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Abstract—Different from public 4G/5G networks that
are dominated by downlink traffic, emerging 5G non-public
networks (NPNs) need to support significant uplink traffic to
enable emerging applications such as industrial Internet of things
(IIoT). The uplink-and-downlink spectrum sharing is becoming
a viable solution to enhance the uplink throughput of NPNs,
which allows NPNs to perform the uplink transmission over the
time-frequency resources configured for downlink transmission in
coexisting public networks. To deal with the severe interference
from the downlink public base station (BS) transmitter to the
coexisting uplink non-public BS receiver, we propose an adaptive
asymmetric successive interference cancellation (SIC) approach,
in which the non-public BS is enabled to have the capability of
decoding the downlink signals transmitted from the public BS
and cancelling them for interference mitigation. In particular,
this paper studies a basic uplink-and-downlink spectrum sharing
scenario when an uplink non-public BS and a downlink public BS
coexist in the same area, each communicating with multiple users
via orthogonal frequency-division multiple access (OFDMA).
Under this setup, we aim to maximize the common uplink
throughput of all non-public users, under the condition that
the downlink throughput of each public user is above a certain
threshold. The decision variables include the subcarrier allocation
and user scheduling for both non-public and public BSs, the
decoding mode of the non-public BS over subcarriers, as well
as the rate and power control. Numerical results show that
the proposed design significantly improves the common uplink
throughput as compared to benchmark schemes without such
consideration.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recently, 5G non-public networks (NPNs) have attracted

growing research interests to provide improved quality of

service (QoS), higher security, and better privacy [1] for

supporting emerging applications such as industrial Internet

of things (IIoT). Different from conventional 4G/5G public

networks that are dominated by downlink traffic, 5G NPNs

face significantly increased uplink traffic requirements [2].

Therefore, when the NPNs need to be deployed in conjunction

with public networks [3], the conventional uplink-downlink

configuration for public networks (with downlink dominated)

may not work well for NPNs [4], [5].

J. Xu is the corresponding author.

In order to meet the significant uplink traffic requirements

with scarce spectrum resources, the uplink-and-downlink spec-

trum sharing has emerged as a promising viable solution for

NPN implementation, which allows the 5G NPNs to perform

the uplink transmission over the time-frequency resources that

are configured for downlink transmission in coexisting public

networks,1 thus enhancing the uplink throughput. Despite the

benefit, however, the uplink-and-downlink spectrum sharing

may cause harmful interference from the downlink transmis-

sion of public base stations (BSs) to the coexisting uplink non-

public BS receivers. Such interference is particularly severe,

as the transmit power at public BSs is generally much larger

than that at users and the BS-to-BS channels are normally

much stronger than the user-to-BS counterparts due to the

BSs’ relatively higher deployment locations. Therefore, the

downlink-to-uplink asymmetric interference is a key challenge

faced in the new uplink-and-downlink spectrum sharing sce-

nario between NPNs and public networks.

In this paper, we propose a new adaptive asymmetric

successive interference cancellation (SIC) approach to resolve

the above problem for enhancing the uplink throughput of

NPNs. In this approach, the uplink non-public BS receivers

are enabled to have the capability of decoding the downlink

signals transmitted from the public BSs and successively

cancelling the resultant interference to facilitate the decoding

of desirable uplink signals from non-public users. In particular,

we focus our study on a basic scenario when an uplink non-

public BS and a downlink public BS coexist in the same

area, each communicating with multiple users via orthogonal

frequency-division multiple access (OFDMA). To facilitate the

adaptive asymmetric SIC, the uplink non-public and downlink

public BSs cooperate in the subcarrier allocation and user

scheduling, as well as the rate and power control over different

subcarriers. Furthermore, depending on the channel conditions

of different links, the non-public BS can adaptively choose the

1For instance, in the 3GPP Technical Specification 36.423, the uplink-and-
downlink spectrum sharing function is enabled between 4G Evolved Universal
Terrestrial Radio Access (E-UTRA) cells and 5G New Radio (NR) cells with
overlapping coverage [6].
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decoding mode at each subcarrier between SIC and treating

interference as noise (TIN). Under this setup, we aim to

maximize the common uplink throughput of all non-public

users, while ensuring the downlink QoS requirement of public

users such that the downlink throughput of each public user is

above a certain threshold. Although the formulated throughput

maximization problem is highly non-convex and difficult to

be optimally solved, we propose an efficient algorithm to

obtain a high-quality solution by using the techniques of

alternating optimization and successive convex approximation

(SCA). Numerical results show that the proposed adaptive

asymmetric SIC design significantly improves the common

uplink throughput as compared to benchmark schemes without

the adaptive asymmetric SIC.

