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Abstract—The design and comparison of satellite-terrestrial
routing (STR) and inter-satellite routing (ISR) in low Earth orbit
satellite constellations is a widely discussed topic. The signal
propagation distance under STR is generally longer than that
under ISR, resulting in greater path loss. The global deployment
of gateways introduces additional costs for STR. In contrast,
transmissions under ISR rely on the energy of satellites, which
could be more costly. Additionally, ISLs require more complex
communication protocol design, extra hardware support, and
increased computational power. To maximize energy efficiency,
we propose two optimal routing relay selection algorithms for
ISR and STR, respectively. Furthermore, we derive the analytical
expressions for the routing availability probability and energy
efficiency, quantifying the performance of the algorithms. The
analyses enable us to assess the performance of the proposed
algorithms against existing methods through numerical results,
compare the performance of STR and ISR, and provide useful
insights for constellation design.

Index Terms—Inter-satellite routing, satellite-terrestrial rout-
ing, energy efficiency, stochastic geometry.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, we have witnessed an explosion in the
development of low Earth orbit (LEO) satellite constellations
[1]. Due to LEO satellites’ salient advantages in ultra-long
distance communications [2], the LEO satellite network is
expected to be pivotal in the next-generation wireless net-
work. As shown in Fig. 1, the long-distance satellite routing
can further be divided into satellite-terrestrial routing (STR)
and inter-satellite routing (ISR) based on the selection of a
ground gateway (GW) or another satellite as the next relay
by satellites [3]. Compared to satellite-terrestrial links (STLs),
inter-satellite links (ISLs) are less affected by shadowing
and multipath effects, and applying ISLs can reduce reliance
on ground-based infrastructure. Hence, many constellations,
including Starlink, Kuiper, and Telesat, claim to support ISLs
[4]. However, ISLs require more complex communication
protocol design, additional hardware support, and increased
computational power and energy demands on the satellite [5].
Constellations like OneWeb and Globalstar do not configure
ISLs [6]. As a result, whether to rely more on ISLs and fully
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entrust a greater portion of communication tasks to space is a
highly debated issue.
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Fig. 1: An illustrative comparison between the satellite-terrestrial
routing and inter-satellite routing approaches.

A comprehensive comparison between STR and ISR from
the perspective of routing performance is crucial for network
designs. Specifically, STR’s bent-pipe satellite-terrestrial round
trip inevitably extends the communication distance, leading to
greater path loss [7], requiring more energy consumption. In
contrast, ISR consumes less energy for the same transmis-
sion task but relies more on the satellite’s precious energy
resources. In this article, we aim to quantitatively compare the
communication costs of STR and ISR. Further details about
the challenges faced in quantitative comparison and how to
compare the communication costs are provided in Sec. I-A
and Sec. I-B, respectively.

A. Related Works

The majority of existing routing methods are not applicable
for quantitatively evaluating the performance of STR and ISR
in LEO satellite constellations. They are mainly divided into
graph theory-based routing analysis [8]–[11] and stochastic
algorithm-based routing design [12]–[15].

In the literature where the impact of communication dis-
tance on network performance is not ignored, the graph theory-
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based routing studies are based on deterministic network
topologies [8], [9] or refer to existing deterministic network
models [10], [11]. However, since LEO satellites are not
geosynchronous, these methods can only provide accurate
performance analysis results for deterministic constellations at
specific times. For example, the performance evaluation results
obtained at a certain moment may no longer be applicable due
to changes in distance caused by topology changes at the next
moment.

Conversely, stochastic algorithms meet the needs of routing
algorithm design in dynamic topologies but are not able to
provide analytical expressions for performance metrics [12],
[13]. The main reason is that stochastic algorithms, such as
the ant colony algorithm [14] and particle swarm optimization
algorithm [15], exhibit random performance. If we aim to
compare the performance of STR and ISR by stochastic algo-
rithm design, a large number of algorithm implementations
should be conducted to obtain the average performance of
energy efficiency. Furthermore, every time parameters like the
number of satellites or altitude change, the algorithm requires
re-execution and the process is computationally expensive.

