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Abstract—This paper studies the problem of scheduling in
single-hop wireless networks with real-time traffic, whereevery
packet arrival has an associated deadline and a minimum fra@on
of packets must be transmitted before the end of the deadline
Using optimization and stochastic network theory we propos a
framework to model the quality of service (QoS) requiremens
under delay constraints. The model allows for fairly generh
arrival models with heterogeneous constraints. The framewrk
results in an optimal scheduling algorithm which fairly allocates
data rates to all flows while meeting long-term delay demandiVe
also prove that under a simplified scenario our solution trarslates
into a greedy strategy that makes optimal decisions with low
complexity.

Index Terms—Wireless networks, ad hoc networks, quality of
service, scheduling, real-time traffic.

I. INTRODUCTION

frame and have to be served before the end of the frame
according to some specified deadlines.

The problem of optimal congestion control and scheduling
for general ad hoc networks and arrivals was studied_in [17],
using the modeling paradigm of frames proposed!(inl [14].
The model allows a common framework for handling both
best-effort and real-time traffic simultaneously, but ibh@nly
handle homogeneous per-packet delay requirements.

In this paper, we further extend the results [of|[17] for the
case of heterogeneous delays and more general arrival spodel
and study the impact of acknowledgments on scheduling in a
lossy channel.

The main contributions of this work are summarized as
follows:

1) We present an optimization formulation for the problem
of scheduling real-time traffic under maximum per-

N this paper we study the problem of scheduling real-

time traffic in ad hoc networks under maximum per-
packet delay constraints. The problem of scheduling biéstte
traffic, which is defined as traffic that does not have any kind 2)
of quality of service (QoS) requirements such as minimum
bandwidth or maximum delay, has been extensively studied
for the case of wireless networks. An optimization frameuwor
for resource allocation in wireless networks has been devel
oped in [1]-6], where a dual decomposition approach was
used to derive various components of the resource allatatio )
architecture such as scheduling, congestion controlingut
power control, etc. A striking feature of the solution is an 4)
alternative derivation of the maxweight algorithm propbge
[7]. We refer the readers tbl[8],/[9] for a survey of these veork

Scheduling algorithms for packets with strict deadline re-
quirements have been proposed/in! [10]+[13], but the saiatio
are only approximate. In_[14]-[16], the problem of optimal
admission control and scheduling for real-time traffic was
addressed for access-point wireless networks in which only
one link can transmit at any given time. Among the many
contributions in these papers is a key modeling innovation

packet delay constraints in wireless ad hoc networks.
Unlike earlier work, the formulation allows for general
arrival models with heterogeneous delays.

Using duality theory and a decomposition approach, we
design an optimal scheduler that fairly allocates data
rates to all links and ensures that a required fraction of
each flow's packets are delivered before the prescribed
deadline by appealing to connections between Lagrange
multipliers and service deficits.

We prove that the scheduler meets all the QoS require-
ments and that converges to the optimal solution.

We then consider noisy channels where the transmitter
does not have perfect channel state information and
relies on feedback (acknowledgment) from the receiver
to find out if a transmission was successful. We derive
the structure of optimal scheduling algorithms in this
case and show that in the special case of colocated
networks, the scheduling algorithm reduces to a simple
greedy algorithm. The last part recovers a key result in
[14] using a different approach.

whereby the network is studied in frames, where a frame isThe paper is organized as follows. Section Il presents the
a contiguous set of time-slots of fixed duration. Packets wiffeétwork model we use in this work. The optimization formula-
deadlines are assumed to arrive only at the beginning ofii@n is presented in Secti¢nlll for the simplest of the chzinn
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models we study, while the dual decomposition approach
is developed in Section 1V. The optimal scheduler and its
convergence properties are presented in Seffion V. Since we
study three different channel models, in Sectibnk VI VIl
we highlight the differences between the simplest channel
model and the other two, and show the relationship between
feedback after every transmission and algorithm complexit

In Section[ VIl we perform a simulation study to understand
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the rates that can be achieved under different channel modabt known, we can only determine whether a transmission was

Finally, in Sectior ITX we present the conclusions. successful or not after we get some feedback from the raceive
In this paper we try to capture these different scenariokén t
[I. NETWORK MODEL following cases:

1) Known channel state: It is assumed tlatis a non-

negativerandom variable with meaf and variance?,,

and we get to know the channel state at Heginning

of the frame.