It is worth noting that the investigated uplink-and-downlink

spectrum sharing between NPNs and public networks is differ-

ent from the conventional spectrum sharing in cognitive radio

(see, e.g., [7]–[9]). In conventional cognitive radio, cognitive

users try to access the licensed spectrum of the primary

systems that generally belong to a different entity; in this case,

the primary systems are normally not aware of the existence

of cognitive systems and thus cannot cooperate in helping

the cognitive transmission. By contrast, in our considered

uplink-and-downlink spectrum sharing, the public network is

able to cooperate with the NPN by adjusting its downlink

communication rate to facilitate the asymmetric SIC. Such

cooperation is enabled, as the public network and NPN are

interconnected via backhaul networks and may belong to the

same entity (e.g., the same network operator) in practice.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

In this paper, we consider an uplink-and-downlink spectrum

sharing scenario when a public BS and a non-public BS coexist

with overlapped coverage, and the public and non-public

BSs share the same time-frequency resources for downlink

and uplink transmission, respectively.2 Suppose that there are

MUL uplink users in the non-public cell, and MDL downlink

users in the public cell, the sets of which are denoted as

MUL , {1, ...,MUL} and MDL , {1, ...,MDL}, respectively.

We consider the OFDMA transmission for both the public and

non-public BSs. Suppose that there are N subcarriers for the

OFDMA transmission, where N , {1, ..., N} denotes the set

of the N subcarriers. Let aUL
k,n ∈ {0, 1}, k ∈ MUL, n ∈ N ,

denote the subcarrier allocation indicator in the uplink non-

public cell, where aUL
k,n = 1 indicates that subcarrier n is

allocated to non-public user k, and aUL
k,n = 0 otherwise.

Similarly, let aDL
l,n ∈ {0, 1}, l ∈ MDL, n ∈ N , denote the

subcarrier allocation indicator in the downlink public cell,

where aDL
l,n=1 means that subcarrier n is allocated to public

user l, and aDL
l,n = 0 otherwise. Notice that for OFDMA

2For initial investigation, we focus on the interplay between one non-public
BS and one public BS in this paper, and consider the interference from
other non-public and public BSs as background noise. The proposed adaptive
asymmetric SIC approach in this paper is also extendable to more general
cases with multiple non-public and public BSs, e.g., by employing multiple
antennas to help successively cancel the interference from multiple BSs.

transmission, each subcarrier is allocated to at most one user

in each cell. Therefore, we have
∑

k∈MUL
aUL
k,n ≤ 1, ∀n ∈ N , (1)

∑

l∈MDL
aDL
l,n ≤ 1, ∀n ∈ N , (2)

for uplink and downlink cells, respectively.

We consider quasi-static wireless channel models, where

the wireless channels remain unchanged over the transmission

block of our interest but may change over different blocks. Let

fk,n denote the uplink channel power gain from non-public

user k ∈ MUL to the non-public BS at subcarrier n ∈ N ,

ϕn denote the channel power gain from the public BS to the

non-public BS at subcarrier n ∈ N , hl,n denote the downlink

channel power gain from the public BS to public user l ∈ MDL

at subcarrier n ∈ N , and gk,l,n denote the channel power gain

from non-public user k ∈ MUL to public user l ∈ MDL at

subcarrier n ∈ N , respectively. It is assumed that there is a

central controller that can perfectly obtain the global channel

state information (CSI) for both the non-public and public

cells. This assumption is made for obtaining the performance

upper bound, which helps to gain essential insights in practice.

