Helsinki University of Technology Institute of Mathematics Research Reports

Teknillisen korkeakoulun matematiikan laitoksen tutkimusraporttisarja Espoo 2001 A432

OPTIMAL WRAP-AROUND NETWORK SIMULATION

Tuomas Hytönen

Tuomas Hytönen: Optimal Wrap-Around Network Simulation; Helsinki University of Technology Institute of Mathematics Research Reports A432 (2001).

Abstract: Applying the mathematical theory of tilings, we develop conditions for a minimal grid to yield adequate results in cellular network simulation, adopting the common criterion of the first tier of interference being correctly modelled. We further demonstrate that such a grid can always be realized with a special wrap-around technique. The theory is applicable to various cellular systems, and it yields the best possible solution when T/FDMA with omnidirectional antennas is simulated. The minimal grid then consists of 7N sites, where N is the cluster size.

AMS subject classifications: 90B18 (Primary) 52C20, 51M20, 68U20 (Secondary)

Keywords: Simulation, cellular network, wrap-around, grid size, tiling.

This work was prepared at Mobile Networks Laboratory, Nokia Research Center, P.O. BOX 407, FIN-00045 NOKIA GROUP.

The author’s current email is Tuomas.Hytonen@hut.fi and the address as given below.

ISBN 951-22-5288-0 ISSN 0784-3143 Espoo, 2001

Helsinki University of Technology Department of Engineering Physics and Mathematics Institute of Mathematics P.O. Box 1100, 02015 HUT, Finland email:math@hut.fi http://www.math.hut.fi/

1 Introduction

Simulation of a cellular radio network is a prominent tool in testing new algorithms and optimising the system capacity [1, 2, 3, 4]. Such simulations involve multiple aspects and tend to consume lots of computer time, in particular, if a large enough grid, comparable with a real network, is used. Therefore, it would be of interest to know the minimum size of the grid required to get adequate results. Various aspects of network simulation have been studied, but no definite answer to the above mentioned question has been obtained so far.

We present here a method of constructing a minimal grid adopting a commonly accepted criterion of having the first tier of interference correctly simulated [4, 5]. This is achieved by use of a revised form of periodic boundary conditions, also known as wrap-around. The mathematical machinery to be used is developed rather rigorously, but thereafter the formulation of the ideas in applications becomes straightforward and compact. On the way to the applications we also show that some general formulas involved in network design are readily derived from the somewhat abstract results on tilings to be discussed first.

The applicability of the general framework of the theory is rather wide, and similar ideas have previously been exploited in molecular dynamics simulations [6]. However, the cellular network system possesses some rather individual characteristics, with which our method works particularly well. The method has been implemented in the network simulator developed at Nokia Research Center [1, 2], and it has been in use in several macro cell simulations.

The paper is organised as follows. The abstract theory to be used in applications is treated in Ch. 2. Sect.’s 2.1 to 2.2 fix some basic notation, whereas symmetry properties of tilings are discussed in Sect.’s 2.3 to 2.4 and inclusion properties in Sect.’s 2.5 to 2.6. Ch. 3 begins with the principles of cellular network design and simulation in Sect.’s 3.1 and 3.2. The main result on optimal grid size is derived in Sect. 3.3 and a concrete example on applying the theory is given in Sect. 3.4. Some extensions and related ideas are visited in Sect.’s 3.5 to 3.6. We conclude the paper in Ch. 4.

2 Properties of tilings

The mathematical machinery and notation is presented in this chapter.

2.1 Basic definitions

A tiling is a collection of non-overlapping open bounded sets, the closures of which cover the plane, and each of which is obtained from any other by mere translation. (This is a standard definition, see e.g. [7], except for the translation property, which is not required in general. For our purposes, however, we are only interested in tilings with this property, so we take it as a definition to simplify notion. The word tessellation is also used in a similar context.)

The points covered by the tiling (i.e., all the points of the plane, except the ones on the boundary of a tile) are called tiling points. Two points a and b in two tiles of a tiling T, say a ∈ A and b ∈ B, are equivalent in T, if the unique translation mapping A onto B maps a into b. The equivalence class of a is denoted by [a]. For any tiling point a, [a] consists of exactly one point in each A ∈ T. Two tilings are equivalent, denoted by T ≡ T^′, if the equivalence relations of points induced by these tilings coincide (for all points covered by both tilings).

The following finiteness property of tilings comes to use: A bounded area can only have points of finitely many different tiles. Indeed, assume there were points of infinitely many tiles. Since the tiles are bounded, the whole tiles would be included in a (possibly larger) bounded domain. But the openness of the tiles implies that they take some (equal) positive area, so infinitely many tiles would take an infinite area, contradicting the boundedness of the domain including them.

The equivalence proximity P(a) of a point a is the convex domain {x : ∀b ∈ [a] − {a} : |x − a| < |x − b|} of points closer to a than any equivalent point. (The convexity follows from the fact that this domain is an intersection of half-planes.) Given [a], clearly every x is in the closure of P(b) for some b ∈ [a], and P(b) ∩ P(c) = ∅ for b, c ∈ [a], b ≠ c. A neighbour of a is an equivalent point b ∈ [a] − {a} at the closest distance, i.e., ∀c ∈ [a] − {a} : |c − a| ≥ |b − a|. This closest distance is called the neighbour distance D(a). The set of neigbours of a is denoted by N(a). Any tiling point in any tiling has at least one neighbour, i.e., N(a) ≠ ∅, since certainly there are some equivalent points, and in a bounded region there are only finitely many, of which some is at the smallest distance.

An open set or a collection of open sets which can be used as tiles in a tiling are said to have the tiling property.

Several concepts introduced above are illustrated in Fig. 1. In this figure, P(a) is surrounded by the dashed polygon, N(a) consists of a single point b and D(a) = D. If the bottom row of tiles were moved slightly to the left, we would have N(a) = {b, c}, and similarly we could have N(a) = {b, d} by shifting the bottom row to the right.

