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Abstract—Existing studies analyzing electromagnetic field
(EMFE) in wireless networks have primarily considered downlink
communications. In the uplink, the EMFE caused by the user’s
smartphone is usually the only considered source of radiation,
thereby ignoring contributions caused by other active neighbor-
ing devices. In addition, the network coverage and EMFE are
typically analyzed independently for both the uplink and down-
link, while a joint analysis would be necessary to fully understand
the network performance and answer various questions related
to optimal network deployment. This paper bridges these gaps
by presenting an enhanced stochastic geometry framework that
includes the above aspects. The proposed topology features base
stations modeled via a homogeneous Poisson point process. The
users active during a same time slot are distributed according to a
mixture of a Matérn cluster process and a Gauss-Poisson process,
featuring groups of users possibly carrying several equipments.
In this paper, we derive the marginal and meta distributions
of the downlink and uplink EMFE and we characterize the
uplink to downlink EMFE ratio. Moreover, we derive joint
probability metrics considering the uplink and downlink coverage
and EMFE. These metrics are evaluated in four scenarios
considering BS, cluster and/or intracluster densifications. Our
numerical results highlight the existence of optimal node densities
maximizing these joint probabilities.

Index Terms—Cellular networks, EMFE, Gauss-Poisson pro-
cess, Matérn cluster process, meta distribution, stochastic
geometry, uplink.

I. INTRODUCTION

OPTIMIZING and characterizing the performance of
large-scale wireless communication networks is signifi-

cantly challenging due to randomness of the propagation chan-
nel and irregularities in the infrastructure topology. Studying
the uplink (UL) adds another layer of complexity because
of the stochastic nature of user equipment (UE) locations,
the limited power resources of battery-powered UEs and the

This work was supported by Innoviris under the Stochastic Geometry
Modeling of Public Exposure to EMF (STOEMP-EMF) grant.

Q. Gontier, F. Horlin and Ph. De Doncker are with Université Libre de
Bruxelles, OPERA-WCG, Avenue Roosevelt 50 CP 165/81, 1050 Brussels,
Belgium (quentin.gontier@ulb.be).

C. Wiame is with NCRC Group, Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
Cambridge, MA 02139 USA.

J. Wiart is with Chaire C2M, LTCI, Télécom Paris, Institut Polytechnique
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UL power control strategies. Stochastic geometry (SG) has
emerged as a valuable mathematical tool for assessing the
system-level performance of large-scale networks by address-
ing randomness in the placement of base stations (BSs) and
UEs [1], [2].

In this paper, SG is therefore employed in both UL and
downlink (DL) to calculate the statistical distribution of two
critical metrics, especially in the case of network densifica-
tion: the signal-to-interference-plus-noise ratio (SINR) and the
electromagnetic field exposure (EMFE). The former is directly
connected to the data rate experienced by the users, while the
latter is an important subject of discussion in the advent of
5G [3]. The massive densification of the cellular infrastructure
and the use of new frequency bands associated to this new
technology must indeed respect legal requirements in many
countries in terms of EMF radiation. To make the study as
complete as possible, we are considering the case where users
are grouped into clusters, each with the option of having
several pieces of equipment.

Regarding the sources of radiation, one can first mention
the DL EMFE coming from base stations. A second source of
radiation arises from active radio devices present in the vicinity
of the user different from the smartphone of that user for which
EMFE is being computed. Considered together, these two first
sources constitute what we refer to as electromagnetic (EM)
pollution, which is addressed by specific legal constraints. A
third source of EMFE stems from the smartphone carried by
the user. Interactions between the EMF and the user’s body
then occur in the near-field, requiring a distinct approach.
Typically, measurements in this context are conducted on
phantoms or involve specific numerical methods [4]. For the
scope of our discussion, we will therefore not further delve into
this last source of radiation. This paper focuses instead on the
EM pollution faced by active or idle users which is subject
to specific legislation for network providers. In contrast, the
user’s phone is subject to legislation that phone builders must
comply with.

In SG, homogeneous Poisson point processes (H-PPPs) are
commonly employed to model BSs thanks to their tractability,
combined to a realistic representation of the network. The H-
PPP being motion-invariant (stationary and isotropic), perfor-
mance metrics can be evaluated in all generality for a typical
UE located at the origin. However, when it comes to the UL,
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a different approach is required since it involves the analysis
of two point processes (PPs): one for the BSs and another
one for the UEs. While H-PPPs can still be used for modeling
BSs, PPPs are insufficient for accurately modeling UEs for
two reasons. First, UEs can often be organized in clusters
because of people gathering for various reasons and, each
person possibly carrying several equipments communicating
with the BS. Second, PPPs do not account for the correlations
between locations of UEs and their serving BSs. Of all UEs
in the network, only a fraction is relevant for the study of UL
SINR. Indeed, because of the absence of intracell interference,
only one UE can use a specific resource block (RB) at a time
in each BS cell. If the active UEs are distributed according
to a H-PPP, the resulting process in called Poisson-Voronoı̈
(PV), but it is intractable. Consequently, to answer these two
issues, we introduce a mixture of a Matérn cluster process
(MCP) and a Gauss-Poisson process (GPP) to represent the
UEs active in a given time slot, which are relevant for the
study of UL EMF EMFE. The MCP consists of a H-PPP parent
process, each of them having a Poisson-number of offspring
uniformly distributed inside a disk of given radius centered at
the parent location. Each point of the MCP can then become
parent and has one or two offspring, the first at the parent’s
location, the second at a specific distance from the parent. The
fraction of UEs utilizing the same RBs, and therefore relevant
for UL SINR, are modeled using the approximation [5] which
is numerically shown to be also valid if the UEs are originally
distributed as a MCP+GPP mixture instead of a H-PPP.

Leveraging SG, the primary objective of this study is to
address the following questions:

1) How large is the mean UL EMFE compared to mean
DL EMFE? How does the ratio of these two quantities
evolve with the densification of BS and/or UEs and in
the presence of clusters?

2) For what proportion of users is EMFE above a specific
threshold for what part of the time?

3) What is the likelihood of having at the same time the UL
EMFE below a given limit and the UL SINR above a
specific threshold? Knowing this, for a given demand in
terms of the number of UEs, what BS density choosing
and what type of BS deploy? Additionally, once the
network is deployed, what range of UE densities can this
network handle while ensuring good performance?

4) For users with an UL SINR requirement met and experi-
encing EMFE below a limit, for what DL SINR threshold
can users expect a 80% probability to meet DL coverage
requirements as well for diverse BS or UE densities?

These questions hold great significance to network providers
and government authorities who are faced to the interplay
between network optimization and EMFE regulation. They
will guide the reader through the paper.

A. Related Works

This section summarizes existing works connected to this
study. Table I compares all references mentioned within the
present paper. The associated state of the art is divided into
two parts in the following paragraphs: the modeling of UL

communications in SG analyses and the modeling of EMFE
in both DL and UL.

1) Stochastic geometry for the SINR assessment in the UL:
Originally, SG was predominantly used to assess performance
in the DL, including metrics like SINR coverage, data rate, and
outage probability. As explained, in the UL, two PPs are in
the game and several solutions exist to extract performance
metrics. Some authors have used independent H-PPPs for
both BS and UE locations [6]–[13]. To address the missing
correlation in the model, [14] suggested approximating the
PP of UEs with an equivalent inhomogeneous Poisson point
process (I-PPP) featuring a decreasing exponential intensity
function when viewed from the typical BS. Nevertheless, this
approach introduces errors in performance metrics. In [5], a
semi-empirical intensity function based on the real distance
distribution in the network, observed from either the typical
UE or the typical BS, was proposed to mitigate these errors.
This method is employed to evaluate the meta distribution of
UL SINR in [15].

It is worth noting that some studies, such as [6]–[9], [14]–
[16], do not impose constraints on the maximum UL transmit
power. This lack of constraint results in an overall increase
in both signal and interference, while the noise remains at
a constant level. Noise-limited analyses then take away from
reality, such as in [6], [7], [15], [16]. The associated errors are
examined in [8].