Next, we introduce the signal model. Let sUL
k,n denote the

signal transmitted by non-public user k ∈ MUL in the uplink

and sDL
l,n that by the public BS for user l ∈ MDL in the

downlink at subcarrier n. Accordingly, the received signal at

the non-public BS at subcarrier n ∈ N is expressed as

yUL
n =

∑

k∈MUL

aUL
k,ns

UL
k,n

√

fk,n+
∑

l∈MDL

aDL
l,ns

DL
l,n

√
ϕn+zUL

n , (3)

where the first term
∑

k∈MUL aUL
k,ns

UL
k,n

√

fk,n at the right-hand-

side (RHS) denotes the received signal from the non-public

cell, the second term
∑

l∈MDL aDL
l,ns

DL
l,n

√
ϕn at the RHS denotes

the inter-cell interference from the neighboring public cell, and

zUL
n denotes the background noise (including the interference

from other neighboring cells) that is assumed to be a circularly

symmetric complex Gaussian (CSCG) random variable with

zero mean and variance σ2, i.e., zUL
n ∼ CN (0, σ2). On the

other hand, the received signal at public user l ∈ MDL at

subcarrier n ∈ N is given by

yDL
l,n =

√

hl,na
DL
l,ns

DL
l,n +

√

hl,n

∑

m∈MDL,m 6=l
aDL
m,ns

DL
m,n

+
∑

k∈MUL
aUL
k,ns

UL
k,n

√
gk,l,n + zDL

l,n, (4)

where the first term
√

hl,na
DL
l,ns

DL
l,n at the RHS denotes

the desirable signal from the public BS, the second term
√

hl,n

∑

m∈MDL,m 6=l a
DL
m,ns

DL
m,n at the RHS denotes the intra-

cell interference, the third term
∑

k∈MUL aUL
k,ns

UL
k,n

√
gk,l,n at

the RHS denotes the inter-cell interference from the non-

public cell, and zDL
l,n ∼ CN (0, σ2) denotes the background

noise. We consider that the public BS and non-public users

employ Gaussian signaling by setting sUL
k,n’s and sDL

l,n’s as

independent CSCG random variables with zero mean, where

E[|sUL
k,n|2] = pUL

k,n and E[|sDL
l,n|2] = pDL

l,n denote the transmit

power of non-public user k ∈ MUL and that of the public

BS for user l ∈ MDL at subcarrier n ∈ N , respectively.

Let PDL and PUL
k , k ∈ MUL denote the maximum transmit



power budgets by the public BS and each non-public user k,

respectively. Then we have
∑

n∈N

∑

l∈MDL
pDL
l,n ≤ PDL, (5)

∑

n∈N
pUL
k,n ≤ PUL

k , ∀k ∈ MUL. (6)

A. Achievable Rates of Non-public Users with Asymmetric SIC

In this subsection, we consider the achievable rates at

the non-public users. In particular, we propose the adaptive

asymmetric SIC approach, in which the non-public BS can

adaptively switch between the SIC and the conventional TIN

modes over each subcarrier to decode the information of non-

public users. Let τn∈{0, 1} denote the receiver mode indicator

for the non-public BS to decode the message of non-public

user k ∈ MUL at subcarrier n∈N , where τn=1 corresponds

to that the non-public BS adopts SIC for decoding; and τn=0
means that TIN is employed.

First, we consider the asymmetric SIC at the non-public BS,

in which the non-public BS first decodes the signals from the

public BS and then cancels the resultant interference before

decoding the desirable signals from non-public users.3 In order

to facilitate the decoding, the public BS adopts the adaptive-

rate transmission, by setting the communication rate as rDL
l,n for

public user l ∈ MDL at subcarrier n ∈ N , which is a variable

to be optimized. In this case, the non-public BS first decodes

the message from the public BS by treating the signal from the

non-public user as noise. Based on (3), the achievable rate of

the communication link from the public BS to the non-public

BS at subcarrier n is given by

RBS
n ({aDL

l,n}, {pDL
l,n}, {aUL

k,n}, {pUL
k,n})

= log2

(

1+

∑

l∈MDL aDL
l,np

DL
l,nϕn

∑

k∈MUL aUL
k,np

UL
k,nfk,n+σ2

)

.

In order for the SIC to be feasible at subcarrier

n ∈ N , we need to ensure that the achievable rate

RBS
n ({aDL

l,n}, {pDL
l,n}, {aUL

k,n}, {pUL
k,n}) must be no less than the

communication rate. Therefore, we have

τn
∑

l∈MDL

rDL
l,n ≤ RBS

n ({aDL
l,n}, {pDL

l,n}, {aUL
k,n}, {pUL

k,n}), ∀n ∈ N .

(7)

Notice that at the left-hand-side (LHS) in (7), τn means that

this constraint only need to hold when the SIC mode is adopted

(i.e., τn = 1), and
∑

l∈MDL rDL
l,n is used as the scheduled non-

public user at subcarrier n ∈ N to be decided. After decoding

the downlink signals from the public BS, the non-public BS

then successively cancels the resultant interference. Therefore,

based on (3) (with the term
∑

l∈MDLaDL
l,ns

DL
l,n

√
ϕn cancelled)

together with the fact that only one non-public user can be

scheduled (see (1)) at each subcarrier, the achievable rate of

3To facilitate the SIC at the non-public BS in practice, the public BS is
enabled to share the employed modulation and coding schemes to the non-
public BS via backhaul links.

non-public user k ∈ MUL at the non-public BS at subcarrier

n ∈ N is given by

RUL-SIC
k,n (aUL

k,n, p
UL
k,n) = log2

(

1 + aUL
k,np

UL
k,nfk,n/σ

2
)

.

Next, we consider the case with TIN receiver at subcarrier

n (i.e., τn = 0). In this case, the non-public BS decodes the

message of non-public users by treating the interference from

the public BS as noise. As a result, based on (1) and (3), the

achievable rate of non-public user k ∈ MUL at the non-public

BS at subcarrier n ∈ N is given by

RUL-TIN
k,n (aUL

k,n, p
UL
k,n, {aDL

l,n}, {pDL
l,n})

= log2

(

1+aUL
k,np

UL
k,nfk,n/

(

∑

l∈MDL
aDL
l,np

DL
l,nϕn+σ2

))

.

By combining the two cases with SIC and TIN receivers,

the total uplink throughput of each non-public user k ∈ MUL

over all subcarriers is defined as
∑

n∈N

((1− τn)R
UL-TIN
k,n (aUL

k,n, p
UL
k,n, {aDL

l,n}, {pDL
l,n})

+ τnR
UL-SIC
k,n (aUL

k,n, p
UL
k,n)).

B. Achievable Rates of Public Users

In this subsection, we consider the transmission at the public

users. Based on (4), the downlink public user suffers from the

inter-cell interference from the uplink non-public users. Note

that it follows from (2) that only one public user is scheduled

at each subcarrier. Therefore, by practically considering that no

SIC is implementable at public user receivers, the achievable

rate for public user l ∈ MDL at subcarrier n ∈ N is given by

RDL
l,n(a

DL
l,n, p

DL
l,n, {aUL

k,n}, {pUL
k,n})

= log2

(

1+aDL
l,np

DL
l,nhl,n/

(

∑

k∈MUL
aUL
k,np

UL
k,ngk,l,n+σ2

))

.

In order for each public user l ∈ MDL to successfully

decode the messages from the public BS, the commu-

nication rate rDL
l,n should not exceed the achievable rate

RDL
l,n(a

DL
l,n, p

DL
l,n, {aUL

k,n}, {pUL
k,n}) of the corresponding link.

Therefore, we have the following rate constraint for rDL
l,n

besides that in (7):

rDL
l,n ≤ RDL

l,n(a
DL
l,n, p

DL
l,n, {aUL

k,n}, {pUL
k,n}), ∀l ∈ MDL, n ∈ N .

(8)

Notice that to properly control the inter-cell interference at the

public users, we optimize the pairing of the served public and

non-public users at each subcarrier n by deciding {aUL
k,n} and

{aDL
l,n}, as will be shown later.

C. Problem Formulation

In this paper, we aim to maximize the uplink throughput

of non-public users in a fair manner, while ensuring the

QoS requirements of public users. In particular, our objec-

tive is to maximize the common uplink throughput (i.e.,

mink∈MUL

∑

n∈N ((1−τn)R
UL-TIN
k,n (aUL

k,n, p
UL
k,n, {aDL

l,n}, {pDL
l,n})+

τnR
UL-SIC
k,n (aUL

k,n, p
UL
k,n))) of non-public users, by jointly opti-

mizing the subcarrier allocation and user scheduling {aUL
k,n}

and {aDL
l,n} for both non-public and public BSs, the decoding

mode {τn} of the non-public BS over each subcarrier, as well

as the uplink and downlink power control {pUL
k,n} and {pDL

l,n}



and the downlink rate control {rDL
l,n} over subcarriers, subject

to the subcarrier and power constraints in (1), (2), (5), and

(6) for both public and non-public cells and the minimum rate

requirement Γmin for each public user. Therefore, the common

uplink throughput maximization problem is formulated as

(P1): max

{aUL
k,n},{a

DL
l,n},{τn}

{pUL
k,n},{p

DL
l,n},{r

DL
l,n}

min
k∈MUL

∑

n∈N

((1−τn)R
UL-TIN
k,n +τnR

UL-SIC
k,n )