2.2 Homogeneity

A tiling is homogeneous, if it has the following property: If b is equivalent to a, then for every tiling point c, c+(b−a) is equivalent to c. In a homogeneous tiling the equivalence of a and b clearly follows, if the translation taking a into b is the same as any of the translations of a tile onto another. Also, if b ∈ N(a), then a^′ + (b − a) is equivalent to a^′ and we have that D(a^′) ≤ |b−a| = D(a), and since the choice of points was quite arbitrary we conclude

Figure 1: Part of a typical tiling.

that D(a) = D(a^′) is independent of the point a. Thus we denote by D(T) the common neighbour distance of all the tiling points of a homogeneous tiling T. In particular, if a ∈ N(b) then a and b are equivalent and |a − b| = D(b), but since D(b) = D(a) we find that also b ∈ N(a), and the relation “is a neighbour of” is a symmetric relation in a homogeneous tiling.

From the homogeneity it also follows, by a similar straightforward argument, that P(a) and P(a^′) only differ by translation for any tiling points a, a^′. Consequently, T^′ = {P(b) : b ∈ [a]} is a tiling for any [a]. This tiling is equivalent to the original homogeneous tiling T, since c_1 ∈ P(a_1), c_2 ∈ P(a_2) (where a_i ∈ [a]) are equivalent in T^′ iff the translation of c_1 into c_2 maps P(a_1) onto P(a_2) iff c_1 − c_2 = a_1 − a_2 iff c_1, c_2 are equivalent in T, since a_1, a_2 are equivalent and T is homogeneous.

As a final property of homogeneous tilings at this stage, we show that b ∈ P(a) iff a ∈ P(b), i.e., “is in the proximity of” is also a symmetric relation in a homogeneous tiling. Indeed, b ∈ P(a) iff the closed disc of centre b and radius |b − a| does not contain any elements of [a] − {a}. Assume then that a /∈ P(b), i.e., the closed disc of centre a and radius |a − b| does contain b^′ ∈ [b]−{b}. By homogeneity, a+(b−b^′) ∈ [a]−{a} and a+(b−b^′) = b+(a−b^′) is in the closed disc of centre b and radius |a − b|, which is a contradiction.

2.3 Polygonal symmetry

A tiling possesses g-gonal symmetry, if the following condition holds: If b is equivalent to a, then all the points a + (b − a)e^{in 2πg} , n ∈ Z, (i.e., the vertices of a regular g-gon with centre a and one corner at b) are equivalent to a.

In a g-gonally symmetric tiling there are clearly at least g neighbours for any tiling point a. Let g ≥ 3 and b be one of the neighbours of a and assume D(b) < D(a). (It is obvious that D(b) ≤ D(a).) It follows from elementary geometry that then at least one of the g neighbours to b is closer to a than D(a), which is a contradiction, since these are equivalent to a. (We essentially use the fact that for equal circles with centres at the distance of their common radius, the arc of one circle inside the other disc is^1_3 ≥^1_g of the circumference, and should the other circle be smaller, the above mentioned arc is of strictly larger proportion, and thus contains at least one of the g

Figure 2: The honeycomb lattice.

neighbours of b.) Thus D(b) = D(a) for all b ∈ N(a).

If g > 3, it follows that there are exactly g neighbours for each tiling point a. Indeed, if the number g was exceeded by even one, then the ggonal symmetry guarantees that there would actually be at least 2g > 6 neighbours, and the distance between two of these would necessarily be less than D(a). (This follows from the fact that one edge of a regular hexagon inscribed in a circle is equal to the radius of the circle, and in any n-gon with n > 6 the edge is smaller than the radius.)

Now it is easy to inductively extend the pattern of equivalent points to a by using the fact that each such point has g neighbours at the distance D(a) at the vertices of a regular n-gon. However, the geometry of this procedure readily reveals that, for g > 3, only the symmetries with g = 4, 6 are possible, since otherwise the extending pattern soon violates the fact D(b) = D(a). In these two particular cases, the equivalence class [a] turns out to be the square lattice {a+(m+in)(b−a)} or the honeycomb lattice {a+(m+e^{i π}3 n)(b−a)}, respectively, with m, n ∈ Z. These cases g = 4, 6 of particular interest will be referred to as square symmetry and hexagonal symmetry, respectively The latter is illustrated in Fig. 2, where the lattice points correspond to the crossings of lines. The six neighbours at equal distance from the point a are also shown. Note that while Fig. 2 describes the lattice of one equivalence class of points in any hexagonally symmetric tiling, the shape of the tiles themselves is in no way indicated in the figure.

With g = 4, 6, we now know that any point is equivalent to a if and only if it differs from a by (m + ne^{i 2πg} )(b − a). Now, given any equivalent points c_1, c_2, let a_1, a_2 ∈ [a] be the unique points of [a] in the same tile with c_1, c_2, respectively. Thus, due to the translation property of a tile onto another, c_2 − c_1 = a_2 − a_1 = (m + ne^{i 2πg} )(b − a). Conversely, if c_1, c_2 are any two tiling points separated by (m + ne^{i 2πg} )(b − a), then a_1 ∈ [a] in the same tile with c_1 is separated from some a_2 ∈ [a] by this same translation, and since this is then the translation mapping the tile of a_1 onto the tile of a_2, and it also maps c_1 into c_2, we conclude that c_1 and c_2 are equivalent. Thus any two points are equivalent in a g-gonal tiling, g = 4, 6, if and only if they differ by (m + e^{i 2πg} n)(b − a), where a and b are some neighbours. In particular, we find that a g-gonally symmetric tiling, g = 4, 6, is homogeneous.

