
UEG Appl UE6 App2 paying less for the same services by using the network during
off-peak hours.

The shadow price(n), representing the total price per unit
bandwidth for all users and applications, is illustrate&igure
[ when eNB rate changes. As we can observe, the price is
high under high-traffic situations, implied by a fixed number
of users with less available resource® {s small), and it
decreases for low-traffic circumstances when the same numbe
of users have the luxury of more resourcési¢ large). It is

N Saarmaar aer /’10“(5" LR \'160 "f particularly noticeable that large plummets in the shaddeep
R occur afterR = {15,25,85,105} which are essentially the
(b) Application Bids points at which the rate for one of the real-time application

Fig. 6. Figure[B(@) depicts the optimal application rates vs. the eNB utilities exceeds that of its inflection point. Furthermoge
rate R. Applications running on an UE are identically colored. As wan Iarge d_ecrease is visible at the S_um of the mf_lectlon [_DOINIS,
see, real-time applications are initially allocated maesources as opposed ) " | r;’;-f. Here,k = {1,2, ..., M} is the users index)! is the
to the delay-tolerant ones due to their urgent need for ressuFigurd 68) nymber of users, anilis the user with the maximum utility
illustrates the applications bids in the UEs. The real-tiapplications bid !

higher when the resources are scarce, while the opulencdlBfresources SIOPeargmax; Si(r;), in our case user 3f; = 15) fOH(_)WGd
escalates the application rates and reduces the UE bids. by user 2 §2; = 10) then the three users 1, 5, 6 which have

almost the sames;(r;) (bi; = 5,bs5; = 25,bs; = 30), and
ultimately user 4%,; = 20). The larger the difference between
centralized algorithms do not assign a zero rate to any UBPEsAS;; = |Si(ri) — S;(r;)|, the higher the change in the
thereby no user is dropped and a minimum QoS is warranté§adow pricep(n) plot vs. R.
As we mentioned before, an eNB allocates the majority of
the resources to the real-time applications until they lieac VIII. CONCLUSION

their utility inflection rater;; = b;;. However, when the total  |n this paper, we introduced a novel QoS-minded centralized
eNB rate exceeds the inflection point rates shivb;; of all  and a distributed algorithm for the resource allocatiorhinit
real-time applications incumbent in the system, eNB cant allthe cells of cellular communications systems. We formulate
more resources to the delay-tolerant applications witle @is the centralized and distributed approaches as respactivel
mind. This behavior is observed with the rate increase add Bjingular and double utility proportional fairness optiatipn
value plummet that take place after the eNB rate surpaseesifoblems, where the former allocated running applications
inflection points sum, i.eR = >~ b;; = 105, in Figure[6(d). rates directly by the allocation entity such as an eNB in
Furthermore, the improvement in the Algorithins IV.3 andesponse to the UE utility parameters sent, whereas thex latt
V.4 over the Algorithm$§TV.1l anB1VI2 can be observed in thassigned the UE rates by the eNB in its first stage followed
fluctuation reduction of the shadow price depicted in Figutey the application rate allocation by the UEs in its second
[4(b], in which the decay function stabilizes the rate allimra stage. Users ran both delay-tolerant and real-time apjoita
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resources reduces the shadow price.

Shadow Price» vs. eNB Resourcest: Availability of more eNB

mathematically modelled correspondingly as logarithnrid a
sigmoidal utility functions, where the function values mrep
sented the applications QoS percentage. Both of the prdpogeg;

resource allocation formulations incorporated the serdiit-

ferentiation, application status differentiation moawejl the
applications usage percentage, and subscriber diffatamts
amongst subscribers priority within networks into their-fo
mulation. Not only did we prove that the proposed resouregy
allocation problems were convex and solved them through
Lagrangian of their dual problems, but also we proved the

optimality of the rate assignments and the mathematicaleq 19

(7]
(8]
El

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[17]

alence of the proposed distributed and centralized resourc
allocation schemes. Furthermore, we proved the matheahatic

equivalence of the distributed and centralized approabtzes[2

showing the both methods yield in identical optimal rated anz1;

pledged bids during their resource allocation processes.

Furthermore, we analyzed the algorithm convergence un
varying sums of resources available to the eNB and intradluce
robustness into the distributed algorithm by incorpoigtin

decay functions into the aforementioned algorithm so
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