s.t.
∑

n∈N
rDL
l,n ≥ Γmin, ∀l ∈ MDL (9)

aUL
k,n∈{0, 1}, aDL

l,n∈{0, 1},∀k∈MUL, l∈MDL, n∈N (10)
∑

k∈MUL
aUL
k,n ≤ 1,

∑

l∈MDL
aDL
l,n ≤ 1, ∀n ∈ N (11)

τn ∈ {0, 1}, ∀n ∈ N (12)

(5), (6), (7), (8).

where (5) and (6) are power constraints for downlink and

uplink transmission, (7), (8), and (9) are the constraints for

the downlink communication rate, (10) and (11) are subcarrier

constraints for both non-public and public BSs, (12) is the

constraint for decoding mode selection at the non-public BS.

It is easy to observe that problem (P1) is a mixed-integer

non-convex problem, in which the variables {aUL
k,n} and {aDL

l,n}
are coupled with {pUL

k,n} and {pDL
l,n}, respectively. Therefore,

problem (P1) is challenging to be solved optimally.

Before proceeding, we check the feasibility of prob-

lem (P1), i.e., whether there exists a strategy such that

the QoS requirements in Γmin for public users are met.

In particular, checking the feasibility of problem (P1) is

equivalent to maximizing the common downlink through-

put (i.e., minl∈MDL

∑

n∈N RDL
l,n(a

DL
l,n, p

DL
l,n, {aUL

k,n}, {pUL
k,n})) of

public users, by jointly optimizing the subcarrier and power

allocation {aDL
l,n} and {pDL

l,n} for the public BS, subject to the

subcarrier and power constraints, i.e.,

max

{aDL
l,n},{p

DL
l,n}

min
l∈MDL

∑

n∈N

RDL
l,n(a

DL
l,n, p

DL
l,n, {aUL

k,n}, {pUL
k,n}) (13)

s.t. aDL
l,n ∈ {0, 1}, ∀l ∈ MDL, n ∈ N
∑

l∈MDL
aDL
l,n ≤ 1, ∀n ∈ N

∑

n∈N

∑

l∈MDL
pDL
l,n ≤ PDL.

Suppose that L∗ is the optimal value achieved by problem

(13). Then it is evident that if L∗ ≥ Γmin, then problem (P1)

is feasible; otherwise, it is infeasible. Notice that problem (13)

is a conventional resource allocation problem for rate maxi-

mization in OFDMA systems, which has been well studied in

the literature (see, e.g., [10] for a similar solution). Therefore,

we focus on the case when problem (P1) is feasible.

III. PROPOSED SOLUTION TO PROBLEM (P1)

In this section, we propose an efficient algorithm to obtain a

high-quality solution to problem (P1). To deal with the binary

constraints in problem (P1), we first relax the binary variables

{aUL
k,n}, {aDL

l,n}, and {τn} into continuous variables as

0 ≤ τn ≤ 1, ∀n ∈ N , (14)

0≤aUL
k,n≤1, 0≤aDL

l,n≤1, ∀k∈MUL, l∈MDL, n∈N . (15)

Then, we introduce auxiliary variables R, {EUL
k,n}, and

{EDL
l,n}, with EUL

k,n = aUL
k,np

UL
k,n, k ∈ MUL and EDL

l,n =

aDL
l,np

DL
l,n, l ∈ MDL, n ∈ N . Accordingly, we have pUL

k,n =

EUL
k,n/a

UL
k,n and pDL

l,n = EDL
l,n/a

DL
l,n, where we define pUL

k,n =

0, k ∈ MUL, n ∈ N , if either EUL
k,n = 0 or aUL

k,n = 0 holds,

and pDL
l,n = 0, l ∈ MDL, n ∈ N , if either EDL

l,n = 0 or aDL
l,n = 0

holds. By substituting EUL
k,n = pUL

k,na
UL
k,n, and EDL

l,n = pDL
l,na

DL
l,n,

problem (P1) can be relaxed as

(P2): max

{aUL
k,n

},{aDL
l,n

},{τn},{EUL
k,n

},{EDL
l,n

},{rDL
l,n

},R≥0
R

s.t.
∑

n∈N
EUL

k,n ≤ PUL
k , ∀k ∈ MUL (16)

∑

n∈N

∑

l∈MDL
EDL

l,n ≤ PDL (17)

τn
∑

l∈MDL
rDL
l,n ≤ R̄BS

n ({EDL
l,n}, {EUL

k,n}), ∀n ∈ N (18)

rDL
l,n ≤ R̄DL

l,n(E
DL
l,n, {EUL

k,n}), ∀l ∈ MDL, n ∈ N (19)
∑

n∈N
((1−τn)R̄

UL-TIN
k,n (EUL

k,n, {EDL
l,n})

+ τnR̄
UL-SIC
k,n (EUL

k,n)) ≥ R, ∀k∈MUL, (20)

(9), (11), (14), (15),

where

R̄BS
n ({EDL

l,n}, {EUL
k,n})=log2

(

∑

k∈MUL

EUL
k,nfk,n+

∑

l∈MDL

EDL
l,nϕn+σ2

)

− log2

(

∑

k∈MUL
EUL

k,nfk,n+σ2
)

, ∀n ∈ N , (21)

R̄DL
l,n(E

DL
l,n, {EUL

k,n})=log2

(

∑

k∈MUL

EUL
k,ngk,l,n+EDL

l,nhl,n+σ2

)

−log2

(

∑

k∈MUL
EUL

k,ngk,l,n+σ2
)

, ∀l∈MDL, n∈N , (22)

R̄UL-TIN
k,n (EUL

k,n, {EDL
l,n})=log2

(

∑

l∈MDL

EDL
l,nϕn+EUL

k,nfk,n+σ2

)

− log2

(

∑

l∈MDL
EDL

l,nϕn+σ2
))

, ∀k∈MUL, n∈N , (23)

R̄UL-SIC
k,n (EUL

k,n) = log2
(

1 + EUL
k,nfk,n/σ

2
)

. (24)

However, problem (P2) is still non-convex due to non-

convex constraints in (18), (19), and (20). In the following,

we propose an alternating-optimization-based algorithm to

solve problem (P2) by optimizing the resource allocation (i.e.,

subcarrier allocation and user scheduling {aUL
k,n} and {aDL

l,n},

power control {EUL
k,n} and {EDL

l,n}), as well as rate control

{rDL
l,n}) and the decoding mode {τn} of the non-public BS

over each subcarrier (i.e., with or without SIC) in an iterative

manner.

1) Resource Allocation: Under any given decoding mode

{τn}, the resource allocation optimization problem is formu-

lated as

(P2.1): max

{aUL
k,n},{a

DL
l,n},{E

UL
k,n},{E

DL
l,n},{r

DL
l,n},R≥0

R

s.t. (9), (11), (15), (16), (17), (18), (19), (20).

Note that the constraints in (18), (19), and (20) are non-convex,

as the second terms at the RHS in (21), (22), and (23) are



all concave. To tackle the non-convexity, we adopt the SCA

technique to update {EUL
k,n} and {EDL

l,n} in an iterative manner

by approximating problem (P2.1) into a convex problem at

each iteration. Suppose that {EUL(i)
k,n } and {EDL(i)

l,n } are the

local point in the (i+1)-th iteration. Note that any concave

function is globally upper-bounded by its first-order Taylor

expansion at any point. Thus, we have

log2

(

∑

k∈MUL
EUL

k,nfk,n+σ2
)

≤ log2

(

∑

k∈MUL

E
UL(i)
k,n fk,n+σ2

)

+
∑

k∈MUL

fk,n(E
UL
k,n−E

UL(i)
k,n )

ln 2(E
UL(i)
k,n fk,n+σ2)

, R̂ub
n , (25)

log2

(

∑

k∈MUL
EUL

k,ngk,l,n+σ2
)

≤ log2

(

∑

k∈MUL

E
UL(i)
k,n gk,l,n+σ2

)