Knowing how the points of [a] are distributed, it is also clear that P(a) is determined solely by the condition |x − a| < |x − (a + (b − a)e^{in 2πg} )|, n = 0, . . . , g − 1, and it is easy to see that the domain determined by such a condition is a regular g-gon. From the results about homogeneous tilings we conclude that a square symmetric tiling is equivalent to a tiling by squares, and a hexagonally symmetric tiling is equivalent to a tiling by regular hexagons. The squares or hexagons in question may be chosen as {P(b) : b ∈ [a]} for a desired tiling point a.

2.4 Characterization of symmetry

We now have a look at the lower order polygonal symmetries not dealt with in Sect. 2.3, and with the understanding of these, we obtain a complete characterization of polygonally symmetric tilings.

It is possible to show that 3-gonal, i.e., triangular, symmetry always implies hexagonal symmetry. Indeed, if we start from one tiling point and its neighbour in a triangularly symmetric tiling T and extend the pattern of equivalent points, as above, according to the triangular symmetry, we obtain a honeycomb lattice similar to that with hexagonal symmetry, but with a sublattice removed. The equivalence class of the point 1 (possibly after a change of coordinates) is given by [1] = L_1 − L_2 = {m + ne^{i π}3 } − {(1 + e^{i π}3 )(k + ℓe^{i π}3 )}. This lattice can also be described in terms of the sublattice as [1] = (L_2 + 1) ∪ (L_2 + e^{iπ3}). (A picture of the situation will clarify the argumentation here.) Should the equivalence class include any of the points L_2, then it would include all of L_2 (as a consequence of triangular symmetry), and we would have hexagonal symmetry. Since the closures of the tiles cover the plane, a given point c ∈ L_2 is in the closure of some A ∈ T, and we have an a ∈ [1] ∩ A. If a ∈ L_2 + 1, then a + 1 ∈ [1], and the tile A + 1 of a + 1 contains points arbitrarily close to c + 1 ∈ L_2 + 1 ⊂ [1], which is a contradiction, since c + 1 is a tiling point and has some open neighbourhood in its own tile. Similar reasoning applies, if a ∈ L_2 + e^{i π}3 . Thus triangular symmetry does not exist on its own, but only as part of hexagonal symmetry.

2-gonal, or linear, symmetry simply means that a + c ∈ [a] implies a − c ∈ [a], i.e., that the lattice [a] is the same forward and backward in any direction from any point a of the lattice. This can also be described as a reflection property. If a ∈ N(0) and b ∈ [0] is the closest equivalent to 0 outside the line through 0 and a, then reflection arguments can be used to show that [0] at least contains the lattice {ma + nb} − {ka + ℓb : k, ℓ odd}. Argumentation similar to the proof that triangular implies hexagonal symmetry can then be used to show that even the a priori subtracted lattice must be in [0]. Therefore, now that [0] is a simple parallelogram lattice, an argument similar to that showing the homogeneity of square and hexagonally symmetric tilings shows that the linearly symmetric tiling is homogeneous. (The converse of this statement is trivially true.)

We can again apply the property of homogeneous tilings that the set {P(a) : a ∈ [0]} gives a tiling equivalent to the original, but we can also

Figure 3: Characteristic parameters of symmetric tilings.

construct explicitly an even more convenient equivalent tiling. Let us fix the coordinate system in such a way that the parallelogram lattice above is of the form {mα + n(λα + iβ)}. To each a ∈ [0] we associate the rectangle with vertices a ±^1_2 α ± i^1_2 β. We claim that the set of these rectangles forms a tiling ~T equivalent to the original T. The proof is really quite similar to the proof of the same property for equivalence proximities, so we omit the details.

We now have a complete characterization of all homogeneous plane tilings. Up to equivalence and the choice of coordinate axes, all homogeneous tilings are parametrised by the three parameters α, β and λ as in Fig. 3, where α, β are the lengths of the edges of the rectangle, and λ, 0 ≤ λ ≤^1_2 , indicates how much one row of rectangles has been shifted relative to another. (We can always switch from λ to 1 − λ after rotating the plane by π radians; this is the reason for λ ≤^1_2 instead of λ < 1.)

We note in particular that square symmetry is described in terms of these parameters by α = β, λ = 0 and hexagonal symmetry by α : β = 2 : √ 3, λ =^1_2 .

2.5 Inclusions

It is possible to introduce a partial ordering in the set of all tilings in a convenient way, which will be discussed here. Given two tilings, T and T^′, we say that T^′ is included in T, denoted by T^′ ≤ T, if the equivalence of any two points in T implies equivalence also in T^′. In particular, this is the case if each of the tiles of T is composed of N tiles of T^′ (similarly located with respect to each other), where N ∈ Z^+. This gives some justification for the name. It is also obvious that T_1 ≤ T_2 and T_2 ≤ T_3 imply T_1 ≤ T_2.

We also say that T^′ ≤ T if equivalence in T implies equivalence in T^′ for all common tiling points (i.e., in the set (∪T) ∩ (∪T^′)). It follows that the two conditions T_1 ≤ T_2 and T_2 ≤ T_1 hold simultaneously precisily when T_1 ≡ T_2. By using equivalent tilings, where each tile A ∈ T is replaced by A ∩ (∪T^′) and vice versa, we can assume, without loss of generality, that all tiling points are common to both tilings in any particular inclusion to be considered. This is henceforth understood to be the case here, in order to simplify notion.^1

Denoting the equivalence class of a in T by [a]_T etc., we have T^′ ≤ T iff b ∈ [a]_T ⇒ b ∈ [a]_T′ , i.e., [a]_T ⊂ [a]_T′ . If we have [a]_T = [a]_T′ then T ≡ T^′. Thus we assume that [a]_T′ ∋ b /∈ [a]_T, but then we must also have [b]_T ⊂ [a]_T′ . It follows that the equivalence classes of T^′ are of the form [a]_T′ = ∪[a_i]_T.