2) Unknown channel state, per-frame feedback: It is as-
sumed that; is aBernoullirandom variable with mean
¢ and we only get to know the channel state at¢he
of the frame. In other words, the receiver acknowledges
receptions for the all the packets in the frame, at the end
of the frame.

3) Unknown channel state, per-slot feedback: It is assumed
thatc;; is aBernoullirandom variable with mea# and
we get to know the channel state at #ved of the time
slot. In other words, acknowledgments are received after
each transmission.

In this section we present our model for a network com-
posed of single-hop traffic flows, such that each packet has
maximum delay requirements.

We represent the network using a directed graph=
(N, L), where\ is the set of nodes and is the set of links,
such that for anyny,ne € N, if (n1,n2) € £ then noden,
can communicate to node. Links are numbered through
|£|, and by abusing notation, we will sometimes use £ to
meanl € {1,2,...,|L[}.

Time is assumed to be divided in slots, and a setlof
consecutive slots is calledfeame Let 7 </ {1,...,T}. We
denote bya = (ait)icr te7 the number of packet arrivals at
a given frame for linki at time slot¢, and assume that we
get to knowa at the beginning of the frame. Furthermore,

def . . )
assume thai ZQZteT ai is @ random variable with mean |, yhe known channel state case we can potentially send
A and variancer;, such thatPr(a; = 0) > 0 and Pr(ar = yore than one packet in a time slot at higher rates since chan-
1) > 0. The last two assumptions are used to guarantee thaj estimation allow us to determine the optimal transnoissi

the Markov chain to be defined later is both irreducible and.. This is the reason why we make no assumptions on the
aperiodic, but they can be replaced by similar assumptls. |65, can take since it will be determined by the particular
further assume that arrivals are independent betweerretife | i-qjass technology used. In the case where the channel is

frame_s. L def unknown before transmission we assume that we only get
Define 7, = _{t :t € T anda;; > 0} to be the set of binary feedback in the form of acknowledgments, which is
arrival times at linkl. Let 7 = (7u;)iccie7+ be the deadline efiacted in the Bernoulli assumption e and ¢;;. Thus, in

ass_ociateq with packet arrivals._That is, a packet th.aVem‘ri this case, without any loss of generality, we assume only one
at link /, time ¢, must be transmitted by the end of time Slobacket can be transmitted per time slot per link.

7. \We assume that the deadlines are such that For the sake of simplicity in the presentation, we will first

(1o Y O (oo, = 0 for all £y, £ € T develop the known channel case and we will later highlight
oo B ’ the differences between this case and the other two cases in
and Sectiong VIl and"VII.

i <Tforalllecl,teT.

. I11. STATIC PROBLEM FORMULATION
In other words, packets must be transmitted before the next ) ) o
set of arrivals occurs in subsequent time slots, and allgack 10 design our algorithm, we will first formulate the problem

must be transmitted before the end of the frame. as a static optimization problem. Using duality theory, witt w

If a packet misses its deadline it is discarded, and it {8€n obtain a dynamic solution to this problem and later we
required that the loss probability at link € £ due to will prove its properties using stochastic Lyapunov tegheis.
deadline expiry must be no more thgn To avoid unnecessary Let s = (Slt)le,ﬁvf_GT denote the rlumber of packgts sched-
complexity in the formulation, we will write: to denote both uled for transmission at link and time slot;. We will only
the number of packet arrivals and its associated deadtines focuS on feasible schedules, sosif, > 0 and s, > 0 for

This paper studies the cases where the channel stat@W b then_llnksll_ andZQ_can *?e scheduled to simultaneously
assumed to be constant for the duration of a frame and Wﬁé%n_sm't without interfering W'th each other.
it is allowed to change from time slot to time slot. In both S_lnce we cannot transmit more packets than what are
cases we assume the state is independent between frafyddable and what the channel state allows, we have the
and independent of arrivals. When the channel is fixed in/@OWing constraints when the arrivals are given byand
frame, letc = (¢;)iec denote the number of packets lirik the channel state is
can successfully transmit in a time slot. When the channel is w "
allowed to change, define= (c;;)ier.ie7 to be the number ZSU sapforallte 7 leL, @)
of packets that can be successfully transmitted atllimktime =t
slot ¢. siy=0forallteT\Uerelt,....,u}, 1€ L, and  (2)