+
∑

k∈MUL

gk,l,n(E
UL
k,n−E

UL(i)
k,n )

ln 2(E
UL(i)
k,n gk,l,n+σ2)

, R̃ub
l,n, (26)

log2

(

∑

l∈MDL
EDL

l,nϕn+σ2
)

≤ log2

(

∑

l∈MDL

E
DL(i)
l,n ϕn+σ2

)

+
∑

l∈MDL

ϕn(E
DL
l,n−E

DL(i)
l,n )

ln 2(E
DL(i)
l,n ϕn+σ2)

, Řub
n . (27)

Under any given {EUL(i)
k,n } and {EDL(i)

l,n }, by using the

upper bounds in (25), (26), and (27), problem (P2.1) can be

approximated as the following problem:

(P2.2): max

{aUL
k,n

},{aDL
l,n

},{EUL
k,n

},{EDL
l,n

},{rDL
l,n

},R≥0
R

s.t. τn
∑

l∈MDL

rDL
l,n≤ log2

(

∑

k∈MUL

EUL
k,nfk,n+

∑

l∈MDL

EDL
l,nϕn+σ2

)

−R̂ub
k,n, ∀n ∈ N

rDL
l,n ≤ log2

(

∑

k∈MUL

EUL
k,ngk,l,n+EDL

l,nhl,n+σ2

)

−R̃ub
l,n, ∀l ∈ MDL, n ∈ N

∑

n∈N

((1−τn)

(

log2

(

∑

l∈MDL

EDL
l,nϕn+EUL

k,nfk,n+σ2

)

−Řub
n

)

+ τnR̄
UL-SIC
k,n (EUL

k,n)) ≥ R, ∀k ∈ MUL

(9), (11), (15), (16), (17).

It is evident that problem (P2.2) is a convex optimization prob-

lem, which can thus be efficiently solved via standard convex

optimization methods, such as CVX toolbox [12]. In each

iteration i, we need to solve the convex optimization prob-

lem (P2.2) under given local point {aUL(i−1)
k,n }, {aDL(i−1)

l,n },

{EUL(i−1)
k,n }, {EDL(i−1)

l,n }, {rDL(i−1)
l,n }, and R(i−1), for which

the optimal solution is given as {aUL(i)
k,n }, {aDL(i)

l,n }, {EUL(i)
k,n },

{EDL(i)
l,n }, {rDL(i)

l,n }, and R(i), which will be used as the local

point for the next iteration i+1. In addition, the optimal value

of problem (P2.2) is an under-estimate of that of problem

(P2.1). Therefore, the achieved objective value of problem

(P2.1) is non-decreasing after each iteration. As the optimal

value of problem (P2.1) is upper bounded, it is evident that

the iteration leads to a converged solution to problem (P2.1).

2) Decoding Mode Optimization: Under given resource

allocation {aUL
k,n}, {aDL

l,n}, {EUL
k,n}, {EDL

l,n}, and {rDL
l,n}, we

optimize the decoding mode {τn}, for which the optimization

problem is expressed as

(P2.3): max
{τn},R≥0

R

s.t. (14), (18), (20).

Note that problem (P2.3) is a standard linear program (LP),

which can thus be solved optimally via efficient convex

optimization methods, such as CVX toolbox [12].

3) Complete Algorithm for Solving (P1): By combining

the solutions above, we solve problem (P2) by optimizing the

resource allocation by solving problem (P2.1), and optimizing

the decoding mode by solving problem (P2.3) in an alternative

manner, respectively. Notice that for each iteration of variables

update, the objective value of problem (P2) is monotonically

non-decreasing and finite. Therefore, the proposed algorithm

eventually results in a converged solution to problem (P2).

Furthermore, with the solution to problem (P2) at hand, the

subcarrier allocation and user scheduling {aUL
k,n} and {aDL

l,n}
as well as decoding mode {τn} need to be rounded as binary

variables {aUL∗
k,n }, {aDL∗

l,n }, and {τ∗n}. Then we resolve the

resource allocation optimization problem under given {aUL∗
k,n },

{aDL∗
l,n }, and {τ∗n} to obtain the corresponding value of R∗

via alternating optimization and SCA similarly as for problem

(P2.1). As a result, the approximate solution to problem (P1)

is finally obtained.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

This section provides numerical results to validate the

performance of our proposed adaptive asymmetric SIC design,

as compared with the following two benchmark schemes.