Let us now take instances ~a_i ∈ [a_i]_T for each i so that ~a_i ∈ A ∈ T, for the same tile A. (This is possible, since each tile contains exactly one element from each equivalence class.) Now ~a_i ∈ [a]_T′ are distinct but equivalent in T^′, and thus must lie on different tiles A^′_i of T^′. Suppose first that the union [a]_T′ = ∪[a_i]_T is infinite. But then there are infinitely many tiles A^′_i ∈ T^′ at least partly on the tile A ∈ T, and this contradicts the finiteness property of the tilings. Thus we have a finite union [a]_T′ = ∪^N_{i=1}[a_i]_T, where [a_i]_T are disjoint.

We claim that the N in the expression above is independent of the choice of a. Indeed, assume [a]_T′ = ∪^N_{i=1}[a_i]_T and [b]_T′ = ∪^M_{i=1}[b_i]_T. Consider then a number of tiles of T. Each of these tiles contains a unique element from each [a_i]_T and each [b_i]_T, thus in total N elements of [a]_T′ and M of [b]_T′ . We then take a disc and let the radius tend to infinity, so that the ratio of the number of elements of [a]_T′ inside the disc to those of [b]_T′ will tend to^N_M . Now this ratio must be 1, since each tile of T^′ contains exactly one element of [a]_T′ and one of [b]_T′ . (We use the fact that both T and T^′ are tilings, in particular essential covers, of the plane.)

Consider further the ~a_i ∈ A ∈ T and let A^′_i ∈ T^′ be the tile of ~a_i in T^′. Now each tile of T^′ is uniquely related to exactly one element of [a]_T′ = ∪^N_{i=1}[a_i]_T, i.e., to exactly one element of one of the [a_i]_T, i = 1, . . . , N. The elements ~a_i ∈ [a_i]_T are, in turn, uniquely related to the tiles A^′_i constructed above for A ∈ T. Thus taking all the tiles A^′_i ∈ T^′ for each i = 1, . . . , N and A ∈ T, constructed as above, we get exactly once all tiles of T^′.

For each A ∈ T, we then take the union ∪^N_{i=1}A^′_i. From the previous remark it follows in particular that all these unions form an essential cover of the plane. We claim that these unions form a tiling ~T. Indeed, if B, C ∈ T, then the translation of B onto C takes in particular each b_i ∈ [a_i]_T ∩ B into c_i ∈ [a_i]_T ∩C. Thus this one translation takes each B^′_i onto the corresponding C^′_i, where these are constructed as above. Therefore, the translation of B onto C takes ∪^N_{i=1}B^′_i onto ∪^N_{i=1}C^′_i. This means in particular that each ∪^N_{i=1}A^′_i is obtained from any other by mere translation, and ~T is a tiling.

Assume further that T is homogeneous. Then c ∈ A^′_k, d ∈ B^′_j are equivalent in ~T iff the translation of c into d maps ∪A^′_i onto ∪B^′_i iff c − d = ~a_k − ~b_j and k = j iff c, d are equivalent in T, since ~a_k,~b_k are equivalent in T, and T is homogeneous. Thus ~T ≡ T. (Note the similarity with the argument which was used to prove the equivalence {P(b) : b ∈ [a]_T} ≡ T when T is homogeneous.)

Summarising, if T^′ ≤ T, then there exists a tiling ~T ≥ T^′ such that each

1A reader familiar with measure theory should observe the analogy between equivalence of tilings and almost everywhere equality of measurable functions.

tile of ~T consists of N tiles of T^′, and the area of a tile of ~T is equal to the area of a tile of T. The integer N will be referred to as the tiling ratio. If T is homogeneous, then ~T ≡ T.

2.6 Symmetric inclusions

Let T, T^′ be g-gonally symmetric and T^′ ≤ T. We call this situation a ggonal(ly symmetric) inclusion. It is assumed throughout this section that g = 4, 6. Since g-gonal symmetry implies homogeneity, T ≡ ~T, where each tile of ~T is a union of N tiles of T^′. Since we are concerned with the equivalence relations induced by the tilings, we assume without loss of generality that ~T = T, i.e., that T has the above mentioned property. Furthermore, we assume that 0 and 1 are neighbours in T^′ (possibly after a new choice of coordinates), whence any two points are equivalent in T^′ if and only if they differ by m + ne^{i 2πg} . We can finally assume that tiles of T^′ are regular g-gons, since in any case T^′ is equivalent to such a tiling.

Since equivalence in T implies equivalence in T^′, neighbours in T are separated by m + ne^{i 2πg} for some m, n ∈ Z, i.e., we obtain the following neighbour ratio: D(T) D(T^′) = |m + ne^{i 2πg} | = √ s_g(m, n), where s_4(m, n) = m^2 + n^2, s_6(m, n) = m^2 + mn + n^2.

It follows from elementary geometry that one tile of T has the area d^2 in the square symmetry and^{√3}_2 d^2 in the hexagonal symmetry, where d = D(T). We denote α_4 = 1, α_6 =^{√3}_2 .

Now each tile of T is essentially a union of N tiles of T^′, so N is the ratio of the areas of tiles in the two tilings. From above, we have another way of expressing this ratio, and we obtain N = α_gd^2 α_gd^{′2} = s_g(m, n). Thus only tiling ratios of certain form are possible.

Conversely, given N = s_g(m, n) and a g-gonally symmetric tiling T^′ (with points 0 and 1 neighbours after a change of coordinates if necessary), take the g-gonal lattice of points {(k + ℓe^{i 2πg} )(m + ne^{i 2πg} ) : k, ℓ ∈ Z} and form the equivalence proximities of these points as if they were an equivalence class of a tiling. These indeed give us a g-gonally symmetric tiling T, and it follows rather readily that T^′ ≤ T. Thus g-gonal inclusions are possible if and only if the tiling ratio is s_g(m, n) for some m, n ∈ Z. In fact, it is easy to see that all possible ratios can be obtained with non-negative m, n.

By considering successive inclusions, i.e., T_1 ≤ T_2 ≤ T_3, it follows immediately that the product s_g(m, n)s_g(k, ℓ) is a proper tiling ratio. Using the previous results, this can also be verified algebraically; in fact, s_4(m, n)s_4(k, ℓ) = s_4(mk − nℓ, mℓ + nk) and s_6(m, n)s_6(k, ℓ) = s_6(mk − nℓ, mℓ + nk + nℓ).

3 Applications

We now show how the abstract theory is applied to the design and simulation of cellular networks.

3.1 Cellular network concepts

We start with the definition of the main components of a cellular network, making use of the concepts introduced above. See [5] for a more thorough and less mathematical introduction to these matters.

A site is the area served by one base station (BS). In practice this area will be of varying irregular shape and overlap other sites, but in our theoretical considerations we will assume that the sites are fixed domains having the tiling property with hexagonal symmetry.

Each BS uses a particular set of radio frequencies (RF’s) to communicate with mobile stations (MS’s), this being a subset of all the RF’s allocated to a given operator, say. We will in particular treat the case of simple frequencydivision multiple access (FDMA) with a frequency plan in which any two BS’s either use exactly the same RF’s or have no RF’s in common. A macro cell type (non-urban) environment shall mainly be considered, with no landscape structure other than the BS’s.

In the context of cellular networks, the significance of the notion of equivalence as defined above lies in the fact that the same MS’s at equivalent points in the network are in a similar position in their relation to the surrounding network. In particular, two MS’s at equivalent positions in their sites are at the same distance from their serving BS’s, and other physical interpretations of equivalence will also emerge below.

From the properties of tilings above, we know that the hexagonally symmetric sites are now equivalent to sites exactly of regular hexagonal shape. This is the usual assumption in theoretical network design [5], and we now see that the a priori more general assumption of hexagonal symmetry is in effect the same. We can thus equally well use the conventional assumption.

A cluster is a collection of sites, such that each RF set allocated to a given operator is used exactly once by the BS’s of the cluster. We further assume that the clusters, too, have the tiling property with hexagonal symmetry. Now the same RF is used at equivalent points of two clusters, so the notion of equivalence is directly related to the locations of potential sources of cochannel interference (CCI). It is also clear, if we denote the tiling consisting of the sites by S and that of clusters by C, that we have a hexagonal inclusion S ≤ C.

Note that if we take the sites to be of hexagonal shape, a cluster defined as a union of N of these hexagons will not usually be of the same shape although there is an equivalent tiling by hexagons. Now the definition of equivalence and inclusion in rather general terms above offers significant flexibility in notion. In most of the cases the exact shape of the tiling is irrelevant and all that matters is the equivalence relation induced. The idea of tiling is nevertheless useful for visualization and geometric intuition.

In the context of cellular networks the tiling ratio N between S and C is referred to as the cluster size, and it is well-known [5], and also shown above, that possible values are exactly all

N = s_6(m, n) = m^2 + mn + n^2.

Since the equivalence in C is related to frequency reuse (FR), i.e., the use of the same RF’s in the network, the neighbour distance in C is called the mean reuse distance D = D(C). The site radius R (i.e., half the largest diameter of a hexagonal site) is related to D(S) by R =^{1√}_3 D(S), which follows from elementary geometry. The formula of neighbour ratio can now be written in the form more common in network design [5]: D R = √ 3N. We can also consider the case where 120^∘-direction antennas are used by the BS’s. The area served by one direction antenna is called a sector or cell. In this case it is common to assume that the sectors are of hexagonal shape [5], and it is clear that we could as well assume just hexagonal symmetry, which yields an equivalent situation. In this case, each site is composed of three hexagons, but 3 = s_6(1, 1) is a proper hexagonal tiling ratio, and thus the sites are still equivalent to hexagons, and clusters can be defined exactly as before. If the tiling formed of all the sectors is denoted by S^′, we now have successive hexagonal inclusions S^′ ≤ S ≤ C.

If N is the number of sites in a cluster (i.e., the cluster size) and M is the number of FR sets in use (which equals the number of cells), then the expression N/M is called the FR ratio. Of course, with omnidirectional antennas we have M = N, and with 120^∘-direction antennas M = 3N.

MS’s at equivalent positions in two sites are not only at the same distance but also in the same direction from the serving BS’s, and thus receive equal power, given that the direction antennas at the BS’s are identical and the same power is transmitted.

3.2 Network simulation

Computer simulation is the most common tool used in evaluating system performance in a cellular network [3], and there are numerous articles touching some side of the subject. Various concepts involved, including the question of grid size and wrap-around technique of our interest here, are treated on a general level in [4]. Important simulation aspects falling outside the scope of the present work are also discussed in [2, 3, 8]. A review of some existing (either commercially or freely available) network simulators is found in [9].

One of the basic problems in simulation models is the fact that the simulations are limited to a finite area with strict boundaries due to obvious technical reasons. The whole simulation area is referred to as the grid G.

If the grid has the tiling property, then a simulation field virtually without boundaries could be obtained by constructing the corresponding tiling G and using a mobility model in which a MS can freely move across the boundary, but is then shifted to an equivalent position on the grid G.

The main concern is the calculation of received powers (both desired and interfering), and this is where problems occur with a simple grid, since no interference is received from behind the boundaries, and thus MS and BS units close to the edges in the simulation tend to perform better than they actually would. As a solution, we could consider an equal transmitter to each one on the grid G at the equivalent positions, and so power would be received also from behind the boundaries. For these power transmissions to match with the configuration of the network inside the grid G, it is necessary and sufficient that equivalence in G implies equivalence in C, i.e., C ≤ G.