2) Stochastic geometry for incident power density assess-
ment: Application of SG has expanded, now including the
assessment of incident power density (IPD) in wireless power
transfer systems [17]. From IPD, both the amount of power
that can be harvested wireless power transfer systems in the
context of the Internet-of-Things [17], and EMFE, can be de-
rived. The difference between the two arises from the fact that
harvested power should be maximized while EMFE should
be minimized. Some studies calculate a joint complementary
cumulative distribution function (CCDF) to achieve a trade-
off between coverage and harvested power, as seen in [18]
and [19]. Recently, researchers have started investigating the
evaluation of IPD for public health concerns related to EMFE,
as EMF-aware systems aim to ensure that IPD remains low
enough to respect legal EMFE limits. The first attempt to
model EMFE in SG can be found in [20], where an empirical
propagation model is used for a 5G mMIMO network in
the millimeter wave (mmWave) band. In [21], the theoretical
distribution of EMFE is compared to an experimental distri-
bution obtained from measurements in an urban environment.
EMFE is analyzed while considering max-min fairness DL
power control in a 5G mMIMO network in [22]. Additionally,
[23] explores the impact of the coexistence of sub-6GHz and
mmWave BSs in networks on the EMFE. The EMFE has
also been numerically assessed in an indoor environment in
[24], by using a methodology akin to the SG framework. This
involves obtaining a large number of ray-launching realizations
by employing a randomized arrangement of scatterers for each
realization. The joint study of SINR coverage and EMFE is
introduced in [25] for β-Ginibre point processes and I-PPPs,
followed by works such as [26] for Manhattan networks and
[27] for user-centric cell-free mMIMO networks. As for the
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Ref.
Model Topology Calculated performance metrics of interest

UL/DL Max UL PV MCP+GPP IPD IPD Joint DL Joint UL
power approx. mixture marg. meta IPD-SINR IPD-SINR

[6], [7], [9] UL
[8] UL+DL

[10]–[13] UL ✓
[14] UL+DL ✓
[15] UL ✓∗

[16] UL ✓
[17], [20], [21] DL ✓

[18], [19] DL ✓
[22] DL ✓

[23], [25]–[27] DL ✓
[28] DL ✓ ✓
[?] UL+DL ✓
[30] UL+DL ✓ ✓ ✓

This work UL+DL ✓∗ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

TABLE I: Comparison between the relevant literature of SG for wireless telecommunication networks and this work. ∗: The
semi-empirical model of [5] is used. ”marg.” stands for marginal CDF.

meta distribution of EMFE, it has only been analyzed, and
only for the DL, in our previous work [28], which examined
the EMFE experienced by a passive user in a cellular network
utilizing dynamic beamforming. These works focus on the DL.

Regarding the UL, an evaluation of the EMFE caused by
the user’s smartphone using SG is presented in [29] where
the authors independently study the impact of the network
parameters on the EMFE and the SNR under the assumption
that the network is noise-limited. A more comprehensive
investigation [30] extends the analysis to include EMFE from
BSs and active users, while also considering the impact of
EMFE limits on network coverage. In [31], resource allocation
optimization to maximize the number of connected users to
a BS is explored via MC simulations, taking into account
coverage requirements and EMFE considerations. Values of
the output power levels of 4G UEs have been collected in [32],
leading to the conclusion that the mean transmit power of a
UE in an LTE network is less than 1% of the maximal transmit
power (23 dBm) in an urban environment. Measurements of
the EMFE from the user’s smartphone have also been collected
for a 5G network in [4].

To the best of the authors’ knowledge, no study has intro-
duced a mixture of two PPs to represent nodes in a network.
Only [30] has evaluated the impact of UL EMFE caused by
other UEs, by deriving its marginal distribution but not its
meta distribution or a joint EMFE/SINR distribution.

B. Contributions

Motivated by these considerations, this paper aims to an-
swering to the four general questions of the introduction by
(i) modeling a network of Poisson-distributed BSs and UEs
with UL power control distributed as a mixture of a MCP
and a GPP, utilizing the approximation of the PV model from
[5] to approximate interfering UEs in the UL; (ii) assess the
relative magnitude of UL EMFE in comparison DL EMFE
and evaluate performance metrics, including SINR coverage
and EMFE in both UL and DL; and (iii) investigate network
performance following a network densification, determining
the range of BS densities required to maintain an efficient
network in terms of coverage and EMFE. The specific metrics
introduced and analyzed are as follows:

1) UL EM pollution: Based on existing literature models,
we derive the following mathematical expressions for UL
EMFE, which are then compared with DL EMFE:
i. Mean of the UL EMFE;

ii. Marginal cumulative distribution function (CDF) of UL
EMFE and of (global UL and DL) EM pollution;

iii. Meta distribution of the UL EMFE and of the (global
UL and DL) EM pollution.

2) Joint performance: The second contribution consists of
the analysis of the network performance from the points
of view of EM pollution, UL coverage and DL coverage
simultaneously. In particular, the following metrics are
derived:

iv. Joint CDF of UEC (UL EMFE and UL Coverage);
v. Joint and conditional CDF of EMP-UDC (EM

Pollution, UL coverage and DL Coverage).
3) Numerical results: Capitalizing on the above metrics,

the network performance is studied for two densification
scenarios:

(a) Densification of both BSs and UEs with a constant
UE/BS density ratio

(b) Densification of UEs only
Optimal node densities are obtained as a function of the
required coverage and EMFE limits.

C. Structure of the Paper

The paper is organized as follows: Section II introduces the
network topology and the system model. Section III provides
mathematical expressions for the performance metrics using
SG. Numerical validation and analysis of the performance
metrics in case of densification are provided in SectionIV.
Finally, conclusions are given in Section V.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

A. Topology

Let B ∈ R2 be the two-dimensional area where the network
under study is located. The BSs locations are modeled as Ψb =
Ψ ∪ {X0} where Ψ = {Xi} ∈ B is a H-PPP with density λb

and X0 is the BS located at the origin, as represented by
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All UEs active during the same time slot
UEs active in one RB
BSs

Fig. 1: PV, model of type II [5]. The pink dashed lines correspond
to the BS-UE association in one given RB. The black solid lines
correspond to the edge of the Voronoı̈ cells. The typical BS is located
at the origin.

the red crosses in Fig. 1. The Slivnyak theorem states that
X0 becomes the typical BS under expectation over Ψb. The
BSs are assumed to have the same technology, belong to the
same network provider and transmit using the same sub-6 GHz
frequency band fd with a bandwidth Bd.

The entire UEs population scheduled during the same time
slot is modeled as a mixture Φu of a MCP and a GPP,
represented by the blue dots in Fig. 1, and formerly defined in
[33] and [34], respectively. The population of the grandparents
is a H-PPP Φ[gp] with density λ[gp]. Each grandparent is the
center of a cluster of a Poisson number of parents, uniformly
distributed with density λ[p] within a radius rc. At last, each
parent has one or two offspring with probability 1 − p[o]

and p[o], respectively. The first offspring is at the parent’s
location, the second, if it exists, is randomly distributed around
the parent with some probability density function (PDF) f [o].
To keep the UE’s PP motion-invariant, f [o] only depends
on the distance from the parent. To simplify calculations,
f [o] is considered constant. The total density of UEs is then
λu = λ[gp]λ[p](1 + p[o])π (rc)

2.
As this study is intended to be conservative, the typical

user located at Y0 ∈ Φu is assumed to be part of a cluster
C0 centered at r

[gp]
0 . Its own equipments are not taken into

account in the global EM pollution. The PDF of the distance
R

[p]
j between the typical user and a parent point in the cluster

centered at R[gp]
i , conditioned on R

[gp]
i , is given in [35] by

fR[p](r
[p]
j |R[gp]

i ) =
2r

[p]
j /r2c if 0 ≤ r

[p]
j ≤ rc −R

[gp]
i ,

2r
[p]
j

πr2c
arccos

((
r
[p]
j

)2
+R

[gp]
i −r2c

2r
[p]
j R

[gp]
i

)
if |rc −R

[gp]
i | ≤ r

[p]
j ≤ rc +R

[gp]
i ,

0 otherwise.
(1)

However, if all UEs in Φu contribute to UL EMFE, only a
fraction of them uses the same subcarriers and is then relevant
for studying UL SINR. Let’s consider the specific subcarrier
frequency fu with bandwidth Bu, not equal to fd in all
generality, frequency division duplexing (FDD) being used
for most technologies. Under the assumption of no intracell
interference, as for the case of orthogonal frequency-division
multiplexing (OFDM) signals, the only source of interference
in the UL is the so-called intercell interference coming from
other cells. The thinned PP of UEs using the same RBs is

defined as Φr = {Yi ∈ Φu : U(V (Xi) ∩ Φu)∀Xi ∈ Ψb} [5]
where V (X) denotes the Voronoı̈ cell of BS X , U(V ) with
V ∈ B denotes one point chosen uniformly and randomly
from V and independently across different V . The resulting
PP has a complex PV distribution. Cells with no active UE
are called Crofton cells. The approximate density of Φr is
λr = λb(1 − ν) with ν = (γ/(γ + δ))γ , δ = λu/λb and
γ = 7/2 [5]. The set of interfering UEs is ΦI = Φr\{Y0}.
The interfering UEs are represented by a green circle in Fig. 1.
A closest BS association policy is assumed. The link between
UEs their serving BS is represented by the dashed pink line.

Let us focus on the PPs Ψb and Φr. The typical UE located
at Y0 is served by the typical BS at X0 and the distance
between the two is R0 = ||Y0||. The distance between each
UE Yi and its serving BS Xi is denoted Ri and the distance
between the typical BS X0 and an interfering UE Yi is denoted
Di. The distance between the typical UE and each BS Xi is
denoted ρi and the distance between the typical UE and each
UE Yi is denoted D̃i. These notations can be seen in Fig. 2.
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Fig. 2: Notations of the model. Xi and Yi are respectively the
locations of BS i and UE i, with X0 and Y0 the typical BS-UE pair,
ρi is the distance between Xi and Y0, Di is the distance between Yi

and X0, D̃i is the distance between Yi and Y0 and Ri is the distance
between Xi and Yi.

The spatial distribution of interfering UEs does not lead
to tractable analytical expressions. In the case of a Poisson-
distributed population of UEs, the model of type II [5]
approximates the set of interfering UEs by an I-PPP with a
density function depending on the distance to the typical BS,
after fitting their pair-correlation function. The same technique
applied to a population of UEs distributed with the mixture of
a MCP and GPPs leads to the following density function: For
r > 0,

λIU (r) = λr
(
1− e−15.38

√
λrr + 14.36λrr2e−9.18λrr2

−13.95 (λr)
3/1

r3e−5.02λrr2
)
. (2)

Similarly, the PDF of the distance between the typical BS and
the typical UE can be approximated and is given by

fβ
R0

(r) = β 2λbπre−β λbπr2 , r > 0. (3)

with β = 1.37 for the mixture and β = 1 for a H-PPP. The
associated CDF is

F β
R0

(r) = 1− e−β λbπr2 , r > 0. (4)

In the following, we will note F β
R0

(a, b) = F β
R0

(b)−F β
R0

(a).
The link distances Ry in the interfering cells are identically
distributed as R0, since all cells are statistically the same.
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Notation Meaning
Ψb, λb H-PPP of BSs, corresp. density

Φ[gp], λ[gp] H-PPP of grandparent points, corresp. density
Φ[p], λ[p] Set of parents inside a cluster, corresp. density
Φu, λu Population of active UEs, corresp. density

Φr , λr Set of UEs using the same RBs,
corresp. approximate density

ΦI , λIU (r)
Set of UEs interfering in the UL,

corresp. density seen from X0

ρi Distance between Y0 and Xi

B(0, τ) 2D disk of radius τ

Di, D̃i Distance between X0 and Yi, between Y0 and Yi

R0, Ri Distance between X0 and Y0, between Xi and Yi

X0, Y0 Typical BS, typical UE
Xi ∈ Ψb, Yi BS labeled i, UE labeled i

α, κw PL exponent, w PL intercept term
ϵ FPC factor

ϕId0
CF of the DL interference seen from X0

ϕPw CF of the w EMFE
fw w Carrier frequency with bandwidth Bw

f [o] PDF of the distance between two offspring in a GPP
fβ
R0

(r), Fβ
R0

(r) PDF of the distance R0, corresp. CDF
fRy (r|Dy) Conditional PDF of Ri, i ̸= 0

Fβ
R0

(a, b) Fβ
R0

(b)− Fβ
R0

(a)

Fw
cov(T ) CCDF of the w SINR

Fw
emfe(Te) CDF of the w EMFE

FFemfe (Te, s) Meta distribution of EMFE
Gb

i , Gu
i BS antenna gain, UE antenna gain

Gu(Tu
c , Te) Joint CDF of the UEC

G(Tu
c , Te, T d

c ) Joint CDF of EMP-UDC
|hw

i |2 w channel fading gain
Iw0 Aggregate w interference
ldi Channel power gain due to PL from Xi to Y0

lui Channel power gain due to PL from Yi to X0

l̃ui Channel power gain due to PL from Yi to Y0

LX Laplace transform of the random variable X
Nσ Thermal noise power

Pw
i , Pw

i,r w transmit EIRP, w received power
Pu
m Maximal UL transmit power

p[o] Probability that a parent has 2 offspring
re Exclusion radius
rc Radius of each cluster of the MCP
Sw
0 Useful w signal
z Height difference between a BS and a UE

[f(x)]x=b
x=a f(b)− f(a)

TABLE II: Notations used in the text. Notations above the
dashed line are relative to network topology and distances. w
stands for u (UL) or d (DL).

However, they are not independent since the areas and shapes
of neighboring cells are correlated, and Ry cannot be larger
than Dy . Hence we characterize the distribution of Ry by
conditioning on Dy . This results in the truncated Rayleigh
distribution

fRy (r|Dy) =
fβ
R0

(r)

fβ
R0

(Dy)
, 0 ≤ r ≤ Dy. (5)

All notations are listed in Table II.

B. Propagation Model

The propagation model is defined as

Pu
i,r = Pu

i G
u
i G

b
i |hu

i |2lui (6)

for the UL and

P d
i,r = P dGb

iG
u
i |hd

i |2ldi (7)

for the DL, where Pu
i,r (resp. P d

i,r) is the UL (resp. DL)
received power from UE Yi (resp. BS Xi), Pu

i (resp. P d
i ) is the

transmit power of UE Yi (resp. BS Xi), Gb
i (resp. Gu

i ) is the
BS (resp. UE) antenna gain that is assumed omnidirectional,
|hu

i |2 (resp. |hu
i |2) accounts for the UL (resp. DL) fading and

lui = lu(Di) = κ−1
u

(
D2

i + z2
)−α/2

, (8)

l̃ui = l̃u(D̃i) = κ−1
u D̃−α

i , (9)

ldi = ld(ρi) = κ−1
d

(
ρ2i + z2

)−α/2
, (10)

are respectively the channel power gain due to path loss (PL)
from UE Yi to typical BS X0, from UE Yi to typical UE
Y0 and from BS Xi to typical UE Y0 with exponent α > 2,
z > 0 is the difference of height between Xi and Yi (identical
for all), κd = (4πfd/c)2 and κu = (4πfu/c)2 where c is the
speed of light. In the following, an abuse of notation will be
used by writing P x

i instead of P x
i G

x
i . We assume that |hu

i |2
and |hd

i |2 are uncorrelated due to fast time fluctuation of the
channel. The same DL transmit power P d is assumed for all
active BSs and the same antenna gains are assumed for UEs
and BSs.

C. Power control

The 3rd Generation Partnership Project (3GPP) introduced
fractional power control (FPC) for the Physical Uplink Shared
Channel (PUSCH) to mitigate intercell UL interference and
improve SINR coverage for cell-edge UEs [36]. This FPC
strategy, first proposed in [37] to reduce signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR) variance and achieve target SNR, adjusts UE transmit
power based on measurements of signal power by both the
UE and the BS. The closed-loop FPC adjusts the fractional
PL compensation (coefficient ϵ ∈ [0, 1]) controlled by the
network, resulting in a transmit power from UE i given by

Pu
i = min

(
Pu
0 l

−ϵ
i , Pu

m

)
(11)

where Pu
0 represents the open-loop power whose range of

values is calculated in [38]. A maximum emitting power Pu
m

is considered in the model. Using FPC instead of full power
control (ϵ = 1) allows higher PL users to operate at a lower
SINR, reducing intercell interference. However, the optimal
FPC coefficient must be found to balance a high SINR for
cell-edge users against low intercell interference. Many studies
have investigated the impact of FPC on network SINR, SNR,
or signal-to-interference ratio (SIR), through simulations at the
scale of one cell or at a larger scale modeling the network as
an hexagonal grid [39]–[43]. They reveal that optimal values
of ϵ are between 0.4 and 0.6. To simplify the calculations, the
emit power of UEs inside a given cluster are considered equal
and the PL to compensate is the one of that a UE would have
at the center of the cluster.

D. Network Size

The mathematical expressions derived in the following are
defined for a circular area B of radius τ located in the
xy plane. The calculations take an exclusion radius re ≥
min {κu, κd}−1/α into account, representing a non-publicly
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accessible area around the BSs and guaranteeing that the
far-field conditions are met and to avoid singularities in the
vicinity of the UE when calculating UL EMFE.

E. Quantities of Interest

To simplify the notations, without loss of generality, a
unitary UE gain Gu = 0dB will be assumed and Pu

i and
P d will be the UL and DL effective isotropic radiated power
(EIRP), respectively. Let Su

0 =Pu
0 Gb |hu

0 |2 lu0 be the useful UL
received power, let Sd

0 =P d |hd
0|2 ld0 be the useful DL received

power, let Iu0 =
∑

i∈ΦI
Pu
i Gb |hu

i |2 lui be the aggregate UL
interference and let Id0 =

∑
i∈ΨI

P d |hd
i |2 ldi be the aggregate

DL interference. Based on these definitions, the UL SINR at
the typical BS, conditioned on the distance to its associated
UE, is given by

SINRu
0 =

Su
0

Iu0 +Nu
σ

(12)

where Nu
σ =k Bu T Fb is the thermal noise power with k the

Boltzmann constant, T the standard temperature and Fb the
BS noise figure. The DL SINR at the typical UE, conditioned
on the distance to its associated UE, is given by

SINRd
0 =

Sd
0

Id0 +Nd
σ

. (13)

where Nd
σ = k Bd T Fu with a UE noise figure Fu. The UL

EMFE experienced by the typical user and caused by all active
UEs except the user’s own smartphone is

Pu =
∑

i∈Φu\{Y0}

Pu
i |h̃i

u
|2 l̃ui . (14)

The fading coefficients |hu
i |2, |hd

i |2, |h̃u
i |2 and |h̃d

i |2 are
all independent and identically distributed random variables.
This independence stems from the application of frequency
division duplexing and the poor correlation between channels
at the utilized frequencies. The fading coefficients follow an
exponential distribution with unit mean. For simplicity in
the notation, they will be written |hi|2 without distinction
in the following. To simplify the notations, we will write
S̄d(r) = P d ld(r) and S̄u(r1, r2) = Pu(r1)G

b lu(r2) in the
following. The DL EMFE experienced by the typical user and
caused by the BSs of the network is

Pd =
∑
i∈Ψb

P d |h̃i
d
|2 ldi . (15)

The power EMFE can be converted into a total IPD as

Sw = κ/(4π)Pw (16)

for w = u, d and, finally, into a root-mean-square electric field
strength in V/m as

E[V/m] =
√
120πS. (17)

III. MATHEMATICAL RESULTS

A. Analysis of EM Pollution

The CDF of DL EMFE has already been calculated in [21]
using Gil Pelaez’ theorem and is therefore given as a final
result in Lemma 1.

Lemma 1. The CDF of the DL EMFE seen by the typical
user is

F d
emfe(Te) = P

[
Pd < Te

]
=

1

2
−

∫ ∞

0

Im
[
ϕPd(q)e−jqTe

] 1

πq
dq

(18)

where ϕPd(q) is the DL EMFE characteristic function (CF)

ϕPd(q) = E
[
exp

(
−jq

(
Pd
))]

= exp

(
πλb

[(
x2 + z2

)
2
F1

(
1,

2

α
, 1 +

2

α
,

−j

qS̄d(x)

)]x=τ

x=re

)
.

(19)

The passive UL EMFE, caused by all users emitting simul-
taneously in the network, can be derived similarly using the
Gil-Pelaez inversion theorem. It requires the knowledge of the
CF of the passive UL EMFE. It is given in Theorem 1.

Theorem 1. The CDF of UL EMFE seen by the typical
user in a network where UEs are distributed according to a
MCP+GPP mixture for the propagation model in (6), without
considering its own equipment, is

Fu
emfe(Te) = P [Pu< Te] =

1

2
−
∫ ∞

0

Im
[
ϕPu(q)e−jqTe

] 1

πq
dq

(20)

where ϕPu(q) = ϕintra
Pu (q)ϕinter

Pu (q),

ϕinter
Pu (q) = exp

(
2πλ[gp]

∫ τ

rc

(
G

[x]
MCP(v)− 1

)
x dx

)
, (21)

ϕintra
Pu (q) =

∫ rc

−rc

G
[x]
MCP(v)fR[p](x|x < rc)dx− e−λ[p]πr2c , (22)

G
[x]
MCP(v) =

∫ τ

re

G
[x]
MCP(v|r)f

1
R0

(r)dr, (23)

G
[x]
MCP(v|R)=exp

(
λ[p]πr2c

(∫ rc+x

0

G
[u]
GPP(v|R)fR[p](u|x)du−1

))
,

(24)
G

[u]
GPP(v|R) = (1−p[o])v(q, u|R)+p[o]v(q, u|R)

∫ rc

−rc
v(q, u+

y|r)f [o](y)dy and v(q, u|R) = (1− jqP u(r)l̃u(u))−1.

Proof. The proof of the CF of UL EMFE is provided in
Appendix A.

The previous mathematical expressions considered UL and
DL EMFEs separately. Calculations can also be made for
the EM pollution considering both UL and DL. The total
EM pollution is given by the sum of UL and DL EMFEs.
In our model, both sources of EMFE can be seen as totally
independent sources.
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Theorem 2. The CDF of total EM pollution experienced
by the typical user in a network where BSs are distributed
according to a H-PPP and UEs are distributed according to
a MCP+GPP mixture for the propagation model in (6) and in
(7), without considering the EMFE of its own equipment is

F tot
emfe(Te) = P

[
Pd + Pu < Te

]
=

1

2
−
∫ ∞

0

Im
[
ϕPd(q)ϕPu(q) e−jqTe

] 1

πq
dq

(25)

Proof. Theorem 2 is derived using the Gil-Pelaez theorem.
The PPs Ψb and Φu are independent. Although Pd is indepen-
dent of Φu, Pu does exhibit dependence on Ψb due to power
control mechanisms. This correlation is inherently accounted
for through the PDF (3) approaching the distance between each
UE and its serving BS, as already done in Appendix A. By
incorporating this dependence within the PDF, Pd and Pu can
be treated as independent in the analysis. From the definition
of the CF, we have

ϕPtot(q) = E
[
ejqP

tot
]
= E

[
exp

(
jq

(
Pd + Pu

))]
= E

[
exp

(
jqPd

)
exp (jqPu)

]
= ϕPd(q)ϕPu(q).

(26)

The mean IPD has already been calculated in [23] and more
specifically for the DL EMFE in [21] for a H-PPP, then for
other PPs in [25], using the Campbell theorem. An alternative
method of calculation consists of taking the derivative of the
CF, P̄ = dϕP(jt)

dt
|t=0. As the two alternatives do not present

new challenges, the final result is given below as a corollary.

Corollary 1. The mean total EM pollution experienced by
the typical user in a network where BSs are distributed
according to a H-PPP and UEs are distributed according to
a MCP+GPP mixture for the propagation model in (6) and
in (7), without considering the EMFE of its own equipment is
¯Ptot = P̄u + P̄d where

P̄d = P d 2πλr l
d(re)(r

2
e + z2)− ld(τ)(τ2 + z2)

α− 2
; (27)

P̄u = 2π2λ[gp]λ[p]r2c P̄ u

∫ τ

re

x

∫ rc+x

0

(
l̃u(u)

+p[o]
∫ rc

−rc

l̃u(u+ y)f [o](y)dy

)
fR[p](u|x)dudx, (28)

P̄ u =
∫ τ

re
P u(r)f1

R0
(r)dr =

∫ rm

re
P u
0 l

−ϵ(r) f1
R0
(r)dr +

P u
m F 1

R0
(rm, τ) = PFPC + P u

m F β
R0
(re, rm) with

PFPC = P u
0 πλ

bβeβz
2

×
[
l−ϵ(x)

(
x2 + z2

)
E−αϵ

2

(
πλbβ

(
x2 + z2

))]x=re

x=rm

(29)

where En(x) is the exponential integral function

En(x) =

∫ ∞

1

e−xt/tndt (30)

which converges and [f(x)]x=b
x=a = f(b)− f(a).

It is worth noting that if the UEs are distributed accord-
ing to a H-PPP, the mean UL EMFE simplifies to P̄u =

2πλuP̄ u l̃u(re)r
2
e−l̃u(τ)τ2

α−2
.

B. Meta Distribution of EMFE
The meta distribution of EMFE provides a comprehensive

statistical characterization of the variability in EMFE levels
experienced by users in a wireless network. Unlike the tradi-
tional CDF, the meta distribution delves into the distribution of
individual users’ EMFE, distinguishing the sources of EMFE
variability and therefore offering insights into the tail behavior.
In the model of this paper, the sources of variability are (i)
the BS locations, (ii) the cluster locations, (iii) the location of
UEs inside clusters and (iv) time fading in the propagation
channel. In a real-world network, BS locations are fixed
and cluster locations are less likely to fluctuate as fast as
sources (iii) and (iv). Since fluctuations in the PL attenuation
caused by sources (i) and (ii) only depend on the typical
user’s location, the meta distribution will enable to distinguish
sources (i) and (ii) from sources (iii) and (iv). In other words,
the CDF of EMF conditioned on one PP realization of BSs
Ψb and cluster centers Φ[gp] is introduced, and denoted as
Femfe(Te|Ψb,Φ

[gp]) = P
[
Ptot < Te|Ψb,Φ

[gp]
]
. For s ∈ [0, 1],

the meta distribution of EMFE is then defined as

FF tot
emfe

(Te, s) = PΨb,Φ[gp]

[
Femfetot(Te|Ψb,Φ

[gp]) > s
]
. (31)

Here, PΨb,Φ[gp] [·] signifies that the probability operator is taken
over all spatial realizations of the PP. When considering a
large network, selecting a new realization of the PP around
the centric PU at (0,0) is akin to observing the realization of
the PP from the point of view of a distant PU in the network.
Consequently, employing PΨb,Φ[gp] essentially evaluates per-
formance for numerous users uniformly distributed across the
network. In terms of interpretation, FF tot

emf
(Te, s) = x% means

that x% of PUs in the network experience an EMFE below
the threshold Te for at least a fraction s of the time.

Lemma 2. The CDF of total EM pollution conditioned on the
realizations Ψb and Ψ[gp] for the propagation models in (7)
and (6) can be written by

Femfetot

(
Te|Ψb,Φ

[gp]
)

=
1

2
−

∫ ∞

0

Im
[
ϕPtot(q|Ψb,Φ

[gp]) e−jqTe

] 1

πq
dq (32)

where ϕPtot(q|Ψb,Φ
[gp])=ϕPd(q|Ψb)ϕPu(q|Ψb,Φ

[gp]),

ϕPd(q|Ψb) =
∏
i∈Ψb

(
1− jqP dldi

)−1

, (33)

ϕPu(q|Ψb,Φ
[gp]) =

(
G

[R
[gp]
0 ]

MCP (v)− e−λ[p]πr2c

)
×

∏
i∈Φ[gp]\R[gp]

0

G
[Xi]
MCP(v|Ri) (34)

Proof. The expression in (32) is derived by applying Gil-
Pelaez’ theorem. The CFs are obtained following Ap-
pendix A.

The meta distribution of the EMFE (31) can be rewritten
as PΨ

[
ln(F tot

emfe(Te|Ψb,Φ
[gp])) > ln(s)

]
. Using the Gil-Pelaez

theorem, it follows that

FF tot
emfe

(Te, s) =
1

2
+

1

π

∫ ∞

0

Im
[
e−jq ln(s)Mjq(Te)

]
q−1 dq

(35)
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where Mjq(Te) = EΨb,Φ[gp]

[(
Femfetot(Te|Ψb,Φ

[gp])
)jq]

is the
moment of order jq of the conditional CDF of EMFE. The
moments are not mathematically tractable for any value of q.
Although an exact derivation of the meta distribution of EMFE
is not possible, a close approximation is provided by the beta
distribution, leveraging the methodology of [15], based on the
knowledge of the first two moments of the conditional CDF,
for which a tractable expression can be found.

Proposition 1. The meta distribution of EMFE in (31) can be
approximated by

F̃F tot
emfe

(Te, s) = 1− Is

[
α̃S(Te), β̃S(Te)

]
(36)

where Is(a, b) =
B(s;a,b)
B(a,b)

is the regularized incomplete beta
function, B(s; a, b) =

∫ s

0
ta−1(1 − t)b−1 is the incomplete

beta function, B(a, b) = B(1; a, b) the beta function and
α̃S(Te) and β̃S(Te) are the parameters of the beta distri-
bution obtained via moment matching. Under the condition
M1(Te) < M2(Te), their expressions are given by

α̃S(Te) = M1(Te)

(
M1(Te) (1−M1(Te))

M2(Te)−M2
2(Te)

− 1

)
; (37)

β̃S(Te) = (1−M1(Te))

(
M1(Te) (1−M1(Te))

M2(Te)−M2
2(Te)

− 1

)
.

(38)

The first-order moment is M1(Te) = F tot
emfe(Te) given

in Theorem 2, which is directly obtained from ϕPd(q) =
EΨb

[ϕPd(q|Ψb)] and ϕPu(q) = EΨb,Φ[gp]

[
ϕPu(q|Ψb,Φ

[gp])
]
.

The second-order moment is given in Theorem 3.

Theorem 3. The second-order moment of the conditional
distribution of EMFE (32) is given by

M2(Te) = −1/4 + F tot
emfe(Te) + π−2 Ω(Te) (39)

where

Ω(Te) =

∫ ∞

0

∫ ∞

0

ω(Te, q, q
′) q−1 q′−1 dq dq′, (40)

ω(q, q′;Te) =
1

2
Re
[
γ−(q, q

′) e−jTe(q−q′)+γ+(q, q
′) e−jTe(q+q′)

]
,

(41)
γ±(q, q

′) = γd
+(q,±q′)γu

+(q,±q′),

γd
+(q, q

′)

= exp

(
2πλb

∫ τ

re

(
1

1− jqP dl(x)d
1

1− jq′P dl(x)d
− 1

)
dx

)
,

(42)

γu
+(q, q

′) = e−λ[p]πr2
cϕinter

Pu (q, q′)

×
(
ϕintra
Pu (q, q′)− ϕintra

Pu (q)− ϕintra
Pu (q′)

)
(43)

where ϕinter
Pu (q, q′) and ϕintra

Pu (q, q′) are defined similarly
than ϕinter

Pu (q) in (21) and ϕintra
Pu (q) in (22) by replacing

G
[u]
GPP(v(q, u,R)) by G

[u]
GPP(v(q, u,R)) +G

[u]
GPP(v(q

′, u,R)).

Proof. The proof is provided in Appendix B.

C. Joint UL EMFE/Coverage Performance

The third part of this study involves an analysis of UL
performance, considering both EMFE and coverage. Not all
UEs used to calculate the UL EMFE must be taken into
account for the study of the coverage because only a subset
uses the same subframes as explained in Subsection II-A.
Unlike the DL, EMFE and SINR are calculated at different
points: The study of UL coverage is conducted from the
perspective of the serving BS, while UL EMFE is studied from
the point of view of the typical user. It is therefore adequate
to make the approximation that UL EMFE and UL SINR are
independent, with a small correction consisting in replacing the
PP of interfering UEs by an I-PPP with density function (2)
which accounts for their PV distribution. The joint CDF of
the UEC is then given by the product of the EMFE CDF and
SINR CCDF, as shown in Theorem 4. The error made will be
analyzed in Subsection IV-C.

Theorem 4. The joint CDF of UEC in a network where BSs
are distributed according to a H-PPP and UEs are distributed
according to a MCP+GPP mixture for the propagation model
in (6) and in (7) is

Gu(T u
c , Te) = ER0

[P [SINRu
0 > T u

c ,Pu < Te] |R0]

= F u
emfe(Te)× F u

cov(T
u
c )

(44)

where

F u
cov(T

u
c ) ≜ ER0 [F

u
cov(T

u
c |R0)] =

∫ τ

re

F u
cov(T

u
c |r0)fβ

R0
(r0)dr0,

(45)

F u
cov(T

u
c |R0) ≜ P [SINRu

0 > T u
c ]

= LNu
σ

(
T u
c

S̄u(R0, R0)

)
LIu

0

(
T u
c

S̄u(R0, R0)

∣∣∣R0

)
,

(46)

LIu
0
(s|R0)

= exp

(∫ τ

R0

(∫ r

re

fRy(v|r)
1 + sS̄u(v, r)

dv−1

)
2πλIU (r)rdr

)
(47)

and LNu
σ
(s) = e−sNu

σ .

Proof. The independence between SINRu
0 and Pu allows one

to express the joint CDF as the product between the CDF
of UL EMFE and the CCDF of the UL SINR. This latter
term, denoted as F u

cov in the equations, is obtained in a similar
fashion to what was used for the meta distribution of UL SIR
in [15], the CCDF of SIR in [14] or the CCDF of SINR [16].
The differences between the current model and the cited works
is the maximal power constraint in the FPC strategy and a
different inhomogeneous density function (2).

Note that because of the maximal power constraint,∫ r

re

fRy(v|r)
1+sS̄u(v,r)

dv can be written
∫ r

re

fRy(v|r)
1+sS̄u(v,r)

dv 1 [r ≤ rm] +[∫ rm

re

fRy(v|r)
1+sS̄u(v,r)

dv +
F β

R0
(rm,r)/F β

R0
(r)

1+sS̄u(rm,r)

]
1 [r ≥ rm].

D. Joint EM Pollution/UL-DL Coverage Performance

The forth part of the study consists of an analysis of the
network performance, both for the UL and the DL. Compared
to the previous subsection, DL EMFE and DL SINR are
dependent because they are calculated at the same point and
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DL interference is equal to the DL intercell EMFE. The joint
CDF of EMP-UDC is then given in Theorem 5.

Theorem 5. The joint CDF of EMP-UDC in a network
where BSs are distributed according to a H-PPP and UEs
are distributed according to a MCP+GPP mixture for the
propagation model in (6) and in (7) is given by

G(T u
c , Te, T

d
c )

≜ ER0

[
P
[
SINRu

0 > T u
c ,Ptot < Te, SINRd

0 > T d
c

] ∣∣∣∣∣R0

]

=

∫ τ

re

F u
cov(T

u
c |r0)M(Te, T

d
c |r0)fβ

R0
(r0)dr0

(48)

where

M(Te, T
d
c |R0) =

[
1

2
− 1

2
exp

(
Te

P d ld(R0)

)
−
∫ ∞

0

1

πq
Im

[
ϕId

0
(q|R0) ζ(q, T

d
c , Te, l

d(R0))
]
dq

]
, (49)

ζ(q, T d
c , T4, S̄

d(R0))=
1−exp

(
−T ′

S̄d(R0)

(
1+j qS̄d(R0)

T d
c

))
1 + j qS̄d(R0)

T d
c

ejqN
d
σ

+ϕPu(q)e−jqTe

exp

(
Te(jqS̄d(R0)−1)

S̄d(R0)

)
−exp

(
T ′(jqS̄d(R0)−1)

S̄d(R0)

)
jqS̄d(R0)− 1

.

(50)

Proof. Because of the assumptions made before,
P
[
SINRu

0 > T u
c ,Ptot < Te,SINRd

0 > T d
c

]
can be written

P [SINRu
0 > T u

c ]×P
[
Ptot < Te,SINRd

0 > T d
c

]
. The first term

of the product is (45). The second term is very similar
to P

[
Pd < Te,SINRd

0 > T d
c

]
calculated in [25]. The only

difference is that Pd is replaced by Ptot. The problem can
be solved by writing P

[
Sd
0 + Id0 < T ′

e,SINRd
0 > T d

c

]
with

T ′
e=Te − Pu.

For the ease of analysis, we propose in Lemma 3 the
conditional joint CDF of EMP-UDC, conditioned on specific
values of UL SINR thresholds and EMFE limits. This is
particularly useful for legislators to observe the impact of a
more stringent EMFE limit on the network performance.

Lemma 3. The joint CDF of EMP-UDC, conditioned on
specific values of UL SINR thresholds and EMFE limits is

H(T d
c |T u

c , Te) =
G(T u

c , Te, T
d
c )

F u
cov (T

u
c )× F tot

emfe (Te)
(51)

where

F d
cov(T

d
c ) ≜ E

[
P
[
SINRDL

0 > T d
c

]]
=

∫ τ

re

e−T d
c N

d
σ/S̄

d(r0)ϕId
0

(
jT d

c /S̄
d(r0)

∣∣∣r0) fβ
R0
(r0) dr0.

(52)

Proof. This metric is obtained from Bayes’rule, and by taking
advantage of the hypothesis of the independence between UL
SINR and UL/DL EMFE.

It is worth noting that a joint CDF conditioned on specific
values of UL and DL SINR could also be defined but this
would require the additional calculation of a joint metric of
UL and DL SINR.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, the four questions of the introduction are
answered, using the metrics defined in Section III. Before
going deeper, the term densification has to be clarified. The
number of BSs, clusters or UEs in the clusters can indepen-
dently increase. To evaluate the impact of each, four scenarios
are used.
(a) Densification of clusters with constant BS density and

number of points per cluster
(b) Densification of points in each clusters with constant

cluster and BS densities
(c) Densification of BSs and clusters with a constant

UE/BS density ratio λu/λb

(d) Densification of BSs and points in each clusters with
a constant UE/BS density ratio λu/λb

In real-world scenarios, as BSs are typically macro cellular
BSs (MCs) for low densities of BSs/UEs, they are more likely
to be small cells (SCs) for high BSs/UEs densities for two
reasons. First, as the density of BSs increases, it is of interest
to decrease the emit power at the BSs because the emit power
and the BS density are proportional to the mean DL EMFE, as
can be seen from (27). Second, there is a maximum number of
UEs that a single BS can accommodate. We set the maximal
number of UEs per BS as the number of RBs available over
the channel bandwidth given by

NRB =
Bw − 2GB

SCS · subframes per frame
. (53)

At 2.6 GHz, with a channel bandwidth of 20 MHz, a guard-
band (GB) of 5% of the channel bandwidth at each extremity,
a subcarrier spacing (SCS) of 15 kHz and 12 subframes per
frame, the maximal number of RBs is NRB = 100. Therefore,
when λu > 100λb or λb > 1 000BS/km2, we switch from a
network of MCs to a network of SCs. The network parameters

fu 2.560GHz fd 2.680GHz
Bu

w 20MHz Bd
w 20MHz

re 1m τ 30 km
r[p] 100m p[o] 0.5

Pu,max 23 dBm ϵ 0.4
Nd

σ = Nu
σ −95.40dBm SNRu

cell 3

f [o]
exp

(
−(x−1m)2

2·(1m)2

)
2π·(1m)2

Parameter MC SC
α 3.25 2.5
z 33 m 4m
Pd 66 dBm 40 dBm

Scenario λb λ[gp] λ[p]

(a) 10BS/km2 (MC) Varies 160 km−2

1 000BS/km2 (SC)

(b) 10BS/km2 (MC) 2.5 clusters/km2 Varies
1 000BS/km2 (SC)

(c) Varies 2.5λb 160 km−2

(d) Varies 25 clusters/km2 λb · 16
TABLE III: Simulation parameters

are listed in Table III with, first, the parameters that are un-
changed for all simulations, second, the parameters changing
for MCs and SCs, chosen according [21] for MCs and [44] for
SCs and third, the different densities for each scenario. The UL
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Fig. 3: Mean and median UL/DL EMFE in
densification scenario (a).
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Fig. 4: Mean and median UL/DL EMFE in
densification scenario (b).
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Fig. 5: Mean and median UL/DL EMFE in
densification scenario (c).

open-loop power P u
0 = SNRu

cellN
u
σκ

1−ϵ
u

(
1

16λu + z2
)(1−ϵ)α/2

is adapted so that the average UL SNR is always 3 for cell-
edge users. This quantity remains constant for constant BS
density. The bandwidth of 20 MHz is a typical value for the
2.6 GHz frequency band. The value of the FPC coefficient
is chosen after typical values obtained in [39], [40]. The
maximal UL transmit power is another typical value confirmed
in [32]. The value τ is chosen in order to satisfy the conditions
τ >> R and rm < τ .

A. Analysis of EM Pollution

To address the primary objective of this study, we initiated
a comparison between UL and DL EMFEs. This assessment
aims to provide insights into whether it would be advisable
for a legislator to consider incorporating UL considerations
into future regulations. Figs. 3, 4, 5 and 6 illustrate the mean
and median of UL and DL EMFEs for scenario (a) to (d).
The mean is obtained using the mathematical expressions in
Corollary 1 while the median is obtained via Monte-Carlo
simulations (MCSs). In scenario (a), for MCs, the mean UL
EMFE is notably high at -30 dBm, which is 7 to 9 dBm higher
than the mean DL EMFE and 30 to 40 dBm higher than the
median UL EMFE. This outcome is not surprising due to the
clustered nature of the network. In instances where another
UE is near the typical user, EMFE values spike. Since BSs
are generally distant from UEs, many UEs operate near their
maximum power, which is not observed in a network of small
cells SCs despite higher UE density.

The median UL EMFE shows that most of the time, DL
EMFE is significantly higher than UL EMFE. The analysis
also reveals an increase in both mean and median DL EMFE
with UE densification. This slight increase is because some
cells may have no UEs, causing the corresponding BS to
remain inactive. A smaller λu/λb ratio results in a higher ν =
(γ/(γ + δ))γ and a smaller λr compared to λb. Scenario (b)
shows similar results to scenario (a). The main difference is the
median UL EMFE for MCs. Despite a high number of clusters
in scenario (b), low UE density within each cluster keeps UL
EMFE low. This demonstrates that significant UL EMFE only

occurs within the same cell. As cluster density or UE density
per cluster increases, scenarios (a) and (b) converge because
high cluster density leads to merging clusters, increasing UEs
in the typical user’s cluster.

In scenarios (c) and (d), the mean and median DL EMFE are
directly proportional to BS density. As BS density increases,
the average distance between a UE and its serving BS de-
creases. Consequently, the FPC mechanism adjusts the UE’s
transmit power, explaining the inflection point in the mean and
median UL EMFE curves. The difference in median UL EMFE
between the scenarios is again due to significant UL EMFE
occurring only within the same cell. In all scenarios, transi-
tioning to a network of SCs as the UE/BS density increases
proves beneficial for uplink EMFE, as it remains globally
lower and avoids high-likelihood spiking values. However, in
scenarios (a) and (c), DL EMFE increases with SCs despite
the lower BS transmit power. This can be attributed to the
proportional relationship between mean DL EMFE and both
transmit power and BS density. Specifically, while the transmit
power decreases by a factor of 102.6, the BS density increases
by a factor of 103. Conversely, in scenarios (b) and (d),
DL EMFE decreases with SCs due to the chosen network
parameters.

Given similar conclusions from scenarios (a) and (b) and
scenarios (c) and (d), the study will focus on scenarios (a)
and (c). Consistent findings are evident in the CDFs of DL
and UL EMFE in Figs. 7 and 8 for scenario (a) and (c),
respectively, derived from Lemma 1 and Theorem 1. MCSs
and mathematical expressions match in both figures.

In scenario (a) for MCs, for the chosen parameters, there
is a 77% probability that both UL and DL EMFE are below
Te = −38 dBm, regardless of UE density. The total EMFE,
not shown for clarity, combines both CDFs, being influenced
mainly by DL EMFE for Te < −38 dBm and by UL EMFE
for Te > −38 dBm. For SCs, the total EMFE almost equals
DL EMFE. Comparing scenarios (a) and (c), UL EMFE
increases with the number of clusters but decreases as the
number of BSs proportionally increases. The unusual CDF
shapes for UL EMFE in MCs result from significant instances
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Fig. 7: Comparison of CDFs of UL and DL
EMFEs, scenario (a)
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Fig. 8: Comparison of CDFs of UL and DL
EMFEs, scenario (c)

where UEs are very close to the typical user and transmit
at high power, explaining why the mean UL EMFE can
sometimes exceed the mean DL EMFE, though this does not
occur for the medians.

B. Meta Distribution of EMFE

The second question of the introduction can be answered by
examining Fig. 9. This figure represents the meta distribution
of UL, DL and total EMFE for two EMFE limits as defined
in (31). The solid lines are generated using MCSs with
5000 × 5000 realizations. The markers represent numerical
values obtained by using Proposition 1. The simulation pa-
rameters are taken from Table III with λb = 10BS/km2,
λ[gp] = 50 clusters/km2 and λ[p] = 318 parents/km2, mean-
ing that the average UE density is λu = 750UE/km2. A
significant alignment occurs between MCSs and the analytical
approximation for the UL and DL meta distribution. The dis-
crepancy between the lines remains small for the total EMFE
at FF tot

emfe
(−27 dBm, s) but becomes more pronounced as Te

decreases as seen with FF tot
emfe

(−37 dBm, s). This indicates
that the approximation is more accurate when there is a high
probability that a large number of users are below a stringent
threshold. Despite the complex mathematical expressions for
the moments, using stochastic geometry (SG) proves advan-
tageous due to the reduced computational time compared to
MCSs. At Te = −37 dBm/m2, over 90% of UE locations
have a 87% probability of experiencing UL EMFE below this
threshold. In other words, 90% of users encounter EMFE
below Te = −37 dBm/m2 at least 90% of the time. The
same proportion of users is below it 41% of the time for the
DL, contrasting with only 34% for total EM pollution. The
different between DL and total EMFE arises again from high
UL EMFE values occurring with a low probability. Similarly,
for 90% of users being below the threshold 90% of the time,
Te ≥ −27 dBm/m2 is required as shown by the upper right
turquoise rectangle. Fig. 10 depicts the meta distribution of
EMFE for UEs distributed as a MCP, i.e. with p[o] = 0. To en-
sure a fair comparison, λ[p] = 477 parents/km2 maintaining
the same total UE density as in the first case. In this figure,
the two-moment approximation performs significantly better

across all curves due to the simpler mathematical model. In
Fig. 10, the two-moments approximation is much better for
all curves because of the easier mathematical model. The
distribution of DL and total EMFE are much closer than
those in Fig. 9, indicating that UL EMFE is several orders
of magnitude lower than DL EMFE in almost all situations.
This difference arises from the fact that neighboring users
can position their second equipment closer to the typical user
than their own position in the MCP+GPP model. When UEs
follow a MCP distribution, even though they are clustered,
their density within a cluster is uniform, implying no attraction
or repulsion between UE locations. This contrasts with the
MCP+GPP model, making these two models represent extreme
cases of a network with clustered UEs. In the MCP+GPP
network, 34% of PU locations had a 34% probability of
experiencing EM pollution below Te! =!−37 dBm/m2. In
contrast, in an MCP network, this probability increases to
41%, and if UEs are distributed as a Homogeneous Poisson
Point Process (H-PPP), the probability further rises to 55%.
This last value is shown in Fig. 11, which depicts the meta
distribution for a network with UEs distributed as an H-PPP
with λu = 750UE/km2.

C. Joint UL EMFE/Coverage Performance

This section demonstrates the impact of BS and UE densifi-
cation on network performance. It explores how to determine
the optimal BS density to deploy, given a specific coverage
threshold and an EMFE upper limit. It also highlights the type
of BS to deploy depending on the density of UEs.

Fig. 12 displays the joint CDF of UEC, derived from
Theorem 4, for various values of Te (EMFE limit) and Tc

(coverage threshold) in densification scenario (a). It is worth
noting that the close proximity between MCSs (solid lines)
and numerical values (markers) from the mathematical model
validates the approximation of no correlation between UL
EMFE and UL SINR. In the case of a MC network, a bell-
shaped curve is observed, indicating optimal performance at
UE densities between approximately 80 to 300UE/km2 (10
to 40 cluster/km2) when λb = 10BS/km2. As UE density
increases, Te becomes increasingly significant. If the number
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Fig. 11: Meta distribution of EMFE with UEs
∼ H-PPP (MCs)

of clusters or UEs rises too much, performance can rapidly
decline depending on the EMFE limit. The right side of the
graph shows that transitioning to a SC network is beneficial
when UE density exceeds 1 000UE/km2. Performance then
remains stable until cluster density reaches several thousand
per km². Specifically, if the EMFE limit is set to −59 dBm,
switching to a SC network is advantageous when UE density is
below 1 000UE/km2. This analysis allows for understanding
network performance across different UE density ranges and
determining when to switch the type of BS deployed.

Fig. 13 shows the same metric in densification scenario (c),
illustrating the optimal BS density to deploy based on cov-
erage and EMFE limits. For example, with Tc = 0dB and
Te = −45 dBm, depicted by the purple curve with star
markers, the optimal BS density is 3.2BS/km2, resulting in a
joint performance metric G(0 dB,−45 dBm) = 0.29. A more
stringent EMFE limit of −59 dBm, shown by the yellow curve
with ’+’ markers, reduces overall network performance to
G(0 dB,−59 dBm) = 0.25, with the optimal BS density asso-
ciated with optimal performance shifting to the left, decreasing
to [...]. At lower BS densities, the difference between the
curves narrows when modifying the EMFE limit, indicating
that coverage remains the limiting factor. Additionally, starting
again from G(0 dB,−45 dBm), adopting a lower coverage
threshold of −5 dB results in an average 72% improvement
in network performance. Swapping from a MC network to
a SC network improves performance when a stricter coverage
threshold is applied. Regardless of the coverage threshold, hav-
ing SCs instead of MCs is beneficial for network performance
when density exceeds 1 000UE/km2 (53BS/km2), as it al-
lows reaching a higher optimal BS density before performance
declines. At 0 dB, optimal performance is achieved with a BS
density of 177BS/km2 if Te = −45 dBm or 316BS/km2 if
Te = −59 dBm. At high SC densities, the EMFE limit has
little influence on performance, while the coverage threshold
remains a significant factor.

D. Joint EM Pollution/UL-DL Coverage Performance

Finally, the conditional CDFs of EMP-UDC obtained from
Lemma 3 are displayed in Figs. 14 and 15 for scenarios (a) and
(c), respectively. These CDFs are conditioned on T u

c = 0dB
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Fig. 12: Joint CDF of UEC for specific threshold values for sce-
nario (a)
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Fig. 13: Joint CDF of UEC for specific threshold values for sce-
nario (c)

and Te = −31 dBm for the sake of analysis and are presented
for various values of DL SINR threshold. Here, both DL and
UL EMFE are combined. The results demonstrate a strong
correlation between the mathematical expressions and MCSs,
with network performance decreasing as the BS or UE density
increases. Transitioning to a network of SCs at high UE den-
sities proves beneficial in scenario (c) but not in scenario (a).
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Fig. 15: Joint CDF of EMP-UDC conditioned on T u
c = 0dB and

Te = −31 dBm in scenario (c)

This discrepancy arises from the chosen network parameters,
where DL EMFE increases with SCs in scenario (a), as
discussed in IV-A. These figures address the fourth question
posed in the introduction. Users who meet the uplink SINR
requirement of 0 dB and experience an EM pollution below
0 dBm will achieve a DL SINR threshold of −6 dB with over
80% probability if the cluster density is below 0.8 cluster/km2

(fewer than 50 UE/km2) in scenario (a) and if the BS density
is below 5.6 BS/km2 (fewer than 105 UE/km2) in scenario (c).

The low network performance is attributed to the strict
EMFE limit chosen, Te = −31 dBm. When converted into
IPD using (16), this limit corresponds to 7.3 · 10−4 W/m2,
which is significantly lower than the international ICNIRP
recommendation of 10W/m2 [45]. A less strict EMFE limit
would reduce the impact of EMFE constraints on network
performance, leading to improved performance metrics. Ad-
ditionally, this study considers only a single frequency band,
whereas the ICNIRP recommendation applies to the cumula-
tive EMFE from all frequency bands.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have developed mathematical expressions
based on SG to evaluate network performance in both the

UL and downlink DL in terms of EMFE and SINR. This
analysis incorporates a truncated UL power control strategy
in a network with clustered users, where each user may
possess one or two UE devices. We introduced a general
framework and provided mathematical expressions for various
joint, marginal, and conditional metrics. Multiple scenarios
were examined, including the densification of BSs, clusters
of UEs, and UEs within each cluster.

Our findings indicate that UL EMFE generally remains
several orders of magnitude lower than DL EMFE across
most scenarios. Exceptions occur in instances with low UE
and BS densities, where the high UE transmit power, coupled
with the close proximity of other UEs, leads to elevated UL
EMFE. The framework presented in this paper has demon-
strated its robustness and versatility, as evidenced by the
successful addressing of the four research questions posed
in the introduction through both mathematical and numerical
results.

It is important to highlight that this study represents a worst-
case scenario where BSs transmit continuously at maximum
power, UEs utilize all available resources, and EMFE limits
are highly stringent. In practical deployments, more advanced
strategies are employed. For instance, in 5G networks, adjacent
BSs collaborate to allocate different subframes to their users at
specific times, effectively reducing intercell interference and
enhancing overall network performance. Future research could
explore the impact of these allocation strategies.

Additionally, this study assumes all UEs are located out-
doors. Integrating the performance of indoor UEs can be
achieved by partitioning the UE point process into outdoor
and indoor UEs with a specified probability. Indoor UEs
would then be subject to a higher path loss exponent. This
extension would provide a more comprehensive understanding
of network performance in varied environments.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF THEOREM 1

According to its definition, the CF of UL EMFE is

ϕPu(q) = E

exp
jq

∑
i∈Φu\{Y0}

P u
i |h̃i|2 l̃ui

 . (54)

The proof is very similar to the proof of CFs of DL EMFE in
[25] or UL EMFE in [30] and follows the steps of (i) convert-
ing the exponential of a sum to a product of exponentials (ii)
taking advantage of the distibution of |h| and of the pairwise
independence of the |hi|’s to convert each exponential into a
function v = (1−jqP u

i l̃
u
i )

−1 and (iii) applying the probability
generating functional (PGFL). In the case of a cluster process,
intra- and intercell interference have to be distinguised. The
PGFL then only applies on intercell interference. The PGFL
of a function v in a Poisson cluster process is

G(v) = exp

(
λc

∫
R2

(
G

[x⃗]
0 (v)− 1

)
dx⃗

)
(55)
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where G
[x]
0 (v) = EΦ[x]

[∏
i∈Φ[x] vi

]
is the PGFL of the cluster

Φ[x] that is centered at x. Applying this to the MCP+GPP
mixture, this gives for the intercell interference

ϕinter
Pu (q) = exp

(
2πλ[gp]

∫ τ

rc

(
G

[x]
MCP(v)− 1

)
x dx

)
. (56)

The PGFL of a cluster of parents randomly distributed with a
Poisson law at distance X from the typical user and R to the
cluster’s BS is G

[X]
MCP(v) = ER[G

[X]
MCP(v|R)] with

G
[X]
MCP(v|R)

(a)
=

∞∑
n=0

e−λ[p]πr2
c

(
λ[p]πr2c

)n 1

n!

×
(∫ rc+X

0

G
[u]
GPP(v|R)fR[p](u|X)du

)n

(b)
=exp

(
λ[p]πr2c

(∫ rc+X

0

G
[u]
GPP(v|R)fR[p](u|X)du− 1

))
(57)

where fR[p](u|x) is used in (a) to obtain the distance to
a specific parent knowing the distance to the cluster center
and (b) is given by calculating the converging series. The
expectation on R can be applied by using the PDF (3)
with β = 1 such that G

[X]
MCP(v) =

∫ τ

re
G

[X]
MCP(v|r)f1

R0
(r)dr.

The PGFL of a cluster in a GPP is given by G
[u]
GPP(v|R) =

(1− p[o])v(u|R) + p[o]v(u|R)
∫ rc

−rc
v(u+ y|r)f [o](y)dy.

The expression of the PGFL of intracluster EMFE is very
similar to (57), except that the summation starts at n=1. With
this change, the PGFL is G[R

[gp]
0 ]

MCP (v)=
∫ τ

re
G

[R
[gp]
0 ]

MCP (v|r)f1
R0
(r)dr

with

G
[R

[gp]
0 ]

MCP (v|R) = exp
(
−λ[p]πr2c

)
×
(
exp

(
λ[p]πr2c

∫ rc+R
[gp]
0

0

G
[u]
GPP(v|R)fR[p](u|R[gp]

0 )du

)
− 1

)
.

(58)

The cluster is centered at R[gp]
0 , whose PDF is (1) with rc >

R
[gp]
0 . This finishes the proof of Theorem 1.

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF THEOREM 3

The first step consists of expanding M2(Te) by using
Lemma 2 and distributing the expectation operator. This gives

M2(Te) =
1

4
−EΨb,Φ[gp]

[∫ ∞

0

Im
[
ϕPtot(q|Ψ) e−jqTe

] 1

πq
dq

]
+ EΨb,Φ[gp]

[
1

π2

(∫ ∞

0

Im
[
ϕPtot(q|Ψ) e−jqTe

]
q−1 dq

)
×
(∫ ∞

0

Im
[
ϕPtot(q′|Ψ) e−jq′Te

]
q′−1 dq′

)]
. (59)

The second term in (59) corresponds to M1(Te) − 1/2. By
letting Ω(Te) be the third term in (59), (39) is obtained.

The second step consists of interchanging the integrals
and the expectation operator in the expression of Ω(Te),
so that it can be written as in (40) with ω(Te, q, q

′) =
EΨb,Φ[gp] [Im[ϕPtot(q|Ψ)e−jqTe ]Im[ϕPtot(q′|Ψ)e−jq′Te ]].

The third step focuses on the expansion of ω. By using
Im[x] = (x − x̄)/2 and Re[x] = (x+ x̄)/2 and by writing
b1 = exp(−jqTe) and b2 = exp(−jq′Te), it is obtained that

ω(Te, q, q
′) = 1

2
Re [γ+(q, q′) b1 b2] − 1

2
Re

[
γ−(q, q

′) b1 b̄2
]

with γ+(q, q
′) = EΨb,Φ[gp] [ϕPtot (q|Ψ) ϕPtot (q′|Ψ)] and

γ−(q, q
′) = EΨb,Φ[gp]

[
ϕPtot (q|Ψ) ϕ̄Ptot (q′|Ψ)

]
. The last step

is the resolution of γ±(q, q
′). By replacing the CFs by

their expression given in (33) and (34), by distributing the
product and by using the PGFL, we obtain for γ+(q, q

′) =
γd
+(q, q

′)γu
+(q, q

′) with

γd
+(q, q

′)

= exp

(
2πλb

∫ τ

re

(
1

1− jqP dl(x)d
1

1− jq′P dl(x)d
− 1

)
dx

)
(60)

and

γu
+(q, q′) = EΨb,Φ[gp]

[
exp

(
−2λ[p]πr2c

)
(
exp

(
λ[p]πr2c

∫ rc+R
[gp]
0

0
G

[u]
GPP(v|R)fR[p](u|R[gp]

0 )du

)
− 1

)

×
(
exp

(
λ[p]πr2c

∫ rc+R
[gp]
0

0
G

[u]
GPP(v

′|R)fR[p](u|R[gp]
0 )du

)
− 1

)

×
∏

i∈Φ[gp]\R[gp]
0

exp

(
λ[p]πr2c

∫ rc+Xi

0
G

[u]
GPP(v|R)fR[p](u|Xi)du

)

×exp
(
−2λ[p]πr2c

)
exp

(
λ[p]πr2c

∫ rc+Xi

0
G

[u]
GPP(v

′|R)fR[p](u|Xi)du

)]
(61)

with v′(q, u|R) = v(q′, u|R). By applying the expectation on
R on each cluster using the PDF (3) with β = 1 on each
cluster, then by applying the PGFL for the intercell part and
PDF (1) for the intracell part, and by rearraging the terms, (43)
is obtained. The same reasoning can be applied to γ−(q, q

′).
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