If we get to know the channel state before transmission, we
can determine the optimal rate at which we can successfully
transmit, possibly allowing more than one packet to be trans Denote the set of feasible schedules when the arrivals and
mitted in a single slot. On the other hand, if the channeéstat channel state areandc by S(a, ¢), capturing any interference

s <c foralllef andteT. ?3)



constraints imposed by the network and satisfyidg [1),48% We are interested in finding* but not the valueD(5*), so

Q. the problem can be simplified as follows
Our goal is to findPr(s|a,c) which is the probability of
using schedule € S(a,c) when the arrivals are given hy max Z(wl + 01) .- (%)
and the channel state is subject to the constraint that the Py
loss probability at linki € £ due to deadline expiry cannot
exceedp;. Since we are interested in solving the problem for non-riegat

Denoting byu(a,c) = (u(a,c))ice the expected number values pfél, it must be the case that* is as Ia}rge.as the
of packets served when the arrivals and channel state aza gigonstraints allow. Furthermore, since the objective fiamcin

by a and ¢, respectively, we have: (@) is linear, the problem can be decomposed into the fotigwi
subproblems for fixed andc:
wi(a,c) < Z Zsltpr(,ﬂa,c) foralll € L.
s€S(a,c) teT Igax (w; + 0p) Z Sit.
Thus, the expected service at link £ is given by ses@eliz teT
i def Z wi(a, c)Pr(c)Pr(a). The optimization problem can be solved using the following
ac iterative algorithm, wheré is the step index:

Due to QoS constraints we need at all links
§*(a,c, k) € arg maxZ[wl + d1(k)] Z Sit

> Ni(1—pr), se€S(a,0) jer teT
and to avoid trivialities, we assume thgt{1 — p;) > 0 for all
leL. i (k) =" 5i(a, ¢, k) Pr(c)Pr(a).
For notational simplicity, define the capacity region foefix ac teT

arrivals and channel state as

Cla,c) ™ { (f_u)leg : there existss ¢ S(a,c)en, } ’
P <D et St
whereS(a, ¢)cx is the convex hull ofS(a, ¢).

Thus, th Il it [ be defined as follows; . , .
us. the overall capacily region can be defined as fo OWV?/heree > 0 is a fixed step-size parameter, and for anyg R,

o et { (u)iec : there existsji;(a, ¢))iec € C(a,c) } ot < max{a,0}.
for all a,c andy = Effu(a, c)] for all L € £ With the change of variablesi(k) = d(k), we rewrite the
We will focus on the following static formulation for our algorithm as
problem, for some given vectar € R‘f‘:

And the update equation for the Lagrange multipliers is igive
by
ai(k +1) = {ai(k) + e[M(1 — ) — 7 (k)3 T,

1 o
§*(a,c, k) € arg maxZ[—wl + di (k)] Z Sit (6)
rﬁgglgzgwlm @ s€S(ae) jer © teT
subject to } )
19 > Al(l - pl) forallle L. u?(k) = Z Z Slt(aa C, /{)P’I’(C)P’I’(Q),
a,c teT

The vectorw can be used to allocate additional bandwidth
fairly to flows beyond what is required to meet their Qo®ith update equation:
needs. Other uses far have been explored in [17]. We will . .
assume that the arrivals and loss probability requiremerets di(k+1) = [di(k) + N(1—p) — 7 (k)] T
feasible and thus the optimization problem has a solutibn
From the update equation we see t&iﬁk) can be interpreted
IV. DUAL DECOMPOSITION OF THESTATIC PROBLEM as a queue with\;(1 — p;) arrivals andji; (k) departures at

In this section we use duality theory to decompose the statiePk-
optimization problem into simpler subproblems that wilei
us the ideas behind the dynamic algorithm.

Using the definition of the dual functioh [18], we have that

D(6) = max Y _wyu — si[M(1 = pi) — pu. o ,
nee 1= So far we have presented a dual decomposition for a static
From Slater’s condition [19] we know that the duality gap igroblem; however, the real ”eFWOT'F has stochastic a”"f“a“?
zero and therefor®(6*) = " wyuf, where channel state. We will use the intuition from the decomparsit
e Y in this section to develop an online algorithm that can cope
§* € argmin D(6) with such changing conditions and prove its convergence
l%ZO ' properties.

V. ONLINE ALGORITHM AND ITS CONVERGENCE
ANALYSIS



A. Scheduler implies thatd(k) is positive recurrent. As a corollary of this

We propose the following dynamic scheduling algorithn’f,esun: we have that the total expected service deficit has an
where the arrivals and channel state in frainare given by O(1/e) bound. _ _
a(k) andc(k), respectively: Corollary 1: If there exists a poinu(A) € C/(1 + A) for
1 someA > 0 such that[(B) holds true, then the total expected
§*(a(k),c(k),d(k)) € argmax Z[_wl + di (k)] Z si;, service deficit is upper-bounded by

s€S(a(k),c(k)) jcr € teT
(7)
E di (k)
lel

with update equation 112180ng
di(k +1) = [di(k) + a(k) — I} (a(k), c(k),d(k))] T,

where

1
< B3+ -By
€

foralll € £,whereBs = By/B; and By = ) ;. wi\/Ba.o
Lemmal[l also implies that the scheduler fulfills all QoS

17 (a(k), (k). d(k)) = Y _ & (a(k), c(k), d(k)) requirements.
et Corollary 2: If there exists a poinu(A) € C/(1 + A) for

and @(k) is a binomial random variable with parameter%omeA > 0 such that[(B) holds true, then the online algorithm

(k) and 1 — p;. The quantity, (k) can be generated by ulfills all the QoS constraints. That is:
the network as follows: upon each packet arrival, toss a
coin with probability of headsequal to1 — p;, and if the liminf E
outcome isheads add a one to the deficit countés(k). This Koo
implementation fora, (k) was first suggested in [17].

Note that in [¥) we make explicit the fact that the optimeflOr allie L. ) ) o
scheduler is a function af(k), c(k), andd(k), for fixedw and The above corollary states that the arrival rate into theciefi

e. Also note thatd, (k) can be interpreted as a virtual queu&OUNter is less than or equal to the service rate. The result |
that keeps track of the deficit in service for liko achieve a 20 Obvious consequence of the stability of the deficit casnte
loss probability due to deadline expiry less than or equalto @nd S0 & formal proof is not given. _
The idea of using a deficit counter was first used in [14] for the In order to be able to prove that our scheduler achieves the
case of colocated networks with homogeneous delays, wHftimal solution to the static problem in an average sense, a
the Lagrange multiplier interpretation allowed us to extéme 'elated result to Lemnfd 1 must be stated first. Since the proof
result to general ad hoc networks and heterogeneous delaifsSimilar to the proof in Lemmal1, it is omitted.

Lemma 2:Consider the Lyapunov functionV/(d) =
2> ep di. Then

K
% 3" I (alk), e(k), d(k) | = N(L —py)
k=1

B. Convergence Results

We now prove that the online algorithm meets the QoS E[V(d(k+1))|d(k) = d) — V(d) < By — B5Zdl

constraints, the total expected service deficit ha®(a/e) Y

bound, and the expected value of the objective is with{a) 1 § i}
of the optimal value of the static problefd (4). For the sake of ~ — — > A{wip; — wiE (I} (a(k), c(k), d)]}
readability, we defer the proofs to the appendixes. leL

We will first bound the expected drift af(k) for a suitable ¢, B, > 0, some non-negative consta, anye > 0, where

Lyap_un(_)v function. the thad(k) defines an irreducible andu* is a solution to[(#), and* (a(k), c(k), d) is obtained from
aperiodic Markov chain. the solution to[{F).

Lemma 1:Consider the Lyapunov functionV(d) =
3 e di. If there exists a poinu(A) € C/(1 + A) for
someA > 0 such that

<
Using LemmaZR we can now prove that our online algorithm
is within O(e) of the optimal value.
Theorem 1:For anye > 0 we have that

(D) > N1 —p) foralll e £ (8) .
then limsupE Z wip — wli Z I/ (a(k), c(k),d(k))| < Be
K=oo ez Lt
EV(d(k+1))|d(k) =d] = V(d) < By = By > . dy
lec for some B > 0, where p* is a solution to [4), and

I*(a(k), c(k),d(k)) is obtained from the solution t@1(7). ¢
Both Corollary[1l and Theoref 1 highlight the trade-off in

choosinge: the closer we get to the optimal value for the static

formulation, the more the aggregate in the deficit countélts w

for some positive constant®;, B,, any ¢ > 0, where increase.

I*(a(k), c(k),d) is obtained from the solution t@1(7). < The statement and proofs of Lemrih 1 and Theofém 1
Since the last term in the right-hand side of the inequalifpllow the techniques in_[17], which are similar to the tech-

can be upper-bounded, it can be shown that the expected drifjues in [3]. Slightly different results can be derivedngsi

is negative but for a finite set of values &fk). Thus, Lemma the techniques ir_[4] and][1].

— 23 {1+ Ayu(A) — wi B (1 (ak), (k). )]}
lel



VI. UNKNOWN CHANNEL STATE, PER-FRAME FEEDBACK  anda, (k) is a binomial random variable with parameterék)

Since the analysis for the unknown channel state, per-fraﬁféd L=p .
feedback case is similar in nature to the known channel case] he main difference in the scheduler compared to the known

in this section we will only highlight the differences betve channel case is that the algorithm now uses the expected chan
both cases. nel state in making scheduling decisions. Thus, the algworit

Remember that we assume that the channel atlliakc, N€€ds to know or estimatg. _
¢, is aBernoulli random variable with meaf, and we get  USing the same techniques as in SeV-B, we can prove
to know the channel state only at the end of the frame. Thigat the scheduler meets all the QoS requirements, the total
the set of feasible schedules when the arrivals are given §§Pected service deficits have @il /¢) bound, and the mean
a is the set of schedules that capture any interference cdglue of the objective is withi)(c) of the optimal value.
straints imposed by the network and that fulfill the follogyin

constraints: VII. UNKNOWN CHANNEL STATE, PER-SLOT FEEDBACK

it Compared to the previous two cases, the per-slot feedback
Zslj <apforallte 7% leL, (9) case is more complex due to the fact that we can use the
j=t feedback to update our decisions at every time slot. In this

section we will first formulate the problem focusing on p@Ei
rather than on schedules, and we will show that no simple
sp<lforallle L andteT. (11) decomposition can be achieved for this case. However, we

ion that the ch | , will prove that for a simple scenario a greedy solution can
From our assumption that the channel state remains Cons%?fﬁieve the optimal solution.

for the duration of a framel[{9) and{10) tell us that we should

not schedule a link for transmission more than the number . .

of packets that are available, since extra transmissions .OProbIem Formulation and Solution

not increase the number of successes. Furthermore, siace thSimilar to the development in SectignlVI, we will only

channel is Bernoulli, when a link is scheduled it can onljighlight the differences between this case and the known

transmit at most a packet, as the constrain{id (11) indicatéhannel state case.

Let S(a) denote the set of feasible schedules when the arrivalshs described in Sectidnlll, the channel at litke £, time

are given by, capturing any interference constraints given b§lot¢ € 7, cu, is assumed to be a Bernoulli random variable

the network and fulfilling[(R),[{0), and{1L1). with meang¢;. Thus, instead of choosing a schedule for the
Following the same arguments as in Secfioh Ill, we ha®itire frame, we will try to find a scheduling poligy that

to design a scheduling stratedy(s|a) that is the probability makes decisions at every time slot based on the feedback

of using schedule € S(a) when the arrivals are given hy. received. Note however that if the arrivals and channetsiat

Since we cannot base our policy on the state of the chanrizgiven frame are given by andc respectively, policy will
as we did before, the expected service to link £ is now 9enerate a schedule by the end of the frame. We will denote

sp=0forallteT)\ UteTla{t, ..., L€ L, and (10)

given by by s(p, a, c) such schedule.
We only focus on feasible policies, which are defined to be
<Y "> asuPr(sla)Pr(c)Pr(a). policies that generate a schedule that meets all interéeren
a,¢ s€S(a) teT constraints given by the network and fulfill the following
Simplifying the equation we get constraints, for fixeg, a, andc:
o < Z Z Zézsthr(sla)Pr(a). (12) su(p,a,c) = 0forallt € T\Urere{t, ..., T}, L€ £, (14)
a s€S(a)teT sit(p,a,c) <1forallle L andt e T, and (15)
That is, the expected service depends on the average channel 7
state. Properly modifying the definition of the capacity foé t > agsij(pia,c) <ay forallte T 1€ L. (16)
network, we can write the static formulation as[ih (4). j=t

Using the dual decomposition technique of Secfioh IV we Note that [T4) specifies that a link should not be scheduled
can develop the design ideas behind the following dynamicthere is no packet to be transmitte@_(15) states that we
scheduler, assuming that at frarhehe arrivals are given by cannot schedule more than a packet in a time slot since the
a(k): channel is Bernoulli, and_(16) specifies that a feasiblecgoli

N 1 - cannot have more successful transmissions than the nurhiber o
§*(a(k),d(k)) € argmax Y [—w; + di(k)ler Y | su, (13) packets available.