The method of simulation outlined above is known as wrap-around [4], and a grid which can be used as a tile in a tiling G ≥ C will be referred to as a wrap-around grid. For practical reasons, it is required that the tiling G be homogeneous. (Otherwise, with the mobility described above, a MS could move from point a to a^′ ∈ [a]_G to return to the same point, but the equal and parallel route from b to b+(a^′ −a) would not take another MS to the point of its origin. Thus, two MS’s moving at equal speed to the same direction would not remain at the same relative displacement! The homogeneity assumption ensures that such bizarre effects do not occur, and things work in accordance with intuition. Luckily, a simulation on a homogeneous tiling is also much easier to implement.)

With our characterization of homogeneous tilings, we hence know that the proper tilings applicable to wrap-around are exactly as in Fig. 3. Conventionally, boundary conditions with λ = 0 have been used, but we will soon see that this is not the optimal way.

3.3 Optimal grid size

In a finite grid, interference beyond the grid border will not take place. Of course, interference sufficiently far away will not be of significance. The problem of deciding the grid size is about where to draw the line; it is also a significant matter, since the simulation complexity increases rapidly as a function of the grid size (if the density of BS’s and MS’s is preserved). Since the simulation basically deals with interactions between objects, and the number of possible pairs is^1_2 n(n − 1) when the number of objects is n, a dependence of order θ(n^2) is expected. Expressed in terms of the length ℓ of the grid (e.g. of square shape), this becomes θ(ℓ^4).

It is quite commonly accepted a principle [4, 5] that the so-called first tier of interference is necessary and sufficient to yield sufficiently accurate results. If a is the source of the signal of interest to a given unit, then the first tier of interference is N(a), where the neighbours are taken in the sense of C, i.e., the closest locations, where the same RF might be in use. This definition can be extended to the tier of order n in an obvious fashion, and in the hexagonally symmetric tiling C, the name “tier” is in consistence with intuition. It is easy to verify that the tiers of order 1, 2, 3 contain six potential CCI’s, each, whereas the fourth tier already has 12.

In order to construct a grid consistent with the above mentioned principle, we thus need at least parts of seven clusters to be in the grid so as to have the six CCI’s of the first tier and the source of the signal of interest for a given unit. From the inclusion results it follows that G is equivalent to a tiling ~G, where each tile of ~G consists of n ≥ 7 tiles of C. Hence the absolute minimum grid would be one consisting of seven clusters, six forming a “tier” around the centre one.

Without using wrap-around, problems would still remain with the border clusters, which do not have the full tier around them. This is, however, overcome with wrap-around, and it turns out that the above mentioned minimum grid can always be realized. This follows from the fact that 7 = s_6(2, 1) is a valid hexagonal tiling ratio, and thus we can form a hexagonal inclusion G ≥ C.

With the wrap-around technique, we now have infinitely many equivalent signal sources corresponding to each one on the grid G. We must then decide which of these equivalents to use to obtain the maximum benefit of wraparound. (Always taking the one on G corresponds to not using wrap-around at all.) It would be natural to take the one from which the propagated signal is the strongest. When omnidirectional antennas are used, this is the same as to take the source of interference b such that the receiver a ∈ P(b). In a homogeneous tiling (such as G), this is the same as b ∈ P(a), and thus we want to take, for each interference source b, the equivalent ~b ∈ [b]_G ∩ P(a). Recall that all the equivalence proximities {P(a^′) : a^′ ∈ [a]_G} form a tiling equivalent to G. The algorithm to find the correct equivalent now only involves some equivalence-preserving shifts, which can be implemented easily. With such a solution, each unit experiences interference as if it was in the centre of a hexagonal grid, which exactly includes the first tier of interference.

Using the fact that a tiling by regular hexagons is equivalent to a tiling by rectangles, the simulation as described above can even be realized on a rectangular grid, which is convenient in view of the implementation.

3.4 An example

We now demonstrate with a concrete example how the ideas discussed above can be exploited in practice to construct a minimal simulation grid.

Suppose that we wish to simulate a network with FR 3/9. The building blocks of the network are now as in Fig. 4. According to the theory, the minimal simulation grid will then consist of seven of the 3-cell (9-sector) clusters, and two copies of such a grid are shown in Fig. 5. The one with stronger lines will be the base of our simulation grid, and the other one is just one of the six surrounding tiles in the tiling G.

Let O be some point in the base grid. The choice of this point is quite arbitrary, but it is practical to take a point which is related to the geometry

Figure 4: Sector, site and cluster in FR 3/9 with a typical FR pattern.

of the sites in a simple manner, such as the centre of the centre cluster here. The equivalent neighbours of O are labelled A through F . We may draw the segments OA through OF , and the equivalence proximity P(O) will be determined by the perpendicular bisectors of these segments. It is easy to see that these bisectors coincide with the lines AC, BD, CE, DF , EA and F B, and P(O) is then the regular hexagon with vertices G through L as in Fig. 5.

The transformation of this hexagon into a rectangle can be done following Sect. 2.4 or as in Fig. 5, where the final grid is the rectangle JLMN. Here M and N are the points of intersection of the line through H parallel to JL with the lines F B and EC, respectively. The empty area inside this rectangle is not, of course, left empty, but sites are placed there as they would appear in the tiling by copies of the base grid.

We observe that the locations of the BS’s are typically not related to the new coordinate system (induced by the directions of the edges of the rectangle JLMN) in any simple manner after the two transformations. It requires some straighforward plane geometry to find the new coordinates. This needs only to be done once, when the grid is constructed, so that it does not affect the computational complexity in any way.

The minimum grid for FR 3/9 constructed here has 7 × 3 = 21 sites, and the similar construction for FR 4/12 yields a grid with 7 × 4 = 28 sites. In [4] it was claimed that 48 sites is a minimum for both FR 3/9 and FR 4/12 (with the same criterion of the first tier as here), but this depends, of course, on sticking to the conventional form of wrap-around. With our method we could, in fact, get the correct interference from two closest tiers with just 39 sites with FR 3/9 (see Sect. 3.5), and even this is clearly less than the 48 sites in [4].