Based on the above discussion, we need to find a math-
ematical tool suitable for low-complexity dynamic network
performance analysis. The stochastic geometry (SG) analytical
framework simulates dynamic topologies by randomly model-
ing satellite positions [16]. The core idea of the SG framework
is to trade modeling accuracy for analytical tractability. With
analytical tractability, metrics are expressed as functions of
system parameters such as the number of satellites, signif-
icantly reducing computational complexity [17]. In the SG
model, LEO satellites are assumed to be randomly distributed
at any location, which differs from the deterministic orbital
motion with fixed inclinations observed in reality.

Fortunately, numerous studies have demonstrated that the
impact of such unrealistic spatial distributions on performance
evaluation results is minimal. In [18], the authors proved
the accuracy of the spherical Poisson point process (PPP) in
interference analysis by comparing the estimated performance
with those obtained from STK software simulations. In [19],
the authors showed that the coverage probability estimated
by the spherical binomial point process (BPP) model is
identical to the results obtained from the deterministic Walker
constellation configuration. It is worth mentioning that the
spherical binomial point process (BPP) is one of the most
common models for LEO satellite constellations [20]. The
authors in [21] and [22] also conducted a comparison with the
Walker configuration and demonstrated that the pass duration
calculated using the spherical SG framework is accurate. In
addition, authors in [23] proved that the difference in perfor-
mance estimated by the SG-based models and the Starlink con-
stellation is minimal. Given the framework’s strong analytical
tractability, a significant body of literature has adopted the SG
framework to model large-scale LEO satellite constellations
and analyze their performance metrics.

So far, the research content addressed in this article has

not been discussed in other literature. The research that is
closest to this article is our previous studies [24] and [25],
which have developed satellite routing based on SG. However,
neither study considered the channel model, hence the inability
to analyze energy efficiency. To comprehensively leverage the
advantages of the SG framework in analyzing both topological
randomness and channel randomness, models for satellite-
to-ground and inter-satellite links need to be integrated into
satellite routing.

B. Contribution

As the pioneering study to integrate channel models into
SG-based satellite routing, the contributions of this article are
as follows.

• To quantitatively compare the communication costs of
STR and ISR, we introduce energy efficiency, which is
defined as the ratio of the data transmitted to the energy
consumed [12], and price ratio factor, which represents
the ratio between the price of energy in space and that
on the ground. This is the first study of energy efficiency
in satellite communications under the SG framework.

• We formulate an optimization problem under an ideal
scenario, where satellites are available at any location, to
maximize energy efficiency. The solution to this problem
provides upper bounds for the energy efficiencies of STR
and ISR.

• We design routing relay selection strategies for STR and
ISR. Note that the strategies are suitable for arbitrary
LEO constellation configuration/topology, and thus have
a wider applicability than existing methods.

• Numerical results show that in terms of energy efficiency,
the proposed strategies offer significant advantages com-
pared to other existing routing methods and can approach
ideal upper bounds.

• Furthermore, analytical expressions of availability prob-
ability and energy efficiency for proposed algorithms are
derived. In addition, the energy efficiency of STR and
ISR are compared with different price ratio factors.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

In this section, we first introduce the spatial distribution
models of relay GWs and satellites, and the topology model
of routing. Subsequently, we establish channel models for both
STLs and ISLs. Finally, we present the formal definition of
energy efficiency.

A. Spatial Configuration

We consider a communication system comprising Ng
ground GWs and Ns satellites. The GWs are located on
a sphere with a radius R⊕, which is the radius of the
Earth, forming a spherical homogeneous BPP denoted as
X = {x1, x2, ..., xNg

}, where xi is the location of the ith GW.
The satellites are distributed on a sphere around the Earth with
a radius Rs = R⊕+hs, where hs represents the altitude of the
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satellites. These Ns satellites form an independent spherical
homogeneous BPP, denoted as Y = {y1, y2, ..., yNs}, where
yi is the location of the ith satellite.

Satellite
Gateway

Fig. 2: A schematic diagram of the spatial configuration.

We consider a route to be initiated by a ground transmitter
and pass through multiple relays before reaching the intended
receiver on Earth. According to Slivnyak’s theorem [26],
the rotation of the coordinate system does not affect the
distribution of homogeneous point processes. Without loss
of generality, we take the Earth center as the origin. In the
spherical coordinate system, the coordinates of the transmitter
and receiver are denoted as xt(R⊕, 0, 0) and xr(R⊕,Θ, 0), re-
spectively; As shown in Fig. 2, Θ represents the polar angle of
the receiver, while the azimuth angle of the receiver is 0. The
relationship between Θ and the Euclidean distance between the
transmitter and receiver Dt,r is given by Θ = 2arcsin

(
Dt,r

2R⊕

)
.

