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Abstract—We analyze Age of Information (Aol) in wireless
networks where nodes use a spatially adaptive random access
scheme to send status updates to a central base station. We show
that the set of achievable Aol in this setting is convex, and design
policies to minimize weighted sum, min-max, and proportionally
fair Aol by setting transmission probabilities as a function of
node locations. We show that under the capture model, when
the spatial topology of the network is considered, Aol can be
significantly improved, and we obtain tight performance bounds
on weighted sum and min-max Aol. Finally, we design a policy
where each node sets its transmission probability based only on
its own distance from the base station, when it does not know
the positions of other nodes, and show that it converges to the
optimal proportionally fair policy as the size of the network goes
to infinity.

I. INTRODUCTION

Wireless networks emerged as a primary way to enable
internet connectivity and communication between individuals.
As these networks have become more sophisticated, their
capacity has increased to allow higher levels of data through-
put. However, with the rise of connected devices and the
Internet of Things (IoT), the purpose and design of some
networks is changing. In contrast to networks of human users,
IoT networks generally have lower data rates but stricter
latency requirements. Instead of data intensive uses like video
streaming, these networks commonly involve small update
packets which are time sensitive.

Age of Information (Aol) was introduced to provide a
metric for information freshness in networks [1]] and measures
the time elapsed since the last received update from a source
was generated. Significant work has been done in designing
scheduling policies to minimize Aol, and the results in these
areas are quite mature [2]-[7].

All of the works above focus on centralized scheduling
policies, and less work has been done to minimize Aol in
random access channels, where nodes decide whether to access
the channel in a completely decentralized way. In [§], the
authors analyze Aol with slotted ALOHA and find the optimal
attempt probabilities to minimize weighted sum Aol. In [9]],
the authors analyze random access networks with stochastic
arrivals and optimize the transmission probabilities for both
slotted ALOHA and CSMA. In [10]], the authors analyze Aol
in CSMA and optimize the back-off timers to minimize Age
when updates are generated at will.
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In [11], [12], the authors propose an Aol threshold below
which nodes will never access the channel. When their Aol
exceeds the threshold, they participate in slotted ALOHA, and
otherwise remain silent to prioritize nodes with larger Aol. In
[13], a hybrid between ALOHA and CSMA is proposed, where
nodes use an Age threshold coupled with carrier sensing.

All of these works assume a collision interference model,
meaning that if multiple nodes access the channel simulta-
neously none of them succeed. When nodes are distributed
in space, this is often an oversimplification. At the physical
layer, wireless signals attenuate over distance, so transmissions
from varying distances will be perceived differently at the
receiver. When two nodes, one close by and one far away,
transmit simultaneously, it is common for the farther node’s
transmission to be drowned out and for the closer node’s
transmission to succeed, contrary to what’s predicted in the
collision model. This leads to unfairness in the network, where
farther nodes can experience much larger Aol on average.
This is especially true in CSMA-based protocols like 802.11
[14], where (i) sensing the channel may fail to detect farther
nodes’ transmissions, and (ii) successes cause nodes to trans-
mit more frequently and failures cause them to transmit less
frequently. This creates a positive feedback loop where closer
nodes transmit more often, amplifying the spatial unfairness.
When applied to human users, this phenomenon may not be
catastrophic, but in an IoT network with critical time-sensitive
updates, this unfairness can result in safety or reliability issues.

A commonly used model which accounts for spatial effects
is the capture model, and some work has been done under
this model analyzing random access networks in regards to
throughput. In [15], the authors highlight the spatial unfairness
in CSMA-based protocols specifically with multipacket recep-
tion, and design a protocol which counter-intuitively backs off
after a success, sharing a similar flavor to threshold ALOHA.

In [16], the authors analyze what they call an adaptive
spatial ALOHA protocol, which operates like slotted ALOHA
but allows nodes to transmit with varying probabilities based
on their spatial location. They optimize this protocol to maxi-
mize sum, max-min, and proportionally fair throughput, both
with full topology information and without. They extend these
results in [[17], where they introduce the notion of a stopping
set, or limited topology information. Following a similar line,
[18] derives a spatial ALOHA policy to minimize sum Aol in a
network of transmitter-receiver pairs using stochastic geometry
and the same idea of stopping sets. In [[19]], the authors find



a spatial distribution for the mean Peak Aol in a network of
source-destination pairs.

In this work, we analyze Aol in a network of sources send-
ing status updates to a central base station. These sources use
a random access policy, which sets transmission probabilities
as a function of node locations. We show that the set of
achievable Aol in this setting is convex, and derive policies to
minimize weighted sum, min-max, and proportionally fair Aol.
We show that under the capture model, when node locations
are considered, Aol can be significantly improved, and the spa-
tial unfairness of traditional random access (c.f. Figure 3 can
be reduced or eliminated. We derive tight performance bounds
on weighted sum and min-max Aol, which also provide
fairness guarantees. Finally, we design a topology-agnostic
policy, where each node sets its transmission probability based
only on its own location, and show that it converges to the
optimal proportionally fair policy as the size of the network
goes to infinity.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In
Section we introduce the system model and Aol more
formally. In Section [lII| we analyze the achievable Aol region.
In Section [TV] we design policies using perfect topology
information and derive performance bounds. In Section |V| we
derive a topology-agnostic policy and show asymptotic results.
Finally, in Section we show simulations supporting our
results.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

We consider a network of N devices, each sending status
updates wirelessly to a central base station. Each device, or
node, is located at some location in two dimensional space,
and we assume that these locations are fixed over the time
horizon of interest. Let r; denote the distance between node
and the base station, where nodes are located inside a circle of
a fixed radius. Without loss of generality, we scale distances
so that r; takes values from O to 1, and refer to the vector of
distances r as the position vector.