3.5 Different cellular systems

Should we at some point want to get the interference from more tiers than just the first one, the extension of the above consideration is straightforward. For instance, for 2 or 3 tiers we require that the grid be composed of 13 or 19 clusters, respectively, and the inclusion results imply that these can be realized.

Figure 5: Grid construction for FR 3/9.

It is also of interest to simulate other than pure FDMA systems. The use of time-division multiple access (TDMA) causes no special problem as such, since the above considerations apply during each fixed time slot, and the equivalence relations are preserved, although different connections are active during different time slots. Code-division multiple access (CDMA), in which all connections can operate on the same RF, can also be handled, once we realize that a cluster in the sense of the above considerations is now the same as a site, and thus we just have a special case with cluster size N = 1. There could also appear some other ways, possibly related to the code used in separating connections, of determining the most significant sources of interference, but we will not treat this question further.

It should be noted that when no RF separation is made between uplink (MS to BS) and downlink (BS to MS) transmission, it is also possible to have interference between two MS’s or two BS’s, and significant CCI may occasionally appear closer than the first tier of interference. (Interference modelling for simulation purposes in such a case is discussed in [8].) However, this definitely does not reduce the CCI from the first tier, and it is still assumed that this tier is necessary.

Extra considerations are needed when dealing with T/FDMA systems using frequency hopping (FH). When FH is used, the allocation of RF’s changes from a time slot to another, so that the CCI’s will not stay at fixed locations, and the definition of equivalence as used above is not related to the

RF’s as strictly as before. Neither will there be a fixed first tier of interference, which was the crucial part in the above considerations. However, we can still define a cluster as an area of sufficiently many sites, so that the total number of RF sets used in one cluster is equal to the overall total of RF sets allocated to the operator. In such an area we typically expect one CCI, although its location can be other than the equivalent position. Thus we could still do with seven clusters, which ensure the presence of the six potential CCI’s to a MS at a in the clusters containing the points N(a).

If directional antennas are used in BS’s, the definition of the first tier of interference from the point of view of a MS also becomes somewhat fuzzy, since the variation in antenna gain to different directions is typically large enough to make the BS-CCI’s in the second tier with the antenna directed towards the MS more significant than the BS-CCI’s in the first tier with opposite orientation. Thus the optimal way of exploiting wrap-around would now require taking the equivalents of the CCI’s from a domain other than the hexagonal equivalence proximity, which is evaluated quite easily. This would cause quite a lot of complications, but the above approach still yields a reasonably good solution, though not absolutely optimal as before. But if we accept the first tier to be sufficient (which is the case in [4]), we still have a solution. It is nevertheless worth pointing out that the exploitation of the gain pattern of the directional antennas could yield some enhancement, unless it gets too complicated.

If we wish to add some structure to the landscape, extra considerations are also needed. No sudden changes in the environment should be caused by the boundary conditions, but the landscape on two sides of an edge of the wrap-around grid should match smoothly. This is analogous to the requirement C ≤ G, which in effect states the same thing for the FR plan and BS locations. This point becomes crucial in particular in micro cell type (urban) simulations, where MS’s typically move in street canyons, which should match on the border with the streets on the other side of the grid.

3.6 Further remarks

The importance of different boundary condition geometries in the context of molecular dynamics (MD) simulation was already recognised in [6]. These simulations, of course, involve three dimensions, but it is readily observed from Sect.’s 2.1 and 2.2 that all the basic definitions of tilings and homogeneity immeadiately extend to higher dimensions. Indeed, the twodimensionality above only occurs in the terminology, such as discs rather than balls. This is even the case with inclusions (Sect. 2.5), although this part of the theory appears to be more connected to the cellular networks, where it plays a prominent role. The notion of symmetry does require some reconsideration in three dimensions, but this is also achievable when the regular polygons are replaced by regular or semiregular polyhedra [7].

The particle interactions of interest in MD are typically due to central forces with an essentially finite range. This is analogous to the problem with cellular networks, where the first tier of interference is to be included in the simulations, but the rest may be ignored. In MD, the corresponding part of space could be referred to as the ball of interaction, and in order to minimise the grid size we need to find the smallest solid with the tiling property, in which the ball can be inscribed.

Thus there is a direct connection to the classical problem of mathematics called sphere packing [7]. This has been studied, and it is known that the best possible packing ratio with a regular lattice is achieved by hexagonal close packing (hcp), where the tiles have the shape of a rhombic dodecahedron. Three dimensional boundary conditions derived from this and other possible geometries are discussed in more detail in [6].

The packing ratio is the ratio of volumes of the balls and all space, or equivalently the ratio of the ball inscribed in a polyhedron tile to the whole tile. In view of the applications to simulation theory, it is the portion of “effective grid content”. For hcp this ratio is^π_3^√_2 = 74.05%, whereas a simple cubic structure would only give^π_6 = 52.36% [7]. Similar ratios can also be computed for plane tilings, now assuming the range of interaction to be a disc inscribed in the grid. For the square the ratio is^π_4 = 78.54%; for the regular hexagon we have^π_2^√_3 = 90.69%, which is, again, the best possible packing ratio of discs on the plane [7]. Thus it is clear that any objects with a fixed radius of interaction can be simulated in both two and three dimensions more efficiently, when boundary conditions are derived from the special tile shapes discussed here.

In cellular network simulation, the method performs even better, as due to the technical nature of the network, the range of interaction can be regarded as the hexagon, as discussed above, so that the approximation of the effective range is in fact exact. We should note, on the other hand, that the hexagons are used in network design exactly for the reason that they approximate a disc so well [5], and our method works so nicely, since there is no further need for approximation.