• SIC: The non-public BS adopts SIC to decode mes-

sages of non-public users. This scheme corresponds to

solving problem (P1) under fixed decoding mode with

τn = 1, ∀n∈N .

• TIN: The non-public BS adopts TIN to decode messages

of non-public users regarding the signal from the public

BS as noise. This scheme corresponds to solving problem

(P1) under fixed decoding mode with τn = 0, ∀n ∈ N .

In the simulation, we set the locations of public and non-

public BSs as (0, 0) and (0, 100 m), respectively, and the

coverage area of each BS corresponds to a circle with a

radius of 100 m. The locations of public and non-public

users are randomly generated in their respectively asso-

ciated BS’s coverage area. The wireless channels follow

Rayleigh fading, specified by hl,n = |θ0(Θ̄l,n/Θ0)
−ξh̄l,n|2,

ϕn = |θ0(Θ̃n/Θ0)
−ξϕ̄n|2, fk,n = |θ0(Θ̂k,n/Θ0)

−ξ f̄k,n|2,

and gk,l,n = |θ0(Θ̌k,l,n/Θ0)
−ξ ḡk,l,n|2, where h̄l,n’s, ϕ̄n’s,

f̄k,n’s, and ḡk,l,n’s are modeled as independent and identically

distributed (i.i.d.) CSCG random variables with zero mean and
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Fig. 1. Common uplink throughput versus the minimum rate requirement
Γmin of public users.

unit variance, θ0 = −60 dB corresponds to the path loss at the

reference distance of Θ0 = 10 m, Θ̄l,n, Θ̃n, Θ̂k,n, and Θ̌k,l,n

denote the corresponding distance from the transmitter to the

receiver, and ξ = 3 is the pathloss exponent. The maximum

transmit power of the public BS is set as PDL = 40 dBm,

the noise power is set as σ2 = −50 dBm, and the maximum

transmit power of non-public users is set as PUL
k = Pmax = 30

dBm, ∀k ∈ MUL. We consider the case with MD = MU = 20
and N = 100. The bandwidth of each subcarrier is normalized.

We conduct Monte Carlo simulations to show the average

performance over 200 randomly realizations.

Fig. 1 shows the common throughput of non-public users

versus the minimum rate requirement Γmin. It is observed

that as Γmin increases, the common uplink throughput of non-

public users achieved by all the three schemes decreases, and

the proposed adaptive-asymmetric-SIC approach significantly

outperforms the other two benchmark schemes, thanks to the

adaptive decoding mode selection between SIC and TIN over

each subcarrier depending on the respective channel condi-

tions. It is also observed that when Rmin is relatively small

(Rmin ≤ 1), the SIC scheme achieves a similar performance

of the proposed adaptive-asymmetric-SIC approach, since the

achievable rate of the link from the public BS to the non-

public BS is generally higher than the communication rate,

such that SIC is preferred over each subcarrier.

Fig. 2 shows the common uplink throughput versus the

maximum transmit power of non-public users Pmax, in which

the minimum downlink throughput threshold is set as Γmin = 4
bps/Hz. It is observed that as the maximum transmit power

Pmax increases, the common uplink throughput of non-public

users achieved by all the three schemes increases considerably.

It is also observed that the proposed adaptive-asymmetric-

SIC approach significantly outperforms the other benchmark

schemes without adaptive SIC, which validates the effective-

ness of our proposed adaptive approach.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper studied a basic uplink-and-downlink spectrum

sharing scenario when an uplink non-public BS shares the

downlink time-frequency resources of a coexisting downlink
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Fig. 2. Common uplink throughput versus the maximum transmit power Pmax

of non-public users.

public BS for uplink transmission. To deal with the severe

co-channel interference from the downlink public BS to the

coexisting uplink non-public BS, we proposed an adaptive

asymmetric SIC approach at the non-public BS so as to en-

hance the uplink throughput. Under this setup, we maximized

the common uplink throughput of all non-public users, under

the condition that the downlink throughput of each public

user is above a certain threshold. How to extend the proposed

adaptive asymmetric SIC design to the scenarios with multiple

non-public and public BSs is an interesting direction to be

pursued in future research.
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