We assume that update packets have a fixed length, and
that time is broken into discrete slots. The duration of a slot
is the time required to send one packet. Nodes operate in a
random access fashion where node ¢ attempts transmission in
each slot according to a Bernoulli process with probability p;,
independent of other nodes and across time slots. The process
for each node is stationary, so the vector p is fixed across time,
but its components can vary between nodes. The network is
saturated, meaning nodes sample their process in every time
slot and always have an update to send.

As in many wireless systems, a single communication
channel is shared by the nodes. When two or more nodes
try to access the channel in the same time slot, their signals
will interfere and one or more of the transmissions may fail.
Because nodes transmit according to a random process, the
interference and success of transmissions is also a random
process. Let 7; be the success probability for node ¢ in a given
slot and note that it is stationary under the random access
model.

The success probability 7; under the capture model is
defined as the probability that the signal to interference plus
noise ratio is larger than a known threshold 6. Assuming
that every node transmits at the same unit power level, the
signal strength seen at the base station is a function of the
signal attenuation over distance, with roll-off parameter 3, and
Rayleigh fading modeled as a random variable K2 ~ Exp(1).
We assume noise is negligible relative to interference, so
that the network operates in the interference limited regime,
and consider only the signal to interference (SIR) ratio. This
does not change any fundamental results on achieveability and
provides cleaner analysis throughout.

Under these assumptions, the success probability of node
is the product of its attempt probability and conditional success
probability, because each node transmits independently. This
can be expressed as
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where V; ~ Ber(p;) is a random variable indicating
whether node j transmits in the current time slot, and I; is the
set of nodes which interfere with node 7, here assumed to be
every other node in the network. Following the same procedure
as [[16], by conditioning on the Rayleigh fading and Bernoulli
transmissions of interferers, and using the complementary
CDF of the exponential distribution,
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Now, averaging over the Bernoulli transmissions,
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Finally, by plugging this result back into (),
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We now formally define the Age of Information of node
i at time t as A;(t). This quantity measures the time since
the last update received by the base station from node 7 was
generated. Because nodes always generate fresh updates, each
packet is generated at the beginning of the time slot in which
it is received, and the Aol of node ¢ evolves as

P[SIR; > 0] = ||

JEL;
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where s;(t) = 1 if node ¢ successfully transmits in slot .
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Fig. 1. Evolution of the Aol of node ¢ with successes at t1 and 2

The infinite time average expected Aol is defined as

)

T
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h; = Thm tgl E[A4;(t)].

The success probability of each node 7 is iid Bernoulli with
parameter 7;, so the inter-arrival time X; between successes is
iid Geometric with parameter 7;. In [3], the authors show that
the Aol process is a Renewal process, and from the Renewal
Reward theorem [20l Sec 5.7],
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This equation shows that h; is uniquely determined by the
position vector r and the transmission probabilities p. We
define the vector function ® such that

h=%®(p,r) )

and each element h; = ¢;(p,r) is given by ().

We are interested in the behavior of h, how it is affected by
spatial diversity in the network, and how to design policies that
minimize Aol in the presence of this diversity. We begin by
characterizing the set of achievable Aol in the next section, and
will see that understanding this region helps us gain intuition
and derive efficient policies and performance bounds.

III. Aol ACHIEVABILITY REGION

We define the set of achievable h for a given position vector
T as

H(r) = {h € RY [ h; = ¢i(p,7), 0<pi <1, Vi}, (10)
and the set of all possible H(r) as

HE{H(r)|0<r; <1, Vi}. (11)

When discussing general results that hold for any achievable
region and are not explicitly dependent on =, the index is
dropped, and H becomes a generic set in H with arbitrary
position vector.

Clearly, any vector h € H has components that are positive
and always greater than 1, so H exists in the positive orthant
with this lower bound in every dimension. Furthermore, be-
cause the Aol of a node can only reach 1 when it succeeds

with probability 1 in each slot, in order for H to reach 1 in
one dimension it must go to infinity in every other.

Intuitively, under an efficient policy, adjusting p to decrease
the Aol of one node will increase the Aol of another. To
formalize this notion, we define a set of fixed point equations
mapping weights to a policy vector. Let
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for p; € [0,1] and where \; is the weight associated with
p;. For any set of weights A in the positive orthant, one can
use (I2) to find the associated p vector. This set of functions
plays an important role both in characterizing the boundary of
H and designing efficient policies, as shown next.

Lemma 1. For any position vector r, there exists a Pareto
boundary H*(r) to the set H(r). For any vector of weights
A in the positive orthant, let

p; = min{p;, 1}, V 1, (13)

where p is the unique solution to (12). The resulting Aol
vector h = ®(p,r) € H*(r), ie. it lies on the Pareto
boundary.

Furthermore, for every h* = ®(p*,r) € H*(r), there
exists a vector X in the positive orthant whose components sum
to 1 and for which (I2) yields the solution p* when p} < 1
for all i.