A fascinating observation from applications to both cellular networks and MD is the fact that the optimal periodic boundary conditions in some sense reflect the geometry of the objects simulated: in the former, the BS locations and the channel allocation plan, in the latter, the crystal structure of matter. In a sense, the solution is very natural.

There is another interesting observation related to the topology of wraparound: The conventionally used periodic boundary conditions (in 2 dimensions) can be visualised by folding the (rectangular) simulation grid in 3 dimensions as sketched in Fig. 6. The optimal wrap-around in the plane can be similarly visualised, except that then the points A and N in Fig. 6 must be joined with M and B, respectively, not with B and M as in the figure. The surface so obtained will be the famous Möbius strip [7].

Figure 6: Illustration of wrap-around.

4 Summary

New kinds of simulation methods were considered, based on the mathematical theory of tilings, which gives a convenient description of some of the relevant aspects of cellular networks. These extend the ideas involved in the wellknown simulation principle of wrap-around, which is used to overcome the effects of a finite grid. We found that certain “natural” periodic boundary conditions can be used to reduce the size of the simulation grid in network simulations. The results show that with the criterion of having the first tier of interference correctly simulated, the minimal grid consists of seven clusters, and such a grid can always be realized with the techniques discussed herein. When T/FDMA with omnidirectional antennas is simulated, our solution cannot be improved, but in some other cases, taking into account special properties of the system could yield further enhancement.

Acknowledgement

The author wishes to thank Dr. Matti Vuorinen for valuable comments and the care with which he read through numerous versions of the manuscript.

References

[1] Shkumbin Hamiti, Markus Hakaste, Martti Moisio, Nikolai Nefedov, and Eero Nikula. EDGE circuit switched data – an enhancement of GSM data services. In Proc. WCNC’99, 1999.

[2] Seppo Hämäläinen, Harri Holma, and Kari Sipilä. Advanced WCDMA radio network simulator. In Proc. 10th IEEE Int. Symp. Personal, Indoor and Mobile Radio Communication, Osaka, Japan, September 12-15, 1999.

[3] Jose Jimenez and Victor Perez. Propagation modelling for the simulation of the radio channel. In Eraldo Damosso and Luis M. Correia, editors, Digital Mobile Radio Towards Future Generation Systems, COST 231 Final Report, chapter 2.4, pages 61–70. European Commission, Directorate General XIII, Belgium, 1999. Available at http: //www.lx.it.pt/cost231/final_report.htm.

[4] Jesper S. Johansen and Benny Vejlgaard. Capacity analysis of a frequency hopping GSM system. Master’s thesis, Aalborg University, June 1995.

[5] Raymond C. V. Macario. Cellular Radio Principles and Design. McGraw– Hill, 2nd edition, 1997.

[6] M. P. Allen and D. J. Tildesley. Computer Simulation of Liquids. Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1987.

[7] Eric W. Weisstein. CRC Concise Encyclopedia of Mathematics. CRC Press, 1998.

[8] Janne Kurjenniemi, Seppo Hämäläinen, and Tapani Ristaniemi. System simulator for UTRA TDD. In Proc. 5th CDMA International Conference & Exhibition, Seoul, Korea, November 22–25, 2000.

[9] Thierry Ernst. Notes about network simulators. Technical report, INRIA Sophia-Antipolis MISTRAL Team, France, October 1997. Available at http://www.inrialpes.fr/planete/people/ernst/ Documents/simulator.html.

(continued from the back cover)

A426 Timo Eirola

A Refined Polar Decomposiotion: A = UP D, Jan 2000

A425 Hermann Brunner, Arvet Pedas and Gennadi Vainikko Piecewise polynomial collocation methods for linear Volterra integro-differential equations with weakly singular kernels, Dec 1999

A424 Olavi Nevanlinna

Resolvent conditions and powers of operators, Dec 1999

A423 Jukka Liukkonen

Generalized Electromagnetic Scattering in a Complex Geometry, Nov 1999

A422 Marko Huhtanen

A matrix nearness problem related to iterative methods, Oct 1999

A421 Ph. Clément, G. Gripenberg, V. Högnäs, and S-O. Londen Some remarks on the method of sums, Oct 1999

A420 Ville Havu and Juhani Pitkäranta

An Analysis of Finite Element Locking in a Parameter Dependent Model Problem, Aug 1999

A419 G. Gripenberg, Ph. Clément, and S-O. Londen Smoothness in fractional evolution equations and conservation laws, Aug 1999

A418 Marko Huhtanen

Pole assignment problems for error bounds for GMRES, Aug 1999

A417 Kirsi Peltonen

Examples of uniformly quasiregular mappings, Jul 1999

A416 Saara Hyvönen

On the Iterative Solution of Nonnormal Problems, Jul 1999

A415 Ville Turunen

A smooth operator valued symbol analysis, Aug 1999

A414 Marko Huhtanen

A stratification of the set of normal matrices, May 1999

HELSINKI UNIVERSITY OF TECHNOLOGY INSTITUTE OF MATHEMATICS RESEARCH REPORTS

The list of reports is continued inside. Electronical versions of the reports are available at http://www.math.hut.fi/reports/ .

A433 Ville Havu and Juhani Pitkäranta

Analysis of a bilinear finite element for shallow shells I: Consistency error, Jan 2001

A432 Tuomas Hytönen

Optimal Wrap-Araoud Network Simulation, Dec 2000

A430 Ville Havu and Juhani Pitkäranta

Analysis of a bilinear finite element for shallow shells I: Approximation of Inextensional Deformations, May 2000

A428 Jarmo Malinen

Discrete Time H^∞ Algebraic Riccati Equations, Mar 2000

A427 Marko Huhtanen

A Hermitian Lanczos method for normal matrices, Jan 2000

ISBN 951-22-5288-0 ISSN 0784-3143 Espoo, 2001