ses(atk) ez © teT We highlight the fact that since there is only a finite number
with update equation of feasible schedules, then the set of feasible policiesitefi
. We will denote byP(a) the set of feasible policies that meet
— s +
di(k +1) = [di(k) + a(k) — I} (a(k), d(k))]", all interference constraints and that fulfll{14).15)dafig),
where when arrivals are given by.
If (ak), d(k)) = > &, (a(k),d(k)) Our goal is to find the probability distributiofr(p|a) of

o1 using policyp € P(a) in a given frame when arrivals are given



by a, such that the fraction of packets that miss the deadliBe A Greedy Strategy for Colocated Networks
at link [ cannot exceeg,;. Thus, the expected service at link |4 this Section we will show that in a simple scenario

I'€ L is subject to the following constraint a greedy algorithm can achieve the optimal solution with
minimum complexity. To do that, we will focus our attentian t
< . o ;
M = Z Z ;C“S”(p’a’C)Pr(ma)Pr(c)Pr(a) colocated networks, where only one link is allowed to traitsm
@¢ pEP(a) 1€ at any given time slot. We will also assume that the channel
Therefore, the optimization problem is as follows, for &tate is independent between different time slots. Fumbe,

given vectorw € R‘f‘: we will assume that at every frame there is a single packet
arrival at every link at the beginning of the frame, and tHat a
max Z Wi (17) the packets must be transmitted by the end of the frame. That
w.Pr(pla) 1 =7 is,
subject to T*={1}, a1 =1, andr; =T forall [ € L. (20)
<> 3" S cusulp,a,c)Pr(pla)Pr(c)Pr(a) for all I The key idea we will use in this section is that for a given
a,c peP(a) teT frame when the deficit counters are given dyylinks will be
prioritized in decreasing order of the prioritiﬁswl + dj]e.
> N(1—p) foralll e £ Definition 1: A greedy policyfor colocated networks is a
scheduling policy that at every time slot schedules a lintawi
Pr(pla) > 0 for all p € P(a),a the highest priority{w; + d;J¢; among the links that have a
packet that remains to be transmitted. o
Z Pr(pla) <1 for all a. Theorem 2:The greedy scheduler is the optimal solution
PEP(a) to (18) for colocated networks, when the arrivals are givgn b
We will assume that the arrivals and loss probability reguir @0). and the channel state is independent between ditferen
ments are feasible and thus the optimization problem hadige slots. = °
solution 1:*. For ease of readability, we defer the proof to the appendixes

Following the arguments in SectidnllV, we can develoBue to the optimality 0}‘ the policy, and following a similar
the design ideas behind the following dynamic schedulél€Velopmentas in Sectign VB, one can prove that the greedy

assuming that at framé the arrivals are given by(k) and algorithm meets all the QoS constraints, the total expected
the channel state by(k): service deficits have af(1/¢) bound, and the mean value of

the objective is withinD(e) of the optimal value. We skip the
5 (a(k),d(k)) € argmax [lwl—i-dl(k)]/u(p,a(k)) (18) proofs since they are analogous to the ones already presente

peP(alk) (7 € The above theorem shows that the dual decomposition so-
. _ lution presented here recovers the solution for the speasd
with update equation of access-point networks presented[in][14]. The contritouti

of this section is to show that the dual approach allow us to

— ps * +
di(k +1) = [di(k) + au(k) — L7 (a(k), c(k), d(R)]], extend such results for very general ad hoc networks, #sriva

where and for heterogeneous delays, and that [14] can be seen as a
particular case of our general formulation.
(p; alk)) = Zchtslt(p,a(k),c)PT(C), (19)
c teT VIII. SIMULATIONS
" - The purpose of the simulations is to compare the throughput
I7 (a(k), c(k),d(k)) = ;Clt(k)slt(p (k), a(k), c(k)), that calr31 biz achieved for the different char?nel models. 'Iqo FZJIO

that, we simulate a 10-link network such that its interfesen

p*(k) = p*(a(k),d(k)), and a;(k) is a binomial random graph is given by Fig[]1l, where each vertex of the graph
variable with parameterg; (k) and1 — p;. represents a link and the edges represent the interference

We note that compared to the known channel case, tbenstraints. For example, if link 1 is scheduled, then links
algorithm needs to know the probability distribution ©fin 2, 4, and 7 cannot be activated. This interference graph was
order to make optimal decisions. From(18) we see that tfiest used in[[17].
duality approach does not give us a simple decompositiom as i The constraint for the dropping probability due to deadline
(6). The reason comes from the fact that even though per-sspiration is set to 0.1, the packet arrivals at every link ar
feedback may help us to potentially increase the throughpassumed to be Bernoulli random variables with mean 0.6
it also increases the complexity of the decision algorithm. packets/frame, and a frame has 3 time slots. Every channel

Using the same proof techniques as in Sedftion] V-B, it camassumed to be a Bernoulli random variable with mean 0.96.
be proved that the scheduler meets all the QoS requiremehte, will compare the three channel models studied in this
the total expected service deficits have@fl /¢) bound, and paper: known channel state, unknown channel state peefram
the mean value of the objective is within(e) of the optimal feedback, and unknown channel state per-slot feedback. The
value. simulation time is10° frames.
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In Figs.[2 and B we plot the average service for different ©
values ofw;. The casew; = 0 means that we are only
interested in finding a feasible solution without any concer (o6l
of optimality. This results in a rate assignment that is only
slightly above the minimum required to achieve an acceptabl
. . . . .05 i i i i i i i
dropping probability, as shown in Figl 4. In the case= 6 0.01 0.02 0.04 0.070.1 0.2 04 07 1
we have that the algorithm tries to maximize the service rate €
for all links, resulting in a significant decrease of the grimyg  Fig. 4. Dropping probability whems; = 0
probability as shown in Fid.]5. This result suggests that the
objective function not only has a role giving priorities toKs
according to its weights, but also has a role in decreasititge optimal algorithm, and showed that for a certain simple
the dropping probabilities, allocating any available aafysto scenario a greedy strategy can achieve the optimal solution
links. with low complexity, recovering the results of [14] for asse
It is interesting to note that the difference in service satgoint networks.
for the different channel models is smaller th2#, which
suggests that the added complexity in solving the optimal

0.07r

scheduler for the per-slot feedback case does not comptre wi APPENDIXA

the gains that can be achieved in terms of throughput. Thus, PROOF OFLEMMAT]]

the per-frame feedback case can be used as a Iow—complexité )

approximation to the per-slot feedback case. efore we prove Lemmi 1, we present the following fact.
Fact 1: The optimization in [{I7) can be performed over

IX. CONCLUSIONS S(a(k), c(k))cw, the convex hull ofS(a(k), c(k)); that is,
In this work we have presented an optimization formulation 1

for the problem of scheduling real-time traffic in ad hoc argmax Z[_wl +dl(k)]zslt =

networks under maximum delay constraints. The model allows ses(ak)e(k) ez © teT

for _generall arrival .models with heterogeneog; delay con- arg max [lwz +dy(k)] Zslt-

straints. Using duality theory and a decomposition apgrpac se€S(a(k),c(k))en jo7 € byt

we presented an optimal scheduler and proved that it fairly

allocates data rates to all links and guarantees that ttey deThe reason for this comes from the fact that the objective
requirements are met at every flow. We further studied tlienction is linear and therefore there must be an optimattpoi
impact of feedback at every time slot on the complexity o (a(k), c(k),d(k)) € S(a(k), c(k)). o
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Proof of Lemmal1:

E[V(d(k+1))|d(k) =d] —V(d)

=F % Z{[dl +ai(k) — I (a(k), c(k), d)]Jr}Q] - Z

el

<E % Z[dl + dl(k) - Il*(a(k)a C(k)v d)]2‘| - Z C%l

el

<Bi+Y dn(1—p)
leL

> <%wl + dl> I (a(k), c(k), d)

leL

= %wlfl* (a(k), c(k), d)]

leL

- F

<B; + Z dipu(A) (22)

el

> <%wl + dl> 17 (a(k), c(k), d)

el

- F

o Z %wlll* (a(k)v C(k)v d)]

leL

+5 ) ap(k) + a?(k)] (21)

where [21) follows from the definition of;(a(k), c(k), d),

(22) follows from [8), and
B =2 S 0%+ oD+ (1 - p)?) + A1~ )

2
leL

Given the definition of’, we have thap(A) € C/(1+ A)
implies that there exist(a, c¢) € C(a, c) for all a, c and (1 +
Ay (A) = Effu(a,c)] for all I € L. For the rest of the proof
we definefi(a(k), c(k)) to be such set of values associated to
(14+ A)u(A). Hence:

E[V(d(k+1))|d(k)=d] —V(d)
<Bi+ Y dyu(A)

lel
—E > (%wl + dl> I (a(k), c(k), d)]
leL
+ 3 SB[ (alk), e(8), )
lel
<Bi+ > dyu(A)
lel
—-FE Z (%wl + dl) fu(a(k), C(k))] (23)
leL
+ 3 SB[ (a(k), e(8), )
lel
=B1 + Z dip(A) — Z <%wz + dz) (14 A)w(A)
lel el
+ 3" ZwB I (alk), k), )]
lel
:Bl - A Z dl,LLl(A)
el
~ 23 1+ A)(B) w2 (1 (ak), (k) d)]}
el

where [28) follows from the fact thafi(a(k),c(k)) €
C(a(k),c(k)) and Factll. Therefore:

EV(d(k+1))d(k) =d] - V(d) < B1— B> dy
lel

~ I3 {1+ Ayu(A) — wiB (1} k), (k). )]}
lel

where
By = Amin{u(A)}.

APPENDIXB
PrROOF OFTHEOREM[I

From LemmdR we know that
1 * *
E Z {wlﬂl - le [Il (a’(k)7 C(k)u d)]}
leL

<Bi—Bs Y d+V(d) - E[V(d(k+1))|d(k) = d]
lel



<B1+V(d)— E[V(d(k+1))|d(k) =d] scheduler for the remaining time slots. Assume that the set
of links that have a packet waiting to be transmitted is given

since B; 3 di 2 0. Taking expectations: by L. If we schedule the link with the largest weighic;,

1 then the expected utility is given by
—E |y {wipj — wzlz*(a(k)ac(k),d(k))}] : _ _ N o
€ liez Ug(L,j+1) = mpepe + (1= )Uqg (L, j) + = Ug(L\{I"}, )
<B1— E[V(d(k+1)]+ E[V(d(k))]- where
Adding the terms fork = {1,..., K} and dividing by K " e aI"%eHﬁlaX”lél'
t:
we ge If we decide to schedule link
K
1 1 ~
-F F—w— I (a(k),c(k),d(k l ¢ argmax m;cp,
3w =g 317 (0(4) (k) ())} ¢ argmaxme,
<B EV(d(K +1))) n EV(d(1))) then the expected utility is given by
~ D1 = ~
E[V(d(ll())] K Uﬁ(ﬁaj"'l) :77[6[+(1_E[)Ug(ﬁaj)+E[Ug(£\{l}7j)
SBl""T (24) =TjCi + T~ Cy= +(1—El*)(1—7~) g(ﬁ,j—l)
where [2#) follows from the fact that the Lyapunov function + (1= )eiUy (L {l} J—1)
V is non-negative. Assuming’ [V'(d(1))] < oo we get the +e-(1=c)Ug(L\A{l"},5 - 1)
following limit expression: +a U, (L {1, l} ji—1)
K _ .
_**—f—l_ * ""+1_"U £, _1
timsupl? | S wif — i > I (alk). k). d(k)) | < Be mea 4 (1= ) [meg + (1= @)L, =)
N = =t +5U,(L\ (T}, = 1)]
where B = B;. [ | + & [micp + (1 — ) Ug(L\ {I*},5 — 1)

el (LA {11} - 1)

APPENDIXC
PROOF OFTHEOREM[Z]

The proof will use dynamic programming arguments: we So in order to prove thal/,(L,7 + 1) > Us(L,j + 1) it
will first note that if there is only one time slot remainingsuffices to show that

the optimal decision is to schedule the link with the highest

weight among the links that have a packet that remains to be Ug(L,j) Zzme; + (L= ¢))Ug (L, 5 — 1) (25)
transmitted, and then using induction we will prove that the +¢Uq (L {I},j—-1)

best decision in any time slot is to schedule a backloggéd I|n

with the highest weight.

For simplicity in notation, definer; = ;wl + d,; for all Uy(L\A{I*},5) =me+ (1 — e)U,(L\{I*},5 — 1) (26)
l € L. Also define ' U (LN 1T} — 1),
cl j—

= Z Z Z mensi(p, a, c)Pr(c) From the assumption that the greedy scheduler is optimahwhe
leL ¢ t=T—j+1 there arej slots remaining, it is clear thaf (25) arld (26) are
to be the expected utility of policy when there arg time true, so the greedy scheduler is indeed optimal when there ar

slots remaining and the set of links that have a packet tHat | Slots remaining. u
needs to be transmitted is given oy Furthermore, define

Up(£7 0) =0 . . . . -
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