
ar
X

iv
:2

30
5.

16
10

5v
1 

 [
ee

ss
.S

P]
  2

5 
M

ay
 2

02
3

This article has been accepted for publication in IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications.
This is the author’s version which has not been fully edited and content may change prior to final publication.

1

Joint Uplink and Downlink Resource Allocation

Towards Energy-efficient Transmission for URLLC
Kang Li, Pengcheng Zhu, Member, IEEE, Yan Wang,

Fu-Chun Zheng, Senior Member, IEEE, and Xiaohu You, Fellow, IEEE

Abstract—Ultra-reliable and low-latency communications
(URLLC) is firstly proposed in 5G networks, and expected to
support applications with the most stringent quality-of-service
(QoS). However, since the wireless channels vary dynamically, the
transmit power for ensuring the QoS requirements of URLLC
may be very high, which conflicts with the power limitation
of a real system. To fulfill the successful URLLC transmission
with finite transmit power, we propose an energy-efficient packet
delivery mechanism incorparated with frequency-hopping and
proactive dropping in this paper. To reduce uplink outage proba-
bility, frequency-hopping provides more chances for transmission
so that the failure hardly occurs. To avoid downlink outage from
queue clearing, proactive dropping controls overall reliability
by introducing an extra error component. With the proposed
packet delivery mechanism, we jointly optimize bandwidth al-
location and power control of uplink and downlink, antenna
configuration, and subchannel assignment to minimize the av-
erage total power under the constraint of URLLC transmission
requirements. Via theoretical analysis (e.g., the convexity with
respect to bandwidth, the independence of bandwidth allocation,
the convexity of antenna configuration with inactive constraints),
the simplication of finding the global optimal solution for resource
allocation is addressed. A three-step method is then proposed
to find the optimal solution for resource allocation. Simulation
results validate the analysis and show the performance gain by
optimizing resource allocation with the proposed packet delivery
mechanism.

Index Terms—Ultra-reliable and low-latency communications,
resource allocation, energy-efficiency, packet delivery mechanism.

I. INTRODUCTION

ULTRA-RELIABLE and low-latency communications

(URLLC) has been considered as the key enabler to
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support various mission-critical applications under the fifth

generation (5G) and beyond networks [1], such as autonomous

driving, factory automation and remote healthcare [2]. Ac-

cording to the 3GPP (3rd Generation Partnership Project)

standard, a general URLLC requirement is the target reliability

of 99.999% for transmitting a packet of 32 bytes within a

user plane latency of 1 ms [3]. The reliability is defined as

the percentage of packets that are correctly received. Depend-

ing on the applications, the end-to-end (E2E) latency within

several to tens of milliseconds includes but is not limited to

uplink (UL) and downlink (DL) transmission delay, coding and

processing delay as well as queueing delay [4]. Such stringent

requirements have posed many challenges on system design

from physical layer to network layer.

In the long-term evolution (LTE) networks, the transmission

time interval (TTI) which is the minimum time granularity for

scheduling is set as 1 ms [5], and hence unable to satisfy the

E2E latency requirement of URLLC. To reduce latency, one

efficient way is to employ the short frame structure on physical

layer [6]. By increasing the subcarrier spacing (SCS) and/or

reducing the number of symbols, the TTI could be shortened to

no more than 0.2-0.25 ms [7]. However, with the short frame

structure and small packet size in URLLC, the blocklength of

channel coding is short, such that the transmission error cannot

be ignored [8]. Furthermore, due to the features of URLLC,

the transmit power for ensuring the target reliability may

need to be very high when the channel stays in deep fading

[9]. This brings challenges on link layer transmission for a

real system, since the maximum transmit power of a device

or BS is limited. As a result, other supporting technologies

in conjunction with their resource allocation are needed for

URLLC to guarantee the target reliability and other quality-

of-service (QoS) metrics.

A. Related Work

When it comes to the traditional services where the block-

length is sufficiently long (e.g., 1500 bytes in human-to-human

communications [10]), Shannon’s capacity has been widely

used to characterize the maximum achievable rate with the

decoding error arbitrarily close to zero [8]. In URLLC, to

satisfy the low-latency requirement (say 1 ms in E2E latency),

the packets of small size (say 20 bytes [3]) using short frame

structure must be transmitted. As a result, the blocklength of

channel coding becomes short, and the decoding error can

not be ignored. Therefore, if Shannon’s capacity is used in

optimizing resource allocation for URLLC, the latency and

http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.16105v1
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reliability will be underestimated [11]. In the seminal work,

Polyanskiy et al. [12] derived a normal approximation on

the maximum achievable rate with short blocklength channel

codes over additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN) channel.

The results indicate that, at the expense of achievable rate

reduction, a low transmission error probability in the short

blocklength region can be guaranteed. The study was extended

to mutiple antennas system over quasi-static channel in [13],

for cases with and without channel state information (CSI)

at the transmitter and/or the receiver. Popovski et al. [14]

further applied the maximum achievable rates obtained in

[12] and [13] to the two-way channel, the downlink broadcast

channel, and the uplink random access channel. However, even

with the simplified approximation, the expression of maximum

achievable rate is still neither convex nor concave with respect

to bandwidth and power [15], [16]. As a result, a globally

optimal radio resource allocation for URLLC with such an

achievable rate is still hard to obtain.

Based on the theoretical principles that govern the transmis-

sion of short packets, optimizing resource allocation towards

improving spectrum efficiency (SE) or energy efficiency (EE)

for URLLC has gained attention [11], [15]–[17]. However,

how to achieve the optimization goal without sacrificing the

QoS reuqirements of URLLC is a critical problem. In URLLC,

the required latency and bandwidth do not exceed the channel

coherence time and coherence bandwidth [13]. As a result,

the target reliability of URLLC is hard to guarantee when the

channel stays in deep fading. To support high reliability over

the fading channels, retransmission and diversity as key tech-

niques have been exploited in the existing literature. Since the

retransmission procedure of hybrid automatic repeat request

(HARQ) introduces additional latency [18], other retransmis-

sion schemes are needed for URLLC. Focusing on the two

classes of packets in Industrial Internet of Things (IIoT), two

retransmission schemes, namely, retransmission with individ-

ual reservation and retransmission with contention-based reser-

vation jointly with packet repetitions, are proposed to meet the

URLLC requirements with low resource consumption in [19].

Unfortunately, retransmission schemes can hardly improve the

success probability when the channels stay in deep fading

within the coherence time [9]. As a result, diversity technique

together with resource allocation is promising to ensure the

target reliability of URLLC. The authors in [20] studied the

problem of optimal bandwidth allocation that ensures QoS

metrics with frequency diversity in UL, and the authors in

[21] investigated optimal transmit power allocation under QoS

constraints with multi-user diversity in DL. As regards spatial

diversity, [22] indicates that the required transmit power to

ensure reliability can be reduced when the number of antennas

at a base station (BS) increases. In addition, She et al. [9]

proposed an original proactive dropping scheme to ensure

the overall reliability of URLLC by controlling the packet

dropping probability with resource allocation. However, these

works only allocate either UL or DL resources, and generally

each above-mentioned technique improves the reliability at

the expense of paying another price, e.g., frequency diversity

needs redundant bandwidth, while proactive dropping intro-

duces an extra error component. For URLLC, the required

transmit power that ensures QoS metrics may need to be very

high when the channel stays in deep fading [9], but this sounds

conflicted with the constraint of maximum transmit power

of a device or BS. Therefore, by jointly allocating UL and

DL resources under new transmission mechanism, this paper

focuses on the optimization of power consumption so as to

improve EE, while satisfying the QoS requirements of URLLC

and the constraint of maximum transmit power.

B. Contributions

In this paper, we study how to obatin the global optimal re-

source allocation for the proposed packet delivery mechanism,

to minimize the average total power under the constraint of

URLLC transmission requirements in local communications

scenario. Although technical challenges on URLLC system

design exist at different layers, we foucus on link layer design

here to achieve the QoS requirements of URLLC from a joint

UL and DL transmission aspect. The major contributions of

this work are summarized as follows:

• We propose a packet delivery mechanism for URLLC in

machine-type communications (MTC). To reduce the out-

age probability and increase the number of participating

sensors in UL, we consider frequency-hopping to provide

more chances for transmission with the introduced sub-

channels, so that the outage due to channel deep fading

hardly occurs. To avoid the downlink outage from queue

clearing and increase the number of participating users in

DL, we consider proactive dropping to ensure the over-

all reliability under channel deep fading by discarding

certain packets.

• We prove that under the proposed delivery mechanism,

a low packet loss probability can be ensured with finite

power by exploiting sufficient spatial diversity gain. For

the case where spatial diversity gain is insufficient, there

has to be a minimum number of antennas to guarantee the

target reliability of URLLC with finite power. A binary

method is proposed to determine the required minimum

number of antennas. Furthermore, simulation results show

that the subchannels introduced by frequency-hopping

can help reduce the required minimum number of an-

tennas.

• We jointly optimize resource allocation, including the

bandwidth, the threshold of transmit power, the number

of antennas and subchannels, to minimize the average

total power under the constraints of maximum trans-

mit power and QoS metrics of URLLC. Via theoretical

analysis (e.g., the convexity with respect to bandwidth,

the independence of bandwidth allocation, the convexity

of antenna configuration with inactive constraints), the

simplication of finding the global optimal solution is

addressed. A three-step method is then proposed, where

the bandwidth allocation, antenna configuration and sub-

channel assignment are optimized in turn. Simulation

results show that the optimal solution under the proposed

delivery mechanism can save more power than other

allocation strategies, and thus enhance EE compared with

other transmission schemes.
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Fig. 1. Cellular network in local communications scenario.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Section II

describes an example system model and the QoS requirements

of URLLC. Section III reviews the possible transmission

schemes, and proposes a packet delivery mechanism for joint

UL and DL transmission. In section IV, an optimization

problem that minimizes the average total power is formulated.

Section V illustrates how to obtain optimal resource allocation.

Simulation results are provided in Section VI. In the end,

Section VII concludes this work.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

We consider a cellular network in local communications

scenario,1 whose covergae is less than a few kilometers. The

cellular network is composed of one or several adjacent BSs

which are interconnected with one-hop fiber links, where each

BS is euippped with Nt antennas. In the coverage, there are

M + K single-antenna devices classified into two groups in

terms of the functionality: sensors that only upload packets and

users that only download packets which are uploaded by the

sensors. As illustrated in Fig. 1, when a sensor and its intended

user are not served by the same BS, the packet uploaded by

the sensor will go through the folllowing procedure: At first,

the packet is forwarded to the BS connected with the intended

user via fiber links. Then, it waits in the associated queue of

the BS. In the end, the BS transmits the packet to the intended

user.

Such a system model can be applied in analyzing the QoS

requirements of MTC services (e.g., autonomous vehicles and

factory automation) which are representative for URLLC [2]2.

We take a frequency division duplex (FDD) system as an

example, where the total bandwidth is shared by UL and DL

1Depending on mission-critical services, there are three typical communi-
cation scenarios for URLLC: local communications, mobile edge computing,
and wide-area large-scale networks [23]. Each of them has different network
architectures, and hence the factors and delay components that lead to packet
loss are not the same. In this paper, we focus on how to guarantee the QoS
metrics of URLLC in local area communications scenario as stated in [24].

2Device-to-device (D2D) communication mode is also applicable, but the
performance on reliability and available range is inferior to the cellular mode
[25]. How to better use D2D mode for URLLC deserves further study but
will not be addressed in this work.

transmissions. Orthogonal frequency division multiple access

(OFDMA) and frequency reuse are adopted to avoid intra-cell

interference and inter-cell interference, respectively.

A. Channel Model

To accord with the channel characteristics of URLLC,

we consider quasi-static flat fading channel [13], where the

channel remains constant within the channel coherence time,

and the bandwidth allocated to device is smaller than the

channel coherence bandwidth. This assumption is easy to get

satisfied in URLLC. On the one hand, the required band-

width to transmit a small size packet does not exceed the

channel coherence bandwidth, which is around 0.5 MHz at

the maximum delay spread of 1 µs in MTC [26]. On the

other hand, the latency requirement is shorter than the channel

coherence time, such as the coherence time of 5-10 ms when

the velocity of device is less than 120 km/h [27]. For a single-

input-multiple-output (SIMO) or multiple-input-single-output

(MISO) system subject to quasi-static flat fading channel, the

maximum achievable rate with finite blocklength coding can

be approximated as [14]

R ≈
B

ln 2

[
ln

(
1 +

µgP

φN0B

)
−

√
V

τB
f−1
Q (εc)

]
(bits/s) . (1)

Note that (1) is obtained for interference-free systems,3 where

B is the bandwidth, P is the transmit power, φ > 1 is the SNR

loss due to imperfect CSI,4 µ is the large-scale channel gain

depending on path loss and shadowing, g is the small-scale

channel gain affected by multi-path fading, N0 is the single-

side noise spectral density, τ is the data transmission duration,

εc is the decoding error probability, f−1
Q (x) is the inverse of

the Gaussian Q-function, and V = 1−
(
1 + µgP

φN0B

)−2

is the

channel dispersion [14].

As shown in [12] and [13], the approximation in (1) is very

accurate at εc ∈ [10−3, 10−6]. As validated in [29], the channel

dispersion is almost 1 when the received SNR is higher than

5 dB. Now that the typical SNR is around 10 dB at the edge

of a cell [26], V ≈ 1 is applied so that the lower bound of

(1) can be obtained. For the resource allocation, if the lower

bound is used for optimization, the QoS metrics when V < 1
in low SNR regime can be naturally satisfied.

Denote the channel vector as h with independent identically

distributed (i.i.d.), zero mean, unit variance and complex cir-

cularly symmetric Gaussian random elements (i.e., zero-mean

spatially white). For SIMO or MISO system, the small-scale

channel gain is g = h
H
h whose probability density function

(PDF) under Rayleigh fading is given by fNt(g) =
gNt−1

(Nt−1)!e
−g

[30], where h ∈ CNt×1 and (·)H denotes conjugate transpose.

To further improve SNR in SIMO or MISO system, maximum

ratio transmission/combining (MRT/MRC) is adpoted to max-

imize the signal gain.

3The maximum achievable rate with finite blocklength in interference chan-
nels is unavailable in the literature until now. Therefore, strong interference
should be eliminated to ensure reliability in URLLC.

4The impact of imperfect CSI brought by channel estimation errors can
be equivalent to an SNR loss on data rate, which depends on the velocity of
devices [28]. For devices with slow and medium velocity, φ is close to 1 [15].
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B. Traffic Model

In reality, not all sensors are simultaneously activated to

transmit packets. As a result, whether each sensor has a packet

to transmit in UL could be modelled as a Bernouli process

(i.e., active with probability κ or silent with probability 1− κ
in each frame). Let Ak denote the set of active sensors that

transmit packets to the k-th user. Assume that each packet

arrival process is i.i.d.. Then, the aggregation of these arrival

processes from |Ak| sensors is a Poisson process, where the

average arrival rate is λk , |Ak|κ packets/frame,5 |Ak| is the

cardinality of set Ak.

The inter-arrival time between packets at each sensor is

equal to or higher than one frame, hence the UL queueing

delay is always zero. The inter-arrival time between packets

at BS could be shorter than one frame, hence the packets need

to wait in the associated queue of the BS, and the DL queueing

delay is non-zero.

To analyze queueing delay, effective bandwidth as a useful

tool has been applied in the existing literature. The concept of

effective bandwidth is the minimum constant packet service

rate required to serve a random arrival process, which ensures

queueing delay bound Dq
max and queueing delay violation

probability εq. According to the result in [9], the effective

bandwidth of a Poisson process can be expressed as follows:

EB
k =

Tf ln (1/ε
q)

Dq
max ln

[
Tf ln(1/εq)
λkD

q
max

+ 1
] (packets/frame) , (2)

where Tf is the frame duration. It is widely believed that

effective bandwidth is only applicable for the scenarios where

the queueing delay bound is long [32]. However, the results in

[33] show that, for Poisson process and the arrival processes

which are more bursty than Poisson process, on condition of a

short queueing delay bound, the approximated εq derived from

effective bandwidth is an exact upper bound of queueing delay

violation probability. This implies that effective bandwidth can

be applied in URLLC. Further, [9] validates this implication

with some typical arrival processes in URLLC, such as Poisson

process, interrupted Poisson processes, and Switched Poisson

process.

C. QoS Requirements

The QoS requirements of URLLC is characterized by E2E

latency Dmax and overall packet loss probability εmax that

are imposed on each packet. As specified in [34], E2E la-

tency refers to the time spent on delivering a packet from

a source to a destination, measured at the air interface. For

the considered local communications scenario, the over-the-

air propagation delay can be ignored, and the latency for

backhaul in fiber link is much shorter than 1 ms [35]. Since

the subchannel pipes are reserved for sensors, the accessing

delay can also be ignored by contention-free random access

with grant-free scheme. Therefore, as illustrated in Fig. 2,

5The average arrival rate usually does not exceed 100 packets/s (i.e., one
packet per 100 frames for the case with frame duration of 0.1 ms) in MTC
[31], which means a sensor stays silent during 99% of time. This indicates
that, after a sensor has transmitted its packet, it will not generate new one
and stay silent for a long period.

Sensor User

E2E delay

UL Backhaul Queueing DL

(i.e., TTI)

Control signaling

Data transmission

Fig. 2. E2E latency and frame structure.

the latency excluding accessing delay in radio access network

dominates E2E latency. The E2E latency is bounded by Dmax,

and composed of UL and DL transmission delays, queueing

delay at the buffer of BSs and backhaul delay. To reduce

transmission delay, the short frame structure using mini-slot

mode is considered [36]. As shown in Fig. 2, each frame

consists of two parts: control signaling and data transmission.

In the control signaling, a part of overhead comes from CSI

feedback for estimating full CSI.

In UL and DL, each packet is finished within one frame.

Let Du, Dd, εc,u and εc,d denote UL and DL transmission

delays, UL and DL decoding error probabilities, respectively.

If a packet is not transmitted error-free, then it will be lost.

Let Db and Dq denote the backhaul delay and queueing delay.

The queueing delay for each packet should be bounded by

Dq
max , Dmax−Du−Dd−Db. If the duration that a packet

spends on queueing exceeds Dq
max, then this packet is useless

and has to be discarded. Therefore, the overall packet loss

comes from decoding errors of UL and DL transmissions and

the delay violation of queueing.

In summary, the QoS requirements of URLLC can be

satisfied under the following two constraints:

Du +Dd +Dq +Db ≤ Dmax, (3)

1− (1− εc,u)(1− εc,d)(1 − εq) ≤ εmax, (4)

where (3) and (4) ensure latency and reliability, respectively.

III. PACKET DELIVERY MECHANISM

In this section, we focus on link layer design to cope with

the chanllenge on ensuring target reliability of URLLC when

channel stays in deep fading. We first summarize some current

transmission schemes that try achieving the target reliability

of URLLC. Then, we propose a packet delivery mechanism

using frequency-hopping and proactive dropping, which makes

URLLC more adaptive confronting of deep fading in MTC.

A. Possible Transmission Schemes

To ensure the reliability, the received SNR must be equal to

or higher than an SNR threshold. However, when channel is in

deep fading, in order that the received SNR achieves the SNR

threshold, the transmit power may need to be very high [9].6

6The received SNR mainly depends on the change of small-scale channel
gain since other channel parameters stay constant. Therefore, the transmit
power gets unbounded when channel is in deep fading, i.e., g → 0.
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Subchannel 4
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Time
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Fig. 3. Exploiting frequency diversity by frequency-hopping.

Unfortunately, subject to the constraint of maximum transmit

power of a device or BS, so the target reliability of URLLC

cannot be ensured. To this end, some transmission schemes

have been employed in the literature or by the industry, but

each has its own limitations.

• HARQ: HARQ mechanism cannot be used to improve

reliability in the event of a deep and lasting fade. This

is because simply retransmitting a packet on the same

radio resource in subsequent frames not only introduces

additional latency, but also hardly improves the successful

transmission probability when the channels stay in deep

fading over multiple frames.

• Proactive dropping: Proactive dropping mechanism pro-

posed in [9] drops several packets in the queue under

deep fading to control the overall reliability.7 However,

now that one packet is transmitted in UL, the proactive

dropping policy is equal to queue clearing and casues an

outage of transmission. This makes the target reliability

difficult to get satisified especially in UL.

• Frequency diversity: Frequency diversity may not be

scalable to the large number of nodes due to the limited

bandwidth. Also, the assignment of subchannels intro-

duces extra noise power and lowers the SNR, making the

reliability harder to guarantee.

• Time diversity: Time diversity cannot be exploited to

enhance reliability since channel remains constant within

the coherence interval and varies independently among

intervals, and hence utilizing time diversity exceeds the

requirement of E2E latency.

• Spatial diversity: Increasing the number of transmitting

and/or receiving antennas can enhance the received SNR,

and as such can also reduce the required transmit power

[22], [26]. But for the BS on high tower, larger antenna

7Another service policy is to drop all packets from the queue (queue
clearing) to guarantee the overall reliability, but this will cause an outage
of transmission.

Frequency

Time Coherence 

bandwidth

Subchannel 1 Subchannel 2 Subchannel 3

Frequency

Time Coherence 

bandwidth

Subchannel 1

Proactive retransmission with frequency-hopping

Frequency diveristy

Frequency

Time Coherence 

bandwidth

Subchannel 1 Subchannel 2 Subchannel 3

Frequency

Time Coherence 

bandwidth

Subchannel 1

Frequency diveristy with frequency-hopping

Frequency diveristy

Fig. 4. Bandwidth comparison.

separation may be required. Hence, using spatial diversity

with the moderate number of antennas can be an effctive

way to improve reliability.

B. Proposed Delivery Mechanism

Considering the limitations of above-mentioned schemes,

we propose a packet delivery mechanism that suits URLLC

transmission in MTC better. To reduce the outage probability

resulting from deep fading during URLLC transmission, we

consider frequency-hopping for UL and proactive dropping

for DL. Furthermore, since the available cellular spectrum is

limited, both frequency-hopping and proactive dropping can

help reduce the required bandwidth so that more devices can

join in transmission in MTC.

1) Frequency-Hopping for UL: The packet can be trans-

mitted over different subchannels in different transmission

phases by introducing frequency-hopping. Specifically, when

a sensor is accessed to the BS, a virtual subchannel pipe is

reserved for it. With the pre-configured reservation scheme,

there is no scheduling procedure before the transmission of

each packet. The virtual subchannel pipe is a sequence of

physical subchannels that will be occupied by a sensor in the

next few frames [26], where the indices of the subchannels

depend on the hopping pattern.8 During the transmission, if

the assigned subchannel in the current frame stays in deep

fading, the sensor proactively quits transmitting in the current

frame, and then transmits the packet in the subsequent frame

over another subchannel according to the hopping pattern (if

the assigned subchannel in the subsequent frame is not in deep

fading) [20].

To obtain diversity gain, the separation between subchannels

should be larger than the channel coherence bandwidth, such

that the small-scale channel gains over subchannels are inde-

pendent. Subject to E2E latency requirement of URLLC, the

allowed maximum number of subchannels is denoted as Nmax
a .

An example of exploiting frequency diversity by frequency-

hopping is illustrated in Fig. 3. The subchannels allocated to

sensor m is [(1,1), (2,4), (3,2), (4,5), (5,3)] with Nmax
a of 5,

where the index of element represents the j-th subchannel that

8To avoid the interference, orthogonal virtual subchannel pipes should be
reserved for different sensors in a hopping pattern. The design of hopping
patterns between cells for collision avoidance should also be aware [26].
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is allocated to sensor m in the i-th frame, and the bandwdith of

each subchannel is within the channel coherence bandwidth.

Moreover, frequency-hopping contributes to bandwdith sav-

ing. In URLLC, several replicas of the packet with diversity

technique are needed to improve the reliability, such as the

proposed frequency diversity in [15]. In contrast, frequency-

hopping transmits the packet over the prespecified subchannels

and frames based on hopping pattern. This can also improve

the reliability of URLLC without the replicas, so the required

bandwidth will be saved. An example of bandwidth compar-

sion between frequency-hopping and frequency diversity is

illustrated in Fig. 4, where Wmax is the maximum available

bandwidth. Assume that Wmax is equally allocated to M
sensors, the bandwidth of frequency-hopping is exactly equal

to Wmax/M . On the contrary, since the packet is repeatedly

transmitted over multiple subchannels (e.g., 3 subchannels)

concurrently, the required bandwidth of frequency diversity is

triple that of Wmax/M . This implies that frequency-hopping

helps reduce the required bandwidth and is expected to support

more devices for URLLC.

2) Proactive Dropping for DL: The core idea of proactive

packet dropping is to discard several packets from the queue to

lower the required SNR, such that decoding error probability

can be satisfied with finite transmit power. Although some of

packets can not yet be served with Dq
max and εq, by further

controlling the proactive dropping probability with resource

allocation, the overall packet loss probability can be ensured

no matter how these packets are lost. In this paper we adopt

the service policy proposed in [9], where only a part of the

EB
k packets are proactively discarded when the channel is

in deep fading. Compared to the original policy of queue

clearing that is used for ensuring reliability, the proactive

dropping avoids the outage of transmission. Besides, under the

same target reliability of URLLC, the reuqired bandwidth of

proactive dropping can be further saved since several packets

has been discarded from the queue, so that more devices can

be supported.

IV. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this section, we formulate a resource allocation problem

that minimizes the average total power consumption under the

QoS requirements of URLLC and the constraint of maximum

transmit power. We first introduce how the kinds of packet

loss components of UL and DL are ensured by the proposed

delivery mechanism. Then we derive the expression of EE of

URLLC and represent the equivalency between maximizing

EE and minimizing power consumption. Frequently used no-

tations throughout the paper are summarized in Table I.

A. Ensuring QoS Constraints

1) UL Packet Loss Probability: Denote Na as the number

of assigned subchannels in a virtual subchannel pipe, then the

achievable rate from the m-th sensor to the BS over the i-th
subchannel (1 ≤ i ≤ Na, i ∈ N) is given by

Ru
m,i =

τBu
m

L ln 2

[
ln

(
1 +

µu
mgum,iP

u
m,i

φN0Bu
m

)
−

f−1
Q

(
εc,um,i

)
√
τBu

m

]

,m ∈ S (packets/frame) ,

(5)

where S denotes the set of sensors that are associated to

the BS, Bu
m and µu

m are the allocated bandwidth and large-

scale channel gain of the m-th sensor, P u
m,i, g

u
m,i and εc,um,i

are the transmit power, small-scale channel gain and decoding

error probability of the m-th sensor over the i-th subchannel,

respectively. Since one packet is uploaded within one frame,

the required SNR threshold over each subchannel can be

obatined by substituting (5) into Ru
m,i = 1:

γth,u
m , exp

[
L ln 2

τBu
m

+
f−1
Q (εc,u)
√
τBu

m

]
− 1, (6)

where εc,u is the UL decoding error probability reuqirement.

Frequency-hopping transmits the packet when the channel

does not stay in deep fading, which indicates that the received

SNR γu
m,i is equal to or higher than γth,u

m . However, sometimes

the subchannels in the next few frames are all good enough

for transmission, such that the total power gets accumulated.

To save energy, we only allow each sensor to transmit the

packet once only at the first time that the channel is not in

deep fading, and it will then stay silent even if another well-

conditioned channel appears.

Let P u
max and P u

m denote the maximum transmit power of

each sensor and transmit power of the m-th sensor, respec-

tively. To ensure P u
m ≤ P u

max, the transmit power threshold

P th,u
m is introduced to the m-th sensor where P th,u

m ≤ P u
max

[9], and control P u
m ≤ P th,u

m . Let Nu
m denote the number

of waiting frames that ensures the packet to be transmitted

successfully. As a result, Du = (Nu
m + 1)Tf and should be

bounded by Du
max , NaTf . Depending on the hopping pattern

and channel condition, Nu
m is a random variable and then set

Nu
m = j where j ∈ [0, Na − 1] , j ∈ N.

When UL transmission delay exceeds Du
max (i.e., Nu

m ≥
Na), then a packet becomes invalid since it violates the latency

requirement, and thus no power is transmitted from the sensor.

In the case of Nu
m < Na, UL decoding error probability

requirement can be satisfied, and then channel inversion is

applied to achieve the required received SNR in (6). Then,

when the m-th sensor has a packet to transmit, the power

control policy can be expressed as follows:

P u
m =

{
0, if Nu

m ≥ Na,
φN0B

u
mγth,u

m

µu
mgu

m,j+1
, if Nu

m = j.
(7)

In fact, whether the sensor proactively quits transmitting

over the current assigned subchannel depends on small-scale

channel gain, hence (7) can be equivalently expressed as

P u
m =

{
0, if

⋂Na

i=1

(
gum,i < gth,um

)
,

φN0B
u
mγth,u

m

µu
mgu

m,j+1
, if

⋂j
i=1

(
gum,i < gth,um

)
, gum,j+1 ≥ gth,um ,

(8)

where the threshold gth,um is defined as

gth,um ,
φN0B

u
mγth,u

m

µu
mP th,u

m

. (9)
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TABLE I
SUMMARY OF NOTATIONS

M Number of sensors K Number of users

S Set of sensors that are associated to the BS U Set of users that are associated to the BS

κ Active probability of each sensor during one frame ξk Nonempty probability of the queue to the k-th user

Ak Set of active sensors that transmit pakctes to the k-th
user

λk Average packet arrival rate of Poisson process to the
k-th user

Nt Number of antennas Tf Duration of one frame

τ Duration of data transmission L Pakcet size

φ SNR loss N0 Single-sided noise spectral density

Wmax Maximum available bandwidth Wc Channel coherence bandwidth

Nmax
a Allowed maximum number of subchannels Na Number of assigned subchannels

i Indice of the assigned subchannel Nu
m Number of waiting frames before delivering the

error-free packet from the m-th sensor to the BS

Dmax E2E latency requirement εmax Overall packet loss probability

Du
max UL transmission delay bound D

q
max Queueing delay bound

εq Requirement of queueing delay violation probability EB
k
(Na) Effective bandwidth of Poisson process to the k-th user

εc,u, εc,d Requirements of decoding error probability of UL and
DL

εp,u, εp,d Requirement of packet dropping probability of UL and
DL

µu
m , µd

k
Large-scale channel gain of the m-th sensor and the
k-th user

Bu
m, Bd

k
Allocated bandwidth of the m-th sensor and the k-th
user

gum,i, g
d
k

Small-scale channel gain of the m-th sensor over the
i-th subchannel and the k-th user

P u
m,i, P d

k
Allocated transmit power of the m-th sensor over the
i-th subchannel and the k-th user

γ
th,u
m , γ

th,d
k

SNR threshold of the m-th sensor and the k-th user P
th,u
m , P

th,d
k

Transmit power threshold of the m-th sensor and the
k-th user

g
th,u
m , g

th,d
k

Small-scale channel gain threshold of the m-th sensor
and the k-th user

P u
max, P d

max Maximum transmit power of a sensor and a BS

ρu, ρd Power amplifier efficiency of each sensor and BS PUB
tot Upper bound of average total power consumption

W
th,u
m , W

th,d
k

Stationary point of bandwidth of the m-th sensor and
the k-th user

Nmin
t Required minimum number of antennas that satisfies

the overall reliability with the proposed scheme

As stated in the policy, a packet will be discared when

Nu
m ≥ Na. Then, the UL packet dropping probability of the

m-th sensor is given by

Bu
Nt,Na

(
gth,um

)
,

[∫ gth,u
m

0

fNt(g)dg

]Na

=

[
1− e−gth,u

m

Nt−1∑

n=0

(
gth,um

)n

n!

]Na

.

(10)

In UL transmission, the packet dropping probability is equal

to the outage probability. Compared to the outage probability

in [16], (10) decreases exponentially by introducing more

subchannels. To guarantee UL packet dropping probability, the

following constraint should be satisfied:

Bu
Nt,Na

(
φN0B

u
mγth,u

m

µu
mP th,u

m

)
= εp,u, (11)

where εp,u is the UL packet dropping probability reuqirement.

2) DL Packet Loss Probability: The achievable rate from

the BS to the k-th user is given by

Rd
k =

τBd
k

L ln 2



ln
(
1 +

µd
kg

d
kP

d
k

φN0Bd
k

)
−

f−1
Q

(
εc,dk

)

√
τBd

k





, k ∈ U (packets/frame) ,

(12)

where U denotes the set of users associated to the BS, Bd
k

and P d
k are the allocated bandwidth and transmit power of

the k-th user, µd
k and gdk are the large-scale and small-scale

channel gain of the k-th user. Since UL transmission is

bounded by Du
max, DL transmission delay and backhaul delay

respectively take one frame, then the queueing delay bound

can be obatained as follows:

Dq
max = Dmax −Du

max −Dd −Db

= Dmax − (Na + 2)Tf .
(13)

Substituting (13) and εq into (2), the effective bandwidth is

given by

EB
k (Na)

=
Tf ln (1/ε

q)

[Dmax − (Na + 2)Tf ] ln
{

Tf ln(1/εq)
λk[Dmax−(Na+2)Tf ]

+ 1
} . (14)

Since Dq
max is shorter than the channel coherence time, the

service rate is constant within the latency requirement with

given resources [9]. To satisfy the requirements of (Dq
max, ε

q)
and εc,d that are imposed on each packet, the constant packet

service rate should be no less than the effective bandwidth.

Therefore, the required received SNR can be obtained by

substituting EB
k into Rd

k = EB
k (Na):

γth,d
k , exp



E
B
k (Na)L ln 2

τBd
k

+
f−1
Q

(
εc,d
)

√
τBd

k



− 1. (15)

Let P d
max and P d

k denote the maximum transmit power of

BS and allocated transmit power to the k-th user, respectively.

To ensure
∑

k∈U P d
k ≤ P d

max, the transmit power threshold
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Buffers in BS

User 1

User k

(dropped)

(dropped)

(transmitted)

(transmitted)

DownlinkUplink

Fig. 5. Proactive packet dropping scheme.

P th,d
k is introduced to the k-th user where

∑
k∈U P th,d

k ≤

P d
max [9], and control P d

k ≤ P th,d
k .

When the channel is in deep fading, the received SNR can

be lower than γth,d
k with finite transmit power. In this case of

Rd
k < EB

k (Na), not all packets in the queue can be served

under the requirements of (Dq
max, ε

q) and εc,d in the current

frame. However, some of packets can still be served under εc,d

after reducing the number of transmitted packets. To guarantee

the target reliability of URLLC with finite transmit power, the

scheme in [9] controls the overall reliability by proactively

dropping several packets in the queue under deep fading. As

illustrated in Fig. 5, some packets are transmitted at rate sthk ,

which is obtained by substituting P th,d
k into (12). The rest of

the packets are dropped at rate bk = min
{
EB

k (Na)− sthk , 0
}

when the queue length of k-th user Qk exceeds EB
k (Na) [9].

If there is no packet for the k-th user in the queue at the BS,

then no power will be allocated to the user. Otherwise, (15)

should be satisfied after proactive dropping.

Then, when the queue for the k-th user is nonempty, the

power control policy can be expressed as follows:

P d
k =

{
P th,d
k , if gdk < gth,dk ,

φN0B
d
kγ

th,d
k

µd
k
gd
k

, if gdk ≥ gth,dk ,
(16)

where the threshold gth,dk is defined as

gth,dk ,
φN0B

d
kγ

th,d
k

µd
kP

th,d
k

. (17)

According to the policy, the DL proactive packet dropping

probability of the k-th user is bounded by [16]

Bd
Nt,Na

(
gth,dk

)
,

∫ gth,d
k

0

(
1−

g

gth,dk

)
fNt(g)dg

=

(
1−

Nt

gth,dk

)
e−gth,d

k

Nt−1∑

n=0

(
gth,dk

)n

n!

+ e−gth,d
k

(
gth,dk

)Nt−1

(Nt − 1)!
.

(18)

To guarantee DL proactive packet dropping probability, the

following constraint should be satisfied:

Bd
Nt,Na

(
φN0B

u
kγ

th,d
k

µd
kP

th,d
k

)
= εp,d, (19)

where εp,d is the DL packet dropping probability reuqirement.

3) Overall Packet Loss Probability: To guarantee QoS met-

rics of URLLC with finite transmit power under deep fading,

we utilize frequency-hopping for UL and proactive dropping

for DL. As detailed in this section, the transmission of both

being error-free and not violating delay bound is required for

UL and DL. Then, the overall packet loss probability that is

imposed on each packet can be re-expressed as follows:

1−(1 − εc,u)(1 − εp,u)(1− εc,d)(1 − εp,d)(1− εq)

≈ εc,u + εp,u + εc,d + εp,d + εq ≤ εmax,
(20)

where the approximation is accurate since εc,u, εp,u, εc,d, εp,d

and εq are extremely small [9], [15], [16].

B. Objective Function

The average UL transmit power of the m-th sensor can be

obtained as follows:

E {P u
m}

=κ

Na−1∑

j=0

[∫ gth,u
m

0

fNt(g)dg

]j ∫ ∞

gth,u
m

φN0B
u
mγth,u

m

µu
mgum,j+1

fNt(g)dg

=

Na−1∑

j=0

[
Bu

Nt,Na

(
gth,um

)] j
Na

κφN0B
u
mγth,u

m

µu
m (Nt − 1)

∫ gth,u
m

0

fNt−1(g)dg

=

Na−1∑

j=0

[
Bu

Nt,Na

(
gth,um

)] j
Na

κφN0B
u
mγth,u

m

µu
m (Nt − 1)

·
[
1−

(
Bu

Nt−1,Na

(
gth,um

)) 1
Na

]

≤

Na−1∑

j=0

[
Bu

Nt,Na

(
gth,um

)] j
Na

κφN0B
u
mγth,u

m

µu
m (Nt − 1)

.