Proof. This follows from [21], where the authors showed
that these results hold for throughput. Because of the inverse
relationship between throughput and Aol, every point on the
throughput Pareto boundary has a one-to-one mapping to a
point in H. It is easy to see that these points form a Pareto
boundary of H, denoted by H*, and that this mapping holds
in both directions. Because the results were shown to hold for
the throughput boundary, they must also hold for H*. O

Corollary 1. For a given position vector r, an Aol vector h
is achievable, i.e. belongs to the set H(r), if and only if it lies
on or above the Pareto boundary H*(r).

Proof. We first show the forward direction, that if some h is
achievable then it lies on or above H*. Assume it did not.
Then it must lie below some h' € H* such that h; < h/ for
all 4, so A’ cannot be Pareto optimal, which is a contradiction.

To show the reverse direction, note that every point which
lies above the Pareto boundary is in the interior of H,
because H extends to infinity. Every point on the boundary is
achievable from Lemmal|l| and just as any point on the interior
of the throughput region is achievable [22], so is any point on
the interior of H. Therefore, every point on or above H* is
achievable. O

We now present the main result of this section.

Theorem 1. The set H(r) is convex for any N and any
position vector T

Proof. We start with a geometric proof in two dimensions.
Note that we cannot simply prove convexity by randomizing
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Fig. 2. Curve traced between two points in H™* showing convexity of the
region H

over policies, because random access policies are decentral-
ized, and this randomization technique would require central-
ized coordination.

In two dimensions and for a fixed r, the vector h = (hq, hs)
is completely characterized by the vector p = (p1,p2). In
particular, from (8) both hy and hg are convex functions of p.

Consider any two points h* = (hl, hd) and h? = (h3, h3)
on H*. Each of these points is uniquely determined by some
p' and p?. Furthermore, because ¢; is a continuous function
of p, there is a continuous curve traced from h! to h? by

(¢1()‘p1 + (1 - /\)])271"), ¢2(Ap1 + (1 - /\)pZa T‘)), (14)

for 0 < A < 1. Without loss of generality let h% < h% Be-
cause H* is a Pareto boundary (from Lemma [I)), this implies
hi > h3, and the boundary is monotonically decreasing in the
(h1, ho) plane. Because ¢; is convex in p, by definition

di(Ap' + (1= N)p?,r) < Agi(p',7) + (1 — Ao (p°, 7)
= A} 4+ (1 = \RZ,
(15)

for : = 1,2 and 0 < A < 1, so each point on the curve is
element wise less than or equal to the convex combination
of h' and h?. The points on the curve are by definition
achievable, so the achievable region must exist below the
tangent connecting h' and h?, and contain the points on the
curve. This holds for any two points h' and h?, so the set H
must be convex in two dimensions. This argument is shown
graphically in Figure [2| The general proof for N dimensions

is given in Appendix
O

IV. OPTIMIZING AOI WITH PERFECT TOPOLOGY
INFORMATION

In the previous section, we characterized the achievable
region of time average Aol, and showed that it is convex and
has a Pareto boundary. Next we focus on designing policies
to operate at specific points in that region. Intuitively, one
would expect every policy vector of interest to lie on the Pareto
boundary. We will see that this is the case and that one can
operate at different points on the boundary to achieve different
objectives.

In this section we assume perfect knowledge of the network
topology, i.e. the position vector r. Because interferer loca-
tions play a large role in the interference ratio 1/(1+d;;), and
by extension play a large role in h;, knowledge of r allows us
to use spatial diversity to our advantage in designing policies.

A. Expected Weighted Sum Aol

We begin with the problem of minimizing the expected
weighted sum Aol (EWSAoI) of the network over the proba-
bility vector p,

N
min E a;h;
p 4

=1

st.0<p; <1, Vi,

(16)

where @ = (ay,...,an) is the set of positive weights
guiding the minimization. This is perhaps the most natural
optimization problem for information freshness, and appears
commonly in the Aol literature [3]] [6] [11].

It is important to note that while expected Aol is the
inverse of expected throughput for a single node, minimizing
EWSAOoI is not the same as maximizing expected weighted
sum throughput. Consider the example of two nodes with
p1 = 1 and ps = 0. The sum throughput of this network is 1,
which is optimal for single packet reception, but the expected
Aol of node 2 grows without bound, driving the EWSAoI to
infinity. This reinforces the motivation to use this metric as
opposed to throughput.

Rewriting the problem in terms of (§), it becomes

N
min
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Note that this is a convex function in p minimized over a
convex set. As a result, this is a convex optimization problem
and can be solved using a number of algorithms. Nevertheless,
to gain insight into the solution we derive a closed-form
expression.

Theorem 2. The solution to the EWSAol minimization prob-
lem is given by

EWS

D; = min{p;, 1}, V ¢, (18)
where p; is the solution to the fixed point equation
ihi hy
Y = =0, 19)
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and where h; is the resulting time average expected Aol of
node 1 under this policy.

Before proving this result, we first note that the structure of
the solution is the same as (12). Therefore, from Lemma [T] it
must lie on the Pareto boundary of H for any positive vector
of weights, as expected.