In this article, we refer to the signal transmission from
one communication device to another as a hop. For a route
composed of NQ hops, where Q ∈ {ISR,STR}, we denote
it by M|NQ

= {m1, ...,mNQ−1}, in which mi−1 and mi

are the indices of the relays corresponding to the ith hop,
2 ≤ i ≤ NQ − 1. An example of ISR is provided in Fig. 2.
The first hop of the route occurs from the ground transmitter
located at xt to the satellite located at ym1

, while the final
hop takes place from the satellite located at ymNQ−1

to the
ground receiver at xr, Q = {ISR,STR}. For ISRs, all relays
are satellites, i.e., mi, ∀ 2 ≤ i ≤ NQ − 1, are the indices of
satellites. In contrast, relays in STR consist of satellites and
GWs. Specifically, when i is odd, mi represents the index of
a satellite; otherwise, mi represents the index of a GW. In
addition, NSTR is required to be an odd number.

B. Channel Model

The characteristic of channel fading differs between STLs
and ISLs due to the distinct communication environments.
Based on existing research, we consider the channel fading
model to follow the free space fading model experienced with
large-scale fading and small-scale fading, i.e.,

HQ(l) =

(
λQ
4πl

)2

ζQWQ, (1)

where l is the Euclidean distance between the transmitter and
receiver, λQ, ζQ, and WQ denote the wavelength, additional
attenuation during propagation in the air, and the power of
small-scale fading, respectively; the link index Q is ST for
STLs and SS for ISLs. Note that for ISLs, the attenuation in
the air is negligible; thus, ζSS = 1.

Next, we detail the model of the small-scale fading of the
STL WST and that of the ISL WSS. The shadowed-Rician
(SR) fading is one of the most widely used models depicting
small-scale fading in STLs, considering both the shadowing
effect and the multi-path effect of the link. The cumulative
distribution function (CDF) of the SR fading power WST is
given as follows [20]:

FWST(w) =

(
2b0n0

2b0n0 +Ω

)n0 ∞∑
z=0

(n0)z
z!Γ(z + 1)

×
(

Ω

2b0n0 +Ω

)z
Γl

(
z + 1,

w

2b0

)
,

(2)

where (n0)z is the Pochhammer symbol, n0, b0, and Ω are
intrinsic parameters of the SR fading, while Γ(·) and Γl(·, ·)
denote the gamma function and lower incomplete gamma
function, respectively.

Unlike terrestrial environments, the shadowing and multi-
path effects in the space environment are generally negligible.
Moreover, the impact of atmospheric turbulence on ISLs can
also be neglected [27], while the pointing error becomes
the primary factor determining the distribution of small-scale
fading. Therefore, we consider WSS follows the pointing error
model given in [28]. Given the deviation angle of the beam,
θd, the conditional probability density function (PDF) of the
pointing error gain WSS can be written as1

fWSS | θd (w) =
η2sw

η2s−1 cos (θd)

A
η2s
0

, 0 ≤ w ≤ A0, (3)

where ηs and A0 are parameters of the pointing error, and
the deviation angle θd is a random variable that follows the
Rayleigh distribution with variance ς2, i.e.,

fθd (θd) =
θd
ς2

exp

(
− θ2d
2ς2

)
, θd ≥ 0. (4)

Across the multiple hops in a route, the signal power
received at a node can be categorized into the following three
cases:

1The vertical and horizontal deviations are presumed to exhibit the same
jitter variances, illustrating the scenario of peak pointing error.
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• (c1): The signal is transmitted by either a GW or the
ground transmitter and received by a satellite. It corre-
sponds to the odd hops in STR and the first hop in ISR.

• (c2): The signal is transmitted by a satellite and received
by either a GW or the ground receiver. It corresponds to
the even hops in STR and the last hop in ISR.

• (c3): The signal is transmitted by a satellite and received
by a satellite. It corresponds to the intermediate hops in
ISR (all the hops except the first and last one).