(21)

The upper bound in (21) is very tight since εp,u is extremely

small in order to meet the ultra-high reliability requirement.

The average DL transmit power allocated to the k-th user

can be obtained as

E
{
P d
k

}

=ξk

[∫ gth,d
k

0

P th,d
k fNt(g)dg +

∫ ∞

gth,d
k

φN0B
d
kγ

th,d
k

µd
kg

d
k

fNt(g)dg

]

=
ξkφN0B

d
kγ

th,d
k

µd
k (Nt − 1)

[∫ gth,d
k

0

gdk

gth,dk

fNt−1(g)dg

]

+
ξkφN0B

d
kγ

th,d
k

µd
k (Nt − 1)

[
1−

∫ gth,d
k

0

fNt−1(g)dg

]

=
ξkφN0B

d
kγ

th,d
k

µd
k (Nt − 1)

[
1−Bd

Nt,Na

(
gth,dk

)]

≤
ξkφN0B

d
kγ

th,d
k

µd
k (Nt − 1)

,

(22)

where ξk = λk/E
B
k (Na) is the probability that the queue at

BS for the k-th user is nonempty. The upper bound in (22) is

also very tight since εp,d is extremely small in order to meet

the ultra-high reliability requirement.
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The average total power consumed by the m-th sensor can

be modelled as follows [37], [38]:

E
{
P u
tot,m

}
=

1

ρu
E {P u

m}+ P c,u, (23)

where ρu is the power amplifier (PA) efficiency of each sensor,

E {P u
m} the average transmit power of the m-th sensor, and

P c,u the circuit power consumed at each sensor.

The average total power consumed by the BS can be

modelled as follows [37], [38]:

E
{
P d
tot

}
=

1

ρd

∑

k∈U

E
{
P d
k

}
+NtP

c,nt +
P c,na

Na
, (24)

where ρd is the PA efficiency of BS, E
{
P d
k

}
is the average

transmit power allocated to the k-th user, P c,nt the circuit

power consumption of each antenna, and P c,na the circuit

power consumption of carrier frequency configuration.

Then, the average total power consumed by UL and DL

transmissions can be obtained as follows:

Ptot = ωu
∑

m∈S

E
{
P u
tot,m

}
+ ωd

E
{
P d
tot

}
, (25)

where ωu and ωd are weighing factors of UL and DL average

total power, respectively. With setting ωu = ωd = 1, the upper

bound of Ptot can be obtained by substituting (21) and (22)

into (25):

PUB
tot ,

∑

m∈S




Na−1∑

j=0

(εp,u)
j

Na
κφN0B

u
mγth,u

m

ρuµu
m (Nt − 1)

+ P c,u





+
∑

k∈U

ξkφN0B
d
kγ

th,d
k

ρdµd
k (Nt − 1)

+NtP
c,nt +

P c,na

Na
.

(26)

The EE is defined as the ratio of average throughput to

average total power consumption. For a given arrival process

in a system, the throughput refers to the number of bits

actually transmitted per second, rather than the maximum

number of bits that the system can transmit per second (i.e.,

capacity). When the queue is in steady state, the departure rate

is equal to the arrival rate, and hence the average throughput

is L
∑

k∈U λk/Tf . Then, the EE of URLLC can be defined as

follows:

ηEE ,

(
L
∑

k∈U λk/Tf

)
(1− εmax)

PUB
tot

. (27)

C. Optimization Problem

The EE is expected to be improved as much as possible by

resource allcation. From (27), we can see that reducing power

consumption enhances EE since other parameters of through-

put are specified. Therefore, maximizing EE is equivalent as

minimizing power consumption.

As shown in (26), PUB
tot depends on the allocated bandwidth

to each sensor or user in UL or DL, the number of antennas

at the BS, as well as the packet dropping probability and

the number of assigned subchannels in UL. Although the

transmit power thresholds in UL and DL do not directly affect

PUB
tot , they control the values of bandwidth and the number

of subchannels and antennas. Therefore, the transmit power

thresholds indirectly affect PUB
tot . The optimization problem,

which minimizes the upper bound of the average total power

consumption under the QoS constraints, can be formulated as

follows:

min
P

th,u
m ,P

th,d
k

,

Bu
m,Bd

k
,Na,Nt

PUB
tot (28)

s.t.
∑

m∈S

Bu
m +

∑

k∈U

Bd
k ≤ Wmax, (28a)

P th,u
m ≤ P u

max, (28b)
∑

k∈U

P th,d
k ≤ P d

max, (28c)

εc,u = εp,u = εc,d = εp,d = εq =
εmax

5
, (28d)

1 ≤ Na ≤ Nmax
a , (28e)

(6), (11), (15), (19),

0 < Bu
m < Wc, 0 < Bd

k < Wc,

P th,u
m , P th,d

k , Nt > 0,

where (28a) is the maximum bandwidth constraint, (28b) and

(28c) are the maximum UL and DL transmit power constraints

respectively, (28d) is a near optimal combination of packet

loss/error probabilities that ensures the overall packet loss

probability in (20),9(28e) is the assigned subchannel constraint

in order that the E2E latency in (3) is satisfied, (6) and (15)

guarantee the UL decoding error probability as well as the

DL decoding error probability and queueing delay violation

probability, while (11) and (19) guarantee the UL and DL

packet dropping probabilities, respectively.

V. JOINT UL AND DL RESOURCE ALLOCATION

In this section, we first transform problem (28) into an

equvialence problem (35) based on Remark 1. Then, we

provide a three-step method to find the optimal solution of

problem (35). In the first step, with the arbitrary number of

antennas and subchannels, the non-convexity in problem (35)

degenerates into a convex problem (36) based on Property

1, and then we find the optimal bandwidth allocation. In the

second step, we firstly find the required minimum number of

antennas by solving another problem (37), then with given

subchannels and corresponding optimal bandwidth allocation,

we find the optimal antenna configuration according to Remark

2 and Property 2. In the third step, with optimal bandwidth

allocation and antenna configuration, we find the optimal

subchannel assignment. Finally, we prove that the three-step

method can indeed provide the optimal solution. The outline of

the derivation is depicted in Fig. 6, and the process of resource

allocation is implemented at a central node.

A. Preliminaries for Resource Allocation

Based on (10), the solution of Bu
Nt,Na

(
gth,um

)
= εmax/5 is

identical to each sensor, and thus let gth,um = gth,u. Substitute

9As disscussed in [9], compared with the optimal combination, setting an
equally-divided combination only causes minor performance loss in transmit
power. Moreover, the transmit power will go to infinity if any one of
these components goes to zero. Therefore, setting a five equal division is
a reasonable way to simplify the resource allocation optimization.



10

(37)

(35a) (35b)

Remark 2

Remark 1
(35)

Property 1
(36)(28)

(41)

Step 1

Property 2
{                      }{                      }

Step 2Step 3

Fig. 6. Outline of the derivation in Section V.

gth,u into (9), then the UL transmit power threshold can be

obtained as follow:

P th,u
m =

φN0B
u
mγth,u

m

µu
mgth,u

, (29)

which depends on the UL bandwidth allocation (γth,u
m also

depends on Bu
m). Then, constraint (28b) can be expressed as

φN0B
u
mγth,u

m

µu
mgth,u

≤ P u
max. (30)

Based on (18), the solution of Bd
Nt,Na

(
gth,dk

)
= εmax/5 is

identical to each user, and thus let gth,dk = gth,d. Substitute

gth,d into (17), then the DL transmit power threshold can be

obtained as follow:

P th,d
k =

φN0B
d
kγ

th,d
k

µd
kg

th,d
, (31)

which depends on the DL bandwidth allocation (γth,d
k also

depends on Bd
k ). Then, constraint (28c) can be expressed as

∑

k∈U

φN0B
d
kγ

th,d
k

µd
kg

th,d
≤ P d

max. (32)

To simplify the expression of (26), we substitute (6) and

(15) into
φN0B

u
mγth,u

m

µu
m

and
φN0B

d
kγ

th,d
k

µd
k

, respectively. Then, two

equations are defined as follows:

Υu
m (Bu

m) ,

φN0B
u
m

µu
m

{
exp

[
u ln 2

τBu
m

+
f−1
Q (εc,u)
√
τBu

m

]
− 1

}
, (33)

Υd
k

(
Bd

k

)
,

φN0B
d
k

µd
k



exp


E

B
k (Na) u ln 2

τBd
k

+
f−1
Q

(
εc,d
)

√
τBd

k


− 1



 ,

(34)

Given a sufficietnly large Nt, the resource allocation can be

found from the following problem:

min
Bu

m,Bd
k
,

Na,Nt

1

Nt − 1




∑

m∈S

1

ρu

Na−1∑

j=0

κ (εp,u)
j

Na Υu
m (Bu

m)

+
1

ρd

∑

k∈U

ξkΥ
d
k

(
Bd

k

)
]
+NtP

c,nt +
P c,na

Na
+ P c,u

(35)

s.t.
Υu

m (Bu
m)

gth,u
≤ P u

max, (35a)

∑

k∈U

Υd
k

(
Bd

k

)

gth,d
≤ P d

max, (35b)

(11), (19), (28a), (28d), (28e),

0 < Bu
m < Wc, 0 < Bd

k < Wc, Nt > 0,

where constraints (35a) and (35b) are obtained by substituting

(33) and (34) into (29) and (31), respectively.

Remark 1: Nt should not be too small, otherwise problem

(35) is infeasible since constraint (28d) cannot be satisfied.

Moreover, if Nt is not sufficiently large, the channel gain

thresholds will be reduced to ensure constraint (28d), but this

may cause (35a) and (35b) unsatisfied.

Proof: Please see Appendix A. �

It is worth noting that some variables and constraints in

problem (28) are not included in problem (35). Variables P th,u
m

and P th,d
k are determined by Bu

m and Bd
k . Constraints (6) and

(15) are used to obtain Υu
m (Bu

m) and Υd
k

(
Bd

k

)
. Therefore, the

optimal solution of problem (35) satisfies constraints (6) and

(11), and derives P th,u∗
m and P th,d∗

k based on (29) and (31).

However, Υu
m (Bu

m) and Υd
k

(
Bd

k

)
in problem (35) are non-

convex with respect to bandwidth. Fortunately, by applying

the theoretical analysis in [16], Υu
m (Bu

m) and Υd
k

(
Bd

k

)
can

still preserve the monotonicity and convexity.

Property 1: As proven in [16], Υu
m (Bu

m) decreases with

Bu
m when 0 < Bu

m < W th,u
m , and increases with Bu

m when

Bu
m > W th,u

m . Therefore, Υu
m (Bu

m) is minimized at W th,u
m .

Moreover, Υu
m (Bu

m) is srtictly convex in Bu
m when 0 < Bu

m ≤
W th,u

m . For Υd
k

(
Bd

k

)
, there also exists a unique solution W th,d

k

which is applicable for the above-mentioned corresponding

features.

B. Resource Allocation via the Three-Step Method

1) Step 1: In this step, we fix the values of Nt and Na,

and optimize the values of P th,u
m , P th,d

k , Bu
m and Bd

k .

Let gth,u∗ be the solution of Bu
Nt,Na

(gth,um ) = εmax/5, and

gth,d∗ be the solution of Bd
Nt,Na

(gth,dk ) = εmax/5. Define the

feasible solutions of problem (35) as B̃
u , [B̃u

1 , . . . , B̃
u
|S|]

and B̃
d , [B̃d

1 , . . . , B̃
d
|U|]. The optimal solutions are denoted

as Bu∗
m and Bd∗

k . According to Property 1, if B̃u
m < W th,u

m ,

then Υu
m(B̃u

m) > Υu
m(W th,u

m ), and hence Bu∗
m < W th,u

m .

For the case when B̃u
m > W th,u

m , we can construct another

feasible solution B̃
u(a)
m that satisifies B̃

u(a)
m < W th,u

m and
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Algorithm 1 Finding Nmin
t and N in

t(Na)
via binary search

Input: µ, Tf , Dmax, εmax, P u
max, P d

max, Wmax, Nmax
a , Ψ.

Output: Nmin
t , N in

t(Na)
.

1: for Na = 1 to Nmax
a do

2: Set N lb
t = 0, Nub

t = Ψ, Nbs
t = ⌈0.5(N lb

t +Nub
t )⌉.

3: while Nub
t −N lb

t > 1 & Nbs
t ≥ 2 do

4: Obtain z∗ by solving convex problem (37).

5: if z∗ ≤ 0 then

6: Nmin
t(Na)

= Nbs
t .

7: Nub
t = Nbs

t , Nbs
t = ⌈0.5(N lb

t +Nub
t )⌉.

8: else

9: N lb
t = Nbs

t , Nbs
t = ⌈0.5(N lb

t +Nub
t )⌉.

10: end if

11: end while

12: end for

13: Nmin
t = max

{
Nmin

t(Na)

}
.

14: for Na = 1 to Nmax
a do

15: Set N lb
t = Nmin

t , Nub
t = Ψ, Nbs

t = ⌈0.5(N lb
t +Nub

t )⌉.

16: while Nub
t −N lb

t > 1 & Nbs
t ≥ 2 do

17: Find Bu∗
m and Bd∗

k by solving problem (36).

18: if z
(
Bu∗

m , Bd∗
k

)
< 0 then

19: N in
t(Na)

= Nbs
t .

20: Nub
t = Nbs

t , Nbs
t = ⌈0.5(N lb

t +Nub
t )⌉.

21: else if z
(
Bu∗

m , Bd∗
k

)
= 0 then

22: N in
t(Na)

= Nub
t .

23: break while

24: end if

25: end while

26: end for

Υu
m(B̃

u(a)
m ) ≤ Υu

m(B̃u
m), such that Bu∗

m can be obtained in

the convex region 0 < Bu
m ≤ W th,u

m . The above analysis is

also applicable for Bd∗
k of Υd

k

(
Bd

k

)
. Therefore, the optimal

bandwidth allocation can be obtained by solving the following

convex problem:10

min
Bu

m,Bd
k

1

Nt − 1



∑

m∈S

1

ρu

Na−1∑

j=0

κ (εp,u)
j

Na Υu
m (Bu

m)

+
1

ρd

∑

k∈U

ξkΥ
d
k

(
Bd

k

)
]

(36)

s.t. (35a), (35b), (28a),

0 < Bu
m < min{Wc,W

th,u
m },

0 < Bd
k < min{Wc,W

th,d
k }.

Subsequently, P th,u∗
m is obtained by substituting Bu∗

m and

gth,u∗ into (29). Similarly, P th,d∗
k is obtained by substituting

Bd∗
k and gth,d∗ into (31).

2) Step 2: In this step, we firstly find the required minimum

number of antennas that satisfies constraints (35a) and (35b),

and then we optimize the value of Nt with fixed Na.

As discussed in Remark 1, when Nt is not so large, problem

(36) may be infeasible due to (35a) and (35b) being violated.

10The non-negative weighted sum here preserves the convexity of functions.

Then, the feasibility of problem (36) can be verified by solving

the following convex problem:11

min
Bu

m,Bd
k

z = max

{
max
m∈S

{
Υu

m (Bu
m)

gth,u∗

}
− P u

max,

∑

k∈U

Υd
k

(
Bd

k

)

gth,d∗
− P d

max

}
(37)

s.t. (28a), 0 < Bu
m < min{Wc,W

th,u
m },

0 < Bd
k < min{Wc,W

th,d
k }.

Let z∗ denote the minimum value of z. Problem (36) is

feasible if and only if z∗ ≤ 0.

The pair of values that corresponds to z∗ ≤ 0 is denoted

as (Nt, Na). Let Nmin
t(Na)

denote the minimum value of Nt

for given Na that makes problem (36) feasible. The upper

bound of all possible values of Nmin
t(Na)

is defined as Nmin
t ,

max{Nmin
t(Na)

}. When Nt ≥ Nmin
t , PUB

tot is obatined as follows:

PUB
tot =

Ω(Nt, Na)

Nt − 1
+NtP

c,nt +
P c,na

Na
+ P c,u, (38)

where

Ω (Nt, Na)

,
∑

m∈S

1

ρu

Na−1∑

j=0

κ (εp,u)
j

Na Υu
m (Bu∗

m ) +
1

ρd

∑

k∈U

ξkΥ
d
k

(
Bd∗

k

)
.

(39)

Then, the optimal antenna configuration can be found from

the following problem:

min
Nt

Ω (Nt, Na)

Nt − 1
+NtP

c,nt +
P c,na

Na
+ P c,u (40)

s.t. Nt ≥ Nmin
t .

The optimal solutions of problem (40) are denoted as N∗
t .

Intuitively, Bu∗
m and Bd∗

k depend on Na and Nt. In this way,

Bu∗
m and Bd∗

k has to change with every round optimization

of Nt. To simply the procedure of finding N∗
t , we have the

following remark.

Remark 2: Whether Bu∗
m and Bd∗

k changing with Nt and

Na depends on whether constraints (35a) and (35b) are active.

Particularly, Bu∗
m and Bd∗

k are independent of Nt and Na in

the case where Nt is large enough.

Proof: Please see Appendix B. �

Let N in
t(Na)

denote the minimal value of Nt for given Na

that makes constraints (35a) and (35b) inactive, which holds

Nmin
t < N in

t(Na)
. By solving problem (37) and (36), Nmin

t

and N in
t(Na)

can be found via binary search. The details of the

searching are provided in Algorithm 1, where Ψ is a large

number.

Property 2: For the case where Nmin
t < N in

t(Na)
< Nt,

PUB
tot with the constant (39) denoted as Ω is minimized at

1 +
√

Ω
P c,nt .

11Pointwise maxization preserves the convexity of functions.
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Algorithm 2 Resource allocation by the three-step method

Input: µ, Tf , Dmax, εmax, P u
max, P d

max, Wmax, Nmax
a , Ψ.

Output: Bu∗
m , Bd∗

k , N∗
t , N∗

a

1: Obtain Nmin
t and N in

t(Na)
with Algorithm 1.

2: for Na = 1 to Nmax
a do

3: Set Nt = Nmin
t , i = 1.

4: while Nt ≤ N in
t(Na)

do

5: Find Bu∗
m and Bd∗

k by solving problem (36).

6: B
u(i)
m = Bu∗

m , B
d(i)
k = Bd∗

k , N
(i)
t = Nt.

7: P
UB(i)
tot = PUB

tot

(
Bu∗

m , Bd∗
k , Nt, Na

)
.

8: Nt = Nt + 1, i = i+ 1.

9: end while

10: B
u(i)
m = Bu∗

m , B
d(i)
k = Bd∗

k , N
(i)
t = Nt.

11: Set Ω = Ω (Nt, Na), N
th
t =

⌈
1 +

√
Ω

P c,nt

⌉
.

12: if N in
t(Na)

≤ N th
t then

13: P
UB(i)
tot = PUB

tot

(
Bu∗

m , Bd∗
k , N th

t , Na

)
.

14: else if N th
t < N in

t(Na)
then

15: P
UB(i)
tot = PUB

tot

(
Bu∗

m , Bd∗
k , N in

t(Na)
, Na

)
.

16: end if

17: Bu∗
m(Na)

, Bd∗
k(Na)

, N∗
t(Na)

= arg
B

u(i)
m ,B

d(i)
k

,

N
(i)
t

min
{
P

UB(i)
tot

}
.

18: end for

19: Bu∗
m , Bd∗

k , N∗
t , N

∗
a = arg

Bu∗
m(Na)

,Bd∗
k(Na)

,

N∗

t(Na)
,Na

min
{
PUB
tot(Na)

}
.

Proof: Please see Appendix C. �

We denote N∗
t for given Na as N∗

t(Na)
. For the case where

Nmin
t < N in

t(Na)
< Nt, (39) is a constant, and hence from

Property 2, N∗
t(Na)

can be obtained as,

N∗
t(Na)

=






⌈
1 +

√
Ω

P c,nt

⌉
if N in

t(Na)
≤
⌈
1 +

√
Ω

P c,nt

⌉
< Nt,

N in
t(Na)

if
⌈
1 +

√
Ω

P c,nt

⌉
< N in

t(Na)
< Nt,

(41)

where ⌈x⌉ is the minimal integer not less than x. For the

case where Nmin
t < Nt ≤ N in

t(Na)
, (39) is a variable of Nt

and Na, hence N∗
t(Na)

can be found via exhaustive search in

[Nmin
t, , N in

t(Na)
].

3) Step 3: As the values of Na are bounded, by comparing

PUB
tot (B

u∗
m , Bd∗

k , N∗
t(Na)

, Na) for 1 ≤ Na ≤ Nmax
a , N∗

t and

N∗
a can be obtained.

C. Optimality of the Three-Step Method

Given an arbitrary solution of problem (35) in the case

where 1 ≤ Na ≤ Nmax
a and Nt ≥ Nmin

t : B̃u
m, B̃d

k , Ñt and

Ña, from the first step of the three-step method, the optimal

bandwidth allocation is PUB
tot (B

u∗
m , Bd∗

k , Ñt, Ña), i.e.,

PUB
tot (B

u∗
m , Bd∗

k , Ñt, Ña) < PUB
tot (B̃

u
m, B̃d

k , Ñt, Ña). (42)

According to the second step, the optimal antennas and sub-

channels for fixed Ña that minimizes PUB
tot (B

u∗
m , Bd∗

k , Ñt, Ña)
are Bu∗

m , Bd∗
k , N∗

t , and hence

PUB
tot (B

u∗
m , Bd∗

k , N∗
t , Ña) < PUB

tot (B
u∗
m , Bd∗

k , Ñt, Ña). (43)

In terms of the third step, the ergodic PUB
tot (B

u∗
m , Bd∗

k , N∗
t , Ña)

is determined, and hence the optimal resource allocation is

PUB
tot (B

u∗
m , Bd∗

k , N∗
t , N

∗
a ), i.e.,

PUB
tot (B

u∗
m , Bd∗

k , N∗
t , N

∗
a ) < PUB

tot (B
u∗
m , Bd∗

k , N∗
t , Ña). (44)

From (42) to (44), we have PUB
tot (B

u∗
m , Bd∗

k , N∗
t , N

∗
a ) <

PUB
tot (B̃

u
m, B̃d

k , Ñt, Ña). The details of the three-step method

are provided in Algorithm 2 where PUB
tot(Na)

= min
{
P

UB(i)
tot

}
.

D. Computational Complexity Analysis

The computational complexity of the required antenna

finding in each iteration of the binary search in Algo-

rithm 1 is dominated by the convex problems. Since the

optimization problem (37) consists of |S| + |U| variables

and |S| + |U| + 1 constraints, its time complexity is given

by (|S|+ |U|) (|S|+ |U|+ 1) (asymptotically (|S|+ |U|)
2
)

which is polynomial time complexity. Similarly, the opti-

mization problem (36) consists of |S| + |U| variables and

2 |S| + |U| + 2 constraints, its time complexity is given

by (|S|+ |U|) (2 |S|+ |U|+ 2) (asymptotically (|S|+ |U|)
2
).

Therefore, the overall complexity of Algorithm 1 is of order

O
(
Nmax

a (I1 + I2) (|S|+ |U|)
2
)

, where I1 = log (Ψ + 1)

and I2 = log
(
Ψ−Nmin

t + 1
)

are the number of iterations

required for reaching convergence, respectively.

The computational complexity of the resource allocation

in each iteration of the three step method in Algorithm 2 is

dominated by the antenna finding in Algorithm 1 and convex

problem (36). Therefore, the overall complexity of Algorithm

2 is of order O
(
(Nmax

a (I1 + I2) + I3) (|S|+ |U|)
2
)

, where

I3 =
∑Nmax

a

Na=1 N
in
t(Na)

.

VI. SIMULATION RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In this section, we first validate Remarks 1 and 2 with

simulation results. Then, we show the impact of resource

allocation on the average total power consumption under the

proposed packet delivery scheme. Finally, we compare the EE

of the proposed scheme with other transmission schemes.

We consider a cellular network that covers the service area

of 50 ∼ 300 sensors and 10 ∼ 100 users, with the radius of

250 m for each cell. The sensors and users are associated to the

BSs, and uniformly distributed with distances in [50, 250] m

from the BS they associated to. Each user desires the packets

from its nearby sensors with their distance less than 50 m,

and each sensor is activated to upload packets to the BS with

average rate 100 packets/s [31]. According to the results in

[9], the queueing delay bound Dq
max should not be too tight

to give much pressure on the required SNR. Therefore, we

set the allowed maximum number of subchannels Nmax
a as 6

so that the toughest queueing delay requirement leaves to 0.3

ms. Other parameters are listed in Table II, unless otherwise

specified.
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TABLE II
PARAMETERS [9], [15], [16], [39]

Overall packet loss probability εmax 1× 10−7

E2E latency requirement Dmax −Db 1 ms

Backhaul delay Db 0.1 ms

Duration of each frame Tf (equals to TTI) 0.1 ms

Duration of data transmission τ 0.05 ms

Maximum available bandwidth Wmax 100 MHz

Coherence bandwidth Wc 0.5 MHz

Packt size L 20 bytes (160 bits)

SNR loss coefficient φ 1.5 (around 2 dB)

Path loss model 10lg(µ) -35.3-37.6lg(d) dB

Single-sided noise spectral density N0
-173 dBm/Hz

(around 5× 10−15 µW/Hz)

Maximum transmit power of sensor P u
max 23 dBm (200 mW)

Maximum transmit power of BS P d
max 40 dBm (10 W)

1 2 3 4 5 6
0
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2

3

4

5

6

7

-0.3

-0.25

-0.2

-0.15

-0.1

-0.05

0

5

3

2 2 2 2

-0.047525

-0.070033

-0.047127

-0.10815

-0.13522
-0.14794

Fig. 7. Validation of Remark 1, where |S| = 200 and |U| = 20.

Simulation results in Fig. 7 validate that the extremely low

packet loss probability can be ensured only with sufficient

spatial diversity gain, which is quantified as the minimum

number of antennas. The simulation is carried out with 200

sensors and 20 users, and Nmin
t and z∗ are obtained according

to the optimal solution of problem (37). For any Nt less than

Nmin
t , the value of z∗ is greater than zero, which represents the

case where the constraint of required high reliability cannot be

satisfied due to the lack of spatial diversity gain. Conversely,

z∗ < 0 when Nt > Nmin
t . This indicates that the resource al-

location of problem (28) (equivalently, problem (36) and (40))

can be solved since the constraints are satisfied. Furthermore,

we can see that increasing the number of subchannels may

help reduce the required minimum number of antennas up to

a point.

The effect of bandwidth on the value of PUB
tot in (38) is

validated in Fig. 8, for given Nmin
t < N in

t < Nt. Resources

are allocated according to the optimal solution of problem (36)

and (40), where ρu = ρd = 0.5, P c,nt = 33 dBm, P c,na =
21 dBm, and P c,u = 18 dBm [38]. The bandwidth dependent

Fig. 8. Validation of Remark 2, where |S| = 200, |U| = 20 and Na = 1.

1 2 3 4 5 6
14

14.5

15

15.5

16

16.5

Power reduction
3.38%

Power reduction
10.14%

Optimized policy

Fig. 9. Power consumption vs. number of subchannels, where |S| = 300
and |U| = 100.

of Nt is obtained by solving problem (36), even if Nt > N in
t .

In this case, PUB
tot (equivalently, Ω (Nt, Na)) changes with the

obtained bandwidth in each optimization run. On the contrary,

the bandwidth independent of Nt is the solution only when

Nt = N in
t , then remains the same when Nt > N in

t . Therefore,

Ω (Nt, Na) stays constant even with the changing Nt, which

means PUB
tot is irrelevant to the bandwidth. The gap of PUB

tot

between the two curves is marginal, and hence corresponds

well with the assumption in Remark 2. This result also implies

that we can omit the optimization of banwidth when Nt >
N in

t , so as to simply the process of resource allocation.

Simulation results in Table III show, under the proposed

packet delivery mechanism, the impact of resource allocation

on PUB
tot required for ensuring QoS metrics. The results are

obtained in the scenario with 300 sensors and 100 users.

We compare the optimal resource allocation solution (with

header “Opt. BW, Nt, Na”) with other allocation strategies.

The header “Eq. BW” equally allocates the total bandwidth

among sensors and users, whereas the number of antennas
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TABLE III
IMPACT OF RESOURCE ALLOCATION ON PUB

tot WITH THE PROPOSED PACKET DELIVERY MECHANISM

Resource allocation strategy Eq. BW Fixed Na Fixed Nt Opt. BW Opt. Na Opt. Nt Opt. BW, Nt, Na

Average total power consumption (dBm) 41.97 42.08 42.22 42.52 42.43 43.14 41.69

Difference to optimal solution (dB) 0.28 0.39 0.53 0.83 0.74 1.45 -

Relative difference to optimal solution 6.61% 9.46% 12.89% 20.95% 18.54% 39.75% -

50 100 150 200 250 300
0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0.25

0.3

Around 0 bits/J

Fig. 10. Energy efficiency vs. number of sensors, where |U| = 10.

and subchannels are optimized. The header “Fixed Na” and

“Fixed Nt” sets the number of subchannels and antennas

as Nmax
a and N in

t , respectively, while the bandwdith and

another corresponding variable are optimized (e.g., “Fixed Na”

optimizes bandwdith allocation and the number of antennas

with Nmax
a subchannels). The header “Opt. BW”, “Opt. Na”,

and “Opt. Nt” refer to the single optimization of bandwidth,

subchannels, and antennas, while two corresponding variables

are fixed (e.g., “Opt. Nt” optimizes the number of antennas

with equal bandwidth and Nmax
a subchannles). We can see

that the total power obtained via the optimal solution is lower

than that via other allocation strategies, and up to nearly 40%

of total power can be saved by optimizing the bandwdith,

subchannels, and antennas. Particularly, to show the gain of

optimizing the number of subchannels, the power consumption

is shown in Fig. 9. Within the allowed number of assigned

subchannels, up to around 10% of the total power can be saved

with the optimized number of subchannels. The results also

indicate that the required power for DL transmission increases

with Na, which agrees with the higher effective bandwidth due

to the increasingly strict queueing delay requirement, leading

to a perceptible rise of total power.

To show the performace gain of optimal resource allocation

under the proposed packet delivery mechanism, we compare

the holistic system EE under our scheme with frequency

diversity and proactive dropping. Frequency diversity transmits

the relipcas of one packet over separated subchannels concur-

rently, of which each equally assigned subchannel should be

less than coherence bandwidth. Therefore, the configuration

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100
0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

Around 0 bits/J

Fig. 11. Energy efficiency vs. number of users, where |S| = 300.

of separated subchannels is a key factor, whose value is set

as in [15]. Proactive dropping in [9] utilizes the same time-

frequency resource to transmit one packet once, hence there

is only one subchannel compared with the proposed scheme.

For each user to have traffic load from its nearby sensors

(i.e., avoid idle state) as much as possible, we respectively

set 10 users and 300 sensors when considering the impact of

different numbers of sensors and users on EE. The results in

Fig. 10 and 11 show that many more sensors/users can be

supported by the proposed delivery mechanism with optimal

resource allocation, compared with frequency diveristy (equal

bandwidth) and proactive dropping (optimized bandwidth).

Particularly, frequency diversity could not support more than

200 devices due to the introduced redundancy via increasing

extra bandwidth, which accords with the analysis in Section

III. Moreover, to further improve the system EE, adjusting the

number of antennas according to the number of sensors/users

is also an option.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have studied joint UL and DL resource

allocation to minimize the average total power under the QoS

requirements of URLLC and constraint of maximum transmit

power, so as to improve the EE. A packet delivery mechanism

incorparated with frequency-hopping and proactive dropping

was proposed. By providing more chances for transmission

and adjusting the packet size at queue buffers, the proposed

packet delivery mechanism ensures the target reliability within

the target E2E latency even when channel stays in deep fading.
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To obatin the optimal solution for resource allocation under

the proposed mechanism, we have analyzed and validated the

remarks required by URLLC transmission, and applied the

properties including the convexity with respect to bandwidth,

the minimum number of antennas that ensures the feasibility,

the independence of bandwidth allocation, and the convexity

of antenna configuration with inactive constraints, to the

optimization process. Then, a three-step method was proposed,

where the bandwidth allocation was firstly optimized with

arbitrary antennas and subchannels, then antenna configuration

was optimized with given subchannels and results obtained in

the first step, eventually we found the optimal subchannels

assignment with optimal bandwidth allocation and antenna

configuration. Simulation results validated our analysis and

showed that the joint optimal resource allocation can save up to

nearly 40% of total power in comparsion with other allocation

strageties, and the proposed mechanism not only has higer EE

but also supports many more sensors/users in comparsion with

other existing transmission schemes.

APPENDIX A

PROOF OF REMARK 1

Proof: As expressed in (10), if Nt goes to infinity, εp,u will

be zero and not depend on gth,u, which can be demonstrated

as follows:

lim
Nt→∞

Nt−1∑

n=0

(
gth,u

)n

n!
= eg

th,u

, (A.1)

lim
Nt→∞

Bu
Nt,Na

(
gth,u

)
= 0. (A.2)

(A.1) and (A.2) indicate that an extremely small εp,u can be

statisified in the case where Nt is large enough.

Similarly, εp,d is statisified when Nt is sufficiently large.

The expression of (18) is an upper bound of the derivation in

[9], whose original formula should be written as follows:

F d
Nt,Na

(
gth,d

)
,

∫ gth,d

0


1−

ln
(
1 +

gγth,d
k

gth,d

)

ln
(
1 + γth,d

k

)


 fNt(g)dg.

(A.3)

According to the squeeze theorem, we have

0 <
gNt−1

(Nt − 1)!
<

(
g

Nt − 1

)Nt−1

, (A.4)

lim
Nt→∞

(
g

Nt − 1

)Nt−1

= 0, (A.5)

lim
Nt→∞

gNt−1

(Nt − 1)!
= 0. (A.6)

Therefore,

lim
Nt→∞

F d
Nt,Na

(
gth,d

)
= 0. (A.7)

From the above analysis, we know that Nt should not be too

small so that problem (35) can stay feasible.

However, when Nt is not large enough, to satisfy con-

straint (28d), the channel gain thresholds should be reduced.

Here is the demonstration. The first order derivatives of

Bu
Nt,Na

(
gth,u

)
and Bd

Nt,Na

(
gth,d

)
can be derived as follows:

Bu
Nt,Na

′ (
gth,u

)
=

c1
(
gth,u

)
c2
(
gth,u

)
Na

[
1− c1

(
gth,u

)]Na−1
,
(A.8)

Bd
Nt,Na

′ (
gth,d

)
=

c1
(
gth,d

)
[

Nt

(gth,d)
2 + c2

(
gth,d

)( Nt

gth,d
− 1

)]
,

(A.9)

where g = h
H
h ≤ Nt, c1 (g) = e−g

∑Nt−1
n=0

gn

n! > 0 and

c2 (g) =
∑Nt−1

n=1
ngn−1

n! > 0.

The each term in (A.8) and (A.9) is non-negative. Therefore,

Bu
Nt,Na

′ (
gth,u

)
> 0 and Bd

Nt,Na

′ (
gth,d

)
≥ 0, which means

that Bu
Nt,Na

(
gth,u

)
and Bd

Nt,Na

(
gth,d

)
increase with gth,u

and gth,d, respectively. In the case where Nt is not large

enough, to satisfy an extremely small εp,u and εp,d, gth,u and

gth,d should be reduced, making problem (35) infeasible due

to (35a) and (35b) being violated. This completes the proof.

APPENDIX B

PROOF OF REMARK 2

Proof: For the case where constraints (35a) and (35b) are

active, we have

Υu
m (Bu∗

m )

gth,u
= P u

max (B.1)

Bu∗
m = ϕu −1

m

(
P u
maxg

th,u
)

= ϕu −1
m

[
P u
maxB

u −1
Nt,Na

(εp,u)
]
, (B.2)

Υd
k

(
Bd∗

m

)

gth,d
= P d

max (B.3)

Bd∗
k = ϕd −1

k

(
P d
maxg

th,d
)

= ϕd −1
k

[
P d
maxB

d −1
Nt,Na

(
εp,d

)]
. (B.4)

When the equality holds, Bu∗
m and Bd∗

k change with Nt and

Na since the other constraints of problem (36) do not depend

on Nt and Na.

For the case where constraints (35a) and (35b) are inactive

(i.e., the inequality holds), Bu∗
m and Bd∗

k are independent of Nt

and Na. Moreover, as proven in Remark 1, constraints (35a)

and (35b) are inactive since the channel gain thresholds can

be ignored in the circumstance of a sufficiently large Nt. This

completes the proof.

APPENDIX C

PROOF OF PROPERTY 2

Proof: According to Remark 2, Eq. (39) is a constant when

Nmin
t < N in

t(Na)
< Nt. Given Na, we define (38) as

f (Nt) ,
C1

Nt − 1
+NtC2 +

C3

Na
+ C4, (C.1)

where C1 = Ω, C2 = P c,nt, C3 = P c,na and C4 = P c,u.
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The first order derivatives of f (Nt) is then

f
′

(Nt) =
−C1

(Nt − 1)2
+ C2 (C.2)




< 0, if 0 < Nt < 1 +

√
C1

C2
,

≥ 0, if Nt ≥ 1 +
√

C1

C2
.

The second order derivatives of f (Nt) can be derived as

follows:

f
′′

(Nt) =
−2C1

(Nt − 1)
3 (C.3)

{
> 0, if 0 < Nt < 1,

< 0, if Nt > 1.

From (C.2) and (C.3), we know f (Nt) is convex when

Nt > 1 and minimized at 1+
√

C1

C2
. This completes the proof.
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