Proof. As noted previously, (I7) is a convex optimization
problem. Optimization theory tells us that the unconstrained



problem has a unique solution, which can be found by setting
the gradient equal to zero and solving for p [23]]. If the solution
satisfies the constraints, then it also solves the constrained
problem, otherwise the solution lies on the boundary of the
constraint set. In this form, however, the product in the de-
nominator makes it intractable to find a closed-form solution,
even for small values of N.

By moving each term in the sum into a separate constraint
and taking the log, the equivalent problem

N
min E a;l,
P -

i=1

1 20
s.t. loghl, > log j (20)

, Vi
pill (1=

is derived. Note that this is equivalent because minimizing
the sum in the objective will drive each constraint on h’ to
equality. The Lagrangian dual of this problem is given by
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where A is the vector of Lagrange multipliers. This can be
simplified further to

N
i i — i logpi
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Maximizing the solution to this problem over A yields the
solution to the dual problem, which is a lower bound on the
solution to the primal. Because the primal problem is convex
and the feasible set has a non-empty interior, Slater’s condition
is satisfied. Therefore, strong duality holds and this bound is
tight [23] Sec 5.2], making the maximum of this problem over
A equivalent to the primal problem.

Because (22) is convex in p and h’, and concave in A, the
solution is found by taking the gradient with respect to each
and setting it equal to zero, thereby maximizing over A and
minimizing over p and h’. This gives the solution

i e vy
pi = 1+dj; —ps
)\i:aihg

r_ bj
log h; = —logp; Z log (1 T dij>
Jj€EI;
for all ¢ and when p; € [0, 1]. By taking the log of (8)), it can
immediately be seen that h; = h; under the resulting policy,
and that the Lagrange multipliers are equal to the weighted
expected Aol. Combining these three equations yields (T9).

(23)

To see that this solution is unique, note that the left hand
side of is monotonically decreasing in p; and goes to
infinity as p; goes to 0. If it becomes negative when p; = 1,
then by the Intermediate Value Theorem there exists a unique
solution in the domain of p; given by (I9). Otherwise the
minimum occurs at p; = 1 by the monotonicity of (I9). O

B. Min-Max Expected Aol

Minimizing EWSAol achieves some notion of fairness
in the network, because the optimization will not let any
single node’s Aol grow too large, but we may sometimes be
interested in a clearer notion of fairness. Min-max fairness
for Aol is equivalent to max-min fairness for throughput and
ensures the most evenly minimized Aol across the network.
In particular, min-max optimization is defined as minimizing
the maximum Aol in the network over the vector p,

min max {h;}
P (24)
st. 0<p; <1, Vi
This solution follows along similar lines to Theorem 2]

Theorem 3. The solution to the expected min-max Aol
(MMAol) problem is given by

pMM = min{p;, 1}, V1, (25)
where p; is the solution to the fixed point equation
A Aj
—— ) vV ——==0, (26)
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and X is such that its entries sum to the log of the resulting
Aol, log hMM = log hMM| for all i.

Proof. See Appendix [B] O

Note that the solution takes the form of (12), and so
lies on the Pareto boundary as expected. We also note that
the resulting Aol is equal across all nodes, and is denoted

by h™MM _ The performance is shown through simulations in
Section

C. Proportionally Fair Expected Aol

The last optimization metric of interest is proportionally fair
Aol (PFAoI). Proportional fairness is defined as the maximum
sum log of throughput [24], so equivalently is the minimum
sum log of Aol,

N
min Z log h;
P
i=1

27
st.0<p <1, Vi.
This can be rewritten in terms of (8] as
Y 1
min log ,
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In similar fashion to EWSAol and MMAoI, we derive a
closed-form solution to this problem, and in fact see that it
takes a simpler form.



Theorem 4. The solution to the PFAol minimization problem
is given by

prF = min{p;, 1}, V4, (29)
where p; is the solution to the fixed point equation
1 1
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Once again we note that the solution takes the form of (12)

with weights all equal to 1, and so lies on the Pareto boundary
from Lemma [I1

Proof. The problem in can be rewritten as

N
. bj
> | —logpi— ) log (1-
ks i_1< e Og( 1+dij>> 31)
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st. 0<p; <1, Vi,

which is convex due to the convexity of the equation in p
and the convexity of the set. Therefore, the minimum can be
found directly by taking the gradient and setting it equal to
zero, immediately yielding the result (29). Uniqueness follows

along similar lines to Theorem
O

Not only does PFAoI have a closed-form solution similar
to EWSAol and MMAOI, it also has the advantage of being
completely separable. This means the optimization can be
performed in a distributed manner, with each node computing
its own transmission probability and without sharing Lagrange
multiplier values between nodes.

We conjecture that PFAol will have similar performance
to EWSAoI with symmetric weights. From Theorem [2] the
Lagrange multipliers in the EWSAoI solution with symmetric
weights are equal to the resulting Aol of each node, and we
know heuristically that when minimizing the sum, no single
node’s Aol will grow too large. As a result, the multipliers
will be close to equal. Because scaling them all by a constant
has no effect on the solution to , this is the same as if
they were all close to 1, i.e. the PFAol solution (29).

We will see through simulations that this is indeed the case,
and while we provide no rigorous guarantees on performance,
this heuristic argument combined with the separability of
PFAoI makes it an appealing alternative to EWSAol. We can,
however, provide performance guarantees on EWSAol and
MMAOoI, which we show next.

D. Performance Bounds

We denote the solution to the EWSAoI problem with sym-
metric weights by p°(r), and the corresponding Aol vector
by h* (7). Here the dependence on the position vector 7 is
shown explicitly.

Theorem 5. For any position vector r, and with 8 = 2 and
0 = 1, the normalized Aol is bounded such that

(32)

as the size of the network N goes to infinity. This upper
bound is tight when all nodes are fixed on a circle an equal
distance away from the base station.

Proof. See Appendix [C]
O

This bound provides tight guarantees on average Aol, and
in the case of h™M | fairness guarantees that every node will
lie below this bound. The driving motivation behind this work
is the lack of fairness and the poor performance achieved by
traditional random access policies in the presence of spatial
diversity, but this result shows that when spatial diversity
is built into the policy, it actually improves performance.
Simulations in Section further verify these results. In the
next section, we examine the case where nodes do not have
access to the position vector 7.

V. OPTIMIZING TOPOLOGY AGNOSTIC Aol

In the previous section, we examined policies that minimize
different metrics of Aol under the assumption of perfect
topology information, where the entire position vector r is
known. In practical settings, this may not be the case. It is
realistic to assume that each node has knowledge of its own
position through GPS or another technology, but may be blind
to the locations of other nodes. Moreover, in a distributed
setting, nodes must be able to compute their transmission
probabilities independently.

Clearly, without location information one expects some loss
in performance. Therefore, our goal is to design a policy which
minimizes this loss, while setting transmission probabilities for
each node based only on its own location. We refer to this class
of policies as topology agnostic, and focus on proportionally
fair Aol, because the policy is completely decoupled and
hence amenable to distributed implementation. Moreover, as
we conjectured and show through simulation results in Section
the PFAoI policy serves as a good proxy for minimizing
EWSAol.

A. Topology Agnostic Proportionally Fair Aol

To model unknown interferer locations, assume that nodes
are uniformly distributed in R2, and that the locations of
interfering nodes are random variables. We use capital R;
to denote the distance of node j from the base station.
Similar analysis can be done for a non-uniform distribution
of nodes, but we restrict our attention to the uniform setting
for simplicity.

Because nodes are uniformly distributed over a circle of
radius 1, this circle has an area equal to 7, and the probability
that any node lies within some region in space is the area of
that region divided by 7. Therefore, the probability that node
J lies within a circle of radius r;, equivalent to saying its
distance from the base station is less than 7, is

P[R; <r;] =73 (33)

7

Y 4.



This is the CDF for the random variable I;, and its pdf is
given by its derivative

ij (’I“j) = 27‘j7 V j
We define the expected difference between our topology ag-
nostic (TA) and proportionally fair objectives as the optimality

gap, which quantifies the loss incurred by not knowing r. The
optimal TA policy is then given by the solution to

N
> loghf*,
=1

where II is the class of topology agnostic policies. Here the
expectation in each term of the sum is taken with respect to
the interferer locations for that term, i.e. the expectation of h;
is taken with respect to all R; for j € I;. The resulting policy
is simple and elegant, as shown in the following theorem.

(34)

N

min Zl Eflog h]] - (35)

Theorem 6. For large N, when nodes are uniformly dis-
tributed in R?, and when B = 2 and 0 = 1, the policy TA
that minimizes the optimality gap (33) to proportionally fair
Aol is given by
1
TA .
C , V1.
bi (N =1)(1 —r2log(1+ %))
Proof. The problem is equivalent to minimizing the first
summation, so the second sum can be dropped, and the
problem can be rewritten in terms of () as
1

N
min Egr E
P zz:; Dbi Hje[i(l o 1+Bij
st. 0<p; <1, Vi,

where D;; = R?/(Rf@) = (R;/R;)? under our assump-
tions. Rearranging the objective function further,

(36)

log

)] (37)
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(38)
where in the re-indexed sums on the right hand side, p; only
appears in one term of the outer sum, for each .

Recall that topology agnostic policies assume a distributed
implementation, where each node has access to its own 7;.
Thus, re-indexing the sum effectively decouples the optimiza-
tion so that each node can set its p; by minimizing a single
term in the outer sum, independent of other nodes. Because
each node has access to its location, the expectation can be
conditioned on 7; in each term, and the problem becomes

N
i Egr| — logp; 1 Ri=m;
m};n; R{ ogp; — Zog< g)l T]

I; 2
JE R].

st.0<p; <1, Vi.

A single term of the sum with its expectation written
explicitly is equal to

—logp; — Z / 2rjlog( r 2/ )drj. (40)

jel;

This integral does not have a closed-form solution, but can
be closely approximated using log(1 — ) &~ —z for small =
to eliminate the log in the integral. This is valid for large N,
because p; will be small and the denominator is greater than
1. Then

Z/ 27’]10g< o 2/ )dr-

Z/ Q”(H v /3 >

Jjel;
= —(N = 1p; (1 =77 log(1 +1/r7)).

Plugging this result back into (39), the optimization be-
comes

IIllIl E

s.t.ngigl, Y 1.

(41)

—logpi + (N = 1)p; (1 — r?log(1 + 1/r2)))

(42)

This problem is convex in p, and the solution (36)) is found
by setting the gradient equal to 0 and solving. O

Under this policy, each node sets its transmission probability
based only on its own location and the number of nodes in the
network, using a clean, closed-form expression. This makes it
a simple and attractive policy.

B. Asymptotic Results and Convergence

Next, We quantify how far the true optimal pf'¥" deviates
from pl in (36) as N goes to infinity, by computing a
probability distribution on pf'¥

Lemma 2. When nodes are uniformly distributed in R?, and
when 3 = 2 and 6 = 1, the inverse of the proportionally fair
optimal pP'¥ converges to a truncated normally distributed
random variable as N goes to infinity. Specifically,

ZPF _ 1

i 7 %N(Nm,NU?) (43)

on the interval [1,00), with a probability mass spike at 1,
and where

1
pilrflog<1+7@>,
2
S S 1+i
o; = T4 72 r; log 2 .

Proof. Recall from Theorem [4] that the optimal proportionally
fair expected Aol policy is given by the fixed point equation

ZZ'PF_ZHDW NZHD
JjEI;

(44)

(45)

’L



when the resulting p; < 1, and where D;; is now a random
variable. The approximation is valid because p; is small when
N is large. Conditioned on the value of r;, each term in
this sum becomes an iid random variable. As N goes to
infinity, applying the Central Limit Theorem shows that the
sum converges to a normal distribution,

ZzPFg)N(NNMNUzzx Vi,

where y; and o? are the mean and variance of the iid terms
in the sum, conditioned on r;. These can be computed as @])
and (@3) respectively.

This distribution has a non-zero probability that ZF" takes a
value larger than 1, which corresponds to when p; > 1 in (29).
This clearly cannot happen because p; is a probability, and as
a result the normal distribution in (@3) is only valid on the
interval [1,00). The remaining probability mass is contained
in the spike

(40)

P[z{F =1] :P[R% >> R} R :n}, (47)
JEL

because these two events are equivalent. This can be shown
by evaluating f;(1) in and noting that f; is a decreasing
function of p;. Then the condition p; > 1 is equivalent
to f(pi) < f(1), and after some algebraic manipulation,
this becomes the event in (7). Because N is large, this
condition has negligible probability. Nevertheless, it yields a
valid probability distribution, with the negligible mass that
would have existed in the negative tail of the distribution
occurring at this spike.

This subtlety is clearly necessary because probabilities
cannot take values larger than 1. Furthermore, this ensures
that the mean and variance of the distribution @3] are well
defined as N goes to infinity, because the distribution only
takes positive values. This completes the proof. O

Note that the mean of Z'F' is approximately equal to
1/pT4, so the policy T A which minimizes the expected opti-
mality gap is equivalent to taking the mean of the distribution
of ZF¥. As shown next, when N goes to infinity, the optimal

pl’F converges to this mean with high probability.

Theorem 7. As N becomes large, the random variable pf'¥

converges to pI' such that

P||pf " —pl| < =1—¢

N3/2 (48)

for some constant k and any € > 0. In other words, the
TA policy piTA is asymptotically optimal with arbitrarily high
probability, and converges at a rate of 1/N 3/2,

Proof. Because ZI'" is normally distributed according to {#3),
the event that it lies within m standard deviations of the mean
is
27" — Nui| < mv Ny, (49)
and for any fixed value of m, the probability that this occurs
can be written as

P(|ZFF — Npi| < mVNoy) =1 — e, (50)

where €, decreases with increasing m. Substituting pZP F
and solving for it in (@9),

1 PF 1

Nu; +mvV/No; =P ~ Nu; —mvVNa; Gb
Now rearranging the lower bound to be in the form
N/MJr:n\/NUi N Nl/h‘ _piL%piTA_piL’ (52)
and doing some algebraic manipulation,
Ph= - : < (53)
' Nwi Np;+mv/No; — N3/2

for any finite m and some constant k as N goes to infinity.
Following the same approach for the upper bound p!4 + p¥,
one can see that p{ is on the same order. Therefore, the event

lpFE —pl4| < (54)

N3/2
is equivalent to (@9) for any finite m, and occurs with
probability

P\lpf" =0 < S| =1 em (55)
where €, becomes arbitrarily small as m increases. This
completes the proof. O

We have shown that with high probability, the optimal
proportionally fair policy converges to the policy TA at a rate
of 1/N3/2, Tt is important to note that this is faster than p 4
converges to 0, which occurs at a rate of 1/N.

Therefore, for large IV, we expect the policy TA to achieve
similar performance to the PFAol policy (which uses all
node locations), and we show through simulations in the
next section that this is the case. This is a powerful result,
which shows that a decoupled policy in which each node sets
its transmission probability based only on its own location
asymptotically achieves proportional fairness with arbitrarily
high probability, and furthermore converges quickly. In the
next section, we verify this convergence and the performance
of all our policies through simulations.

VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we evaluate the performance of our policies
using normalized expected Aol, defined as h;/N, as a com-
parison metric. In all simulations of EWSAoI, the weights are
set equal to 1. In Figure |3 the network average normalized
Aol is shown as a function of N, averaged over 100 random,
uniformly distributed topologies. For each sample, the topol-
ogy was generated and nodes were added incrementally to
observe the change with N. The EWS, PF, and MM policies
all achieve ostensibly the same network average Aol, which
approaches a constant value below the EWS and MM upper
bound (UB) of e/2. As expected, the topology agnostic policy
(TA) achieves worse performance for small IV, but converges
quickly to the other policies.

In Figure [ the transmission probabilities of each policy are
shown as a function of distance from the base station. Here
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Fig. 3. Normalized network average expected Aol for varying /N under each
policy, averaged over 100 random network topologies

one node is fixed at r; and the rest of the topology is randomly
generated from a uniform distribution. The EWS, PF, and MM
policies are averaged over 1000 such topologies. We see that
the four curves have the same general shape, increasing with
r; as expected, but with small variations. As predicted, pP F
and pT4 are very close even at N = 50, demonstrating the
convergence in Theorem [7]

Finally, Figure [5] shows the normalized expected Aol as a
function of distance, averaged over the same 1000 topologies,
and compared to traditional slotted ALOHA. Although the
network average for the four policies is very close, there is
some disparity across the network and one can observe how the
max Aol changes under the different policies. The MM policy
is flat as expected, achieving complete fairness, but the other
three policies exhibit a small amount of unfairness. Intuitively,
nodes close to the base station perform well because of their
high signal strength and nodes far from the base station
perform well because of their large transmission probability.
This creates the concavity in the plot and causes nodes in the
middle to perform the worst. The plot highlights the relative
fairness of all four policies over slotted ALOHA, which sees
more than a factor of four increase in Aol as r; increases from
0.125 to 1.

As conjectured, the PF policy closely mimics the EWS
policy and justifies its use as a proxy. Furthermore, even
for small values of NV, the topology agnostic policy TA
achieves similar performance. We conclude that PF is a good
proxy for minimizing sum or min-max Aol, while also easily
implementable in a distributed system. Furthermore, when
topology information is unknown, TA is a good approximation
to PF for moderate and larger sized networks.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper we examined Aol in spatially distributed
networks under a random access policy. We characterized the
achievable region of time average Aol and showed that it’s
convex. We designed policies to minimize weighted sum, min-
max, and proportionally fair Aol with full knowledge of the
network topology, and showed tight performance bounds on
weighted sum and min-max. We further derived a policy to
minimize proportionally fair Aol when nodes only have access
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Fig. 4. Transmission probability under each policy as a function of r;, for
N = 50 and averaged over 1000 random network topologies
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Fig. 5. Normalized expected Aol under each policy as a function of r;, for
N = 50 and averaged over 1000 random network topologies

to their own locations, and showed that as the size of the
network goes to infinity, it converges to the proportionally fair
policy. We then verified our results through simulations.

Possible future directions include combining this work with
threshold ALOHA policies derived in [11]], [12] or a version of
CSMA, extending our analysis to unsaturated networks where
nodes don’t always have updates to send, and implementing
our policies in a real system to compare against 802.11 and
other protocols.

APPENDIX
A. Proof of Theorem|]]

We have shown that the set H is convex in two dimensions.
We now show that this property extends to N dimensions using
the convexity of the vector function ® and the relation of H
to the epigraph of this function. The convexity of a vector
valued function is a natural generalization of the convexity of
a scalar function [25]], and holds if and only if the following
conditions are met.

(7) The relationship

d(Ap' + (1 —Np* r) 2 A@(p',7) + (1 - N)@(p?,7) (56)

is true for all pl, p2 in the domain of ® and all 0 < A < 1.
Here the symbol =< is defined as element-wise comparison.
(#i) The domain of ® is a convex set.



In the case of the set H, (i) holds by the convexity of ¢;,
and (i7) holds because the domain of ® is a cube in RY,
where each element takes values from O to 1.

The epigraph of the vector function @ is defined in [25] as

(epi ®)(r) £ {(p,h) € RV xRN | p € dom ®, ®(p,r) < h},
(57
or the set of all (p, h) pairs such that p is in the domain
of ® and h is element-wise greater than or equal to ®(p, 7).
® is a convex function, so epi ® is a convex set from [25].
Furthermore, the projection of a convex set onto some of its
coordinates is convex [23], so the projection of epi ® onto
H(r) is convex.

It remains to show that the projection of epi ® onto H(r)
is equal to the set H(r). Consider any achievable point
h' € H(r). By definition, there exists some p’ such that
h' = ®(p',r). Therefore (p’,h’) € epi ® and h' is in its
projection.

To show the opposite direction, consider any h’ in the pro-
jection of epi ®. There exists by definition some p € dom ¢
such that h = ®(p,r) < h’, and h € H(r). From Corollary
a point is achievable iff it lies above some point h™ on
the Pareto Boundary, so h* < h < h/, and b’ € H(r). This
completes the proof.

B. Proof of Theorem

Rewriting the problem ([24)) in terms of (8) and moving each
term in the maximum to the constraint set,

min «
D
1

piHjeIi(l_

This problem is convex in p, because the constraints form a
convex set. As shown in [[16f], taking the log of the constraints

stoa > Vi (58)

lféij )

and setting @ = — log « forms the equivalent problem
min o

P
~ pj .

toa <logp; log(1 — , Vv

st.a <logpi+ | log( a7 69

JEL;

0<p; <1, Vi

Because log is a monotonic function, the objective can be
rewritten as a maximization over &. Recognizing that o > 1,
and therefore & is negative, this is equivalent to minimizing
its square.

R
min —d
p 2
A 2 .
s.t. & < logp; + log(1 — , Vi (60)
<logp § g( 1+dij)
JjEL;

Taking the Lagrangian dual,

N
N ~ bj
- Ai(a—1 i — log(1 —
min G fz; (&~ logpi = 3 log(1 ~ 7))
i= Jjel;
st.0<p; <1, Vi
A >0, Vi

(61)

The primal problem is convex and Slater’s condition is
satisfied [23]], so the duality gap is once again zero and the
maximum of the solution over A is equivalent to the primal
problem. Because (61I) is convex in p and & and concave in
A, we take the gradient and set it equal to zero to find the
solution

A A\
== (62a)
Di jeli1+d]z_pz

N
G+ Ai=0 (62b)

=1
_ } P
a—logpﬁzlog(l T

jels J (62¢)
= — log hl

for all 7. Observe from that & does not depend on 7,
so the min max solution achieves an equal expected Aol for
all nodes.

This solution is unique by the same argument as EWSAol.
(26) is monotonically decreasing in p; and goes to infinity as
p; goes to 0. If the left hand side evaluated at p; = 1 is less
than 0, then by the Intermediate Value Theorem there exists
a unique solution in the domain 0 < p; < 1. Otherwise the
minimum occurs at p; = 1 by the monotonicity of (26). This
completes the proof.

C. Proof of Theorem

We begin by showing the lower bound. Because 6§ = 1, only
one packet can be received in each time slot, and the sum of
expected throughputs is upper bounded by 1. In this setting
the problem

N
min Z hi(r)
i=1

N (63)
s.t. Zn(r) <1
i=1

is a relaxed version of the EWSAol optimization with
symmetric weights, so the solution is a lower bound to (19).
Using the inverse relationship between Aol and throughput,
the solution to @I} is h; = N for all 7. Therefore,

N
N2 <Y hi(r), (64)
1=1



and normalizing by N gives the result. Furthermore,

1+ s 1+ MM Lo vm
i=1 i=1

by the definition of min sum. It remains to prove the upper
bound, and we begin by showing it holds asymptotically as N
goes to infinity.

As shown previously, the dual of the MMAOoI optimization
(61) has a duality gap of zero, and maximizing this problem
over A is equivalent to the primal MMAol problem. Let the
objective function in (&T)) be 2™ (). Then by the minmax
inequality,

max max min A" () < min max max AMM (). (66)

[d A P p A r

Taking the inner maximization of the right hand side and
dropping the terms that are independent of 7,

N
maXZ)\i Zlog 1— d ). (67)
" i=1 JEI;
Defining the function

1, 7) 2 A log(1 — —22 A log(1 — —L 68
9(i,j) og( Hdin i log( 1+dji)’ (68)

(67) can be rewritten as
min Z (69)

(4,4):1<]

We now show that for each (i, j) pair, g(¢,j) is minimized
for any vector A when 7; = r;. The function is not convex,
but is continuous and differentiable, so a necessary condition
for a minimum point is that the gradient be zero or to be a
boundary point. Taking the derivative with respect to r; and
setting it equal to zero gives

Ti:O, Ty =Tj ity
pjAi

Adding the other boundary point at r; = 1 yields three
candidate solutions in terms of 7;, and by symmetry the
same three candidates for r;. Noting that v = 1 when
r; = rj, the possible combinations in both coordinates are
(z,2),(0,1),(1,0), (x,yx),and(yx, x), where 0 < z < 1.

If there exists a vector 7* such that g(i, j) is minimized for
all (i,7) pairs, then 7* is the solution to (69). It remains to
prove that such a position vector exists.

Solving for d;; and d;; at the candidate minima,

—piAi +pipidi
— Pidj + PiDjA;

=T1;7. (70)

Ajlog(1— B) + Xilog(1 — &), (x, )
Aj log(1 = pi), (0,1)
g(i,7) = { Nilog(1 — p; ) (1,0)
Ajlog(1 — + )+ A; log( 1+’y ), (@,7z)
Ajlog(1 — & )+/\ log(1 - 97=), (yz,2)

From (19),
(72)

772@’

Jel;

when the resulting p; < 1, and where C; > 0 for all j
and \; > 0 for all 7. As N goes to infinity so does |I;|, and
therefore p; — 0 for all <.

Taking the limit of the solutions at (yx, ) and (z,~yz),

pﬁléglﬁog(l, j)=
)\
Al A; L >0 (73
for both cases. For the other cases,
lim  g¢(i,j) =0, (74)
p;—0,p;—0

so the minima occur at (z,x), (0,1), and (1,0), and setting
r* equal to any vector with equal entries z such that 0 < 2z <1
is a solution to (69).

Returning to the upper bound in (66)), the maximization over
A does not affect the minimization over p because the problem
is symmetric at 7* and therefore all values in the vector A are
equal. Setting A\; = 1 for all ¢+ makes the problem equivalent
to the PFAoI problem, and from the solution @])

— = , Vi, (75)
Dy Z 1+ d g;
which yields
2
b=y Vi (76)
Plugging this result into (8) gives the final upper bound
%hM]W (T) < 1 o
Np; Tler, (0 - )
1
= (77)
2[Ljer, (1 = 1/N)
1 e

:7%7
21— H)N-1 2

for any position vector r as N goes to infinity. This
completes the proof.
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