Mathematically, the received power can be respectively ex-
pressed for the cases (c1), (c2), and (c3) as follows:

ρ
(1)
r (l) = ρ

(1)
t GSTHST(l), l ≤ l(1)max,

ρ
(2)
r (l) = ρ

(2)
t GSTHST(l), l ≤ l(2)max,

ρ
(3)
r (l) = ρ

(3)
t GSSHSS(l), l ≤ l(3)max,

(5)

where ρ
(1)
t , ρ(2)t , and ρ

(3)
t denote the corresponding trans-

mission power. GST represents the bidirectional antenna gain
between the satellite and the GW in the STL, while GSS refers
to the bidirectional antenna gain between the transmitting and
receiving satellites in the ISL. l(1)max, l(2)max and l

(3)
max are the

maximum distances that can maintain stable communication
for communication devices. To ensure links are not blocked
by the Earth, the conditions l

(1)
max ≤

√
R2
s −R2

⊕, l(2)max ≤√
R2
s −R2

⊕, and l(3)max ≤ 2
√
R2
s −R2

⊕ need to be satisfied.

C. Performance Metric

This subsection provides the definition of the routing energy
efficiency and single-hop energy efficiency for STR and ISR.
Taking into account the energy price difference between space
and ground, we weighted the energy consumed on satellites
by the price ratio factor β > 1, which represents the ratio
between the price of energy in space and that on the ground.

Definition 1 (Routing Energy Efficiency). Energy efficiency
is defined as the ratio of the amount of data transmitted to
the weighted energy consumed in the routing. The latter is
the sum of the GWs’ transmission power, added to the sum
of satellites’ transmission power weighted by the price ratio
factor β.

We provide the mathematical expression for the routing
energy efficiency of STR, while the expression for ISR will
be presented later. Denoting the data packet size as ξ and the
time required to transmit the data packet for the ith hop as
TSTR,i, the routing energy efficiency is

ESTR
rout =

ξ∑NSTR

i=1 TSTR,i ρSTR
t,i

=
ξ∑NSTR

i=1
ξ

RSTR,i
ρSTR
t,i

=

(
NSTR∑
i=1

ρSTR
t,i

RSTR,i

)−1

=

(
NSTR∑
i=1

1

ESTR,i

)−1

,

(6)

where ρSTR
t,i , RSTR,i, and ESTR,i = RSTR,i/ρ

STR
t,i denote the

transmission power, achievable data rate, and energy efficiency
of the ith hop, respectively. The achievable data rate RSTR,i

is defined as the ergodic capacity from the Shannon-Hartley
theorem over a fading communication link [7]. Using the
expression of RSTR,i, the energy efficiency for the ith hop
can be written as

ESTR,i =


1

ρ
(1)
t

BST log2

(
1 + ρ

(1)
r (li)

σ2
s

)
, i is odd,

1

β ρ
(2)
t

BST log2

(
1 + ρ

(2)
r (li)

σ2
g

)
, i is even,

(7)

where li is the Euclidean distance of the ith hop and BST

denotes the bandwidth of STL. σ2
g represents the noise power

at the ground receiver or the GW, while σ2
s denotes the noise

power at the satellite.
Similarly, the routing energy efficiency of ISR is given

as EISR
rout =

(∑NISR

i=1
1

EISR,i

)−1

, where EISR,i is the energy
efficiency for the ith hop in ISR. We denote the bandwidth of
ISL as BSS, and EISR,i can be formally written as

EISR,i =


1

ρ
(1)
t

BST log2

(
1 + ρ

(1)
r (li)

σ2
s

)
, i = 1,

1

β ρ
(2)
t

BST log2

(
1 + ρ

(2)
r (li)

σ2
g

)
, i = NISR,

1

β ρ
(3)
t

BSS log2

(
1 + ρ

(3)
r (li)

σ2
s

)
, 1 < i < NISR.

(8)

It is worth noting that, considering routing differs from
communication coverage scenarios, we do not take into ac-
count the impact of interference on energy efficiency. Firstly,
satellites typically select a specific satellite or GW as the
next hop, which constitutes point-to-point communication.
In contrast, coverage involves one-to-many communications,
where a satellite simultaneously provides coverage for multiple
devices within the beam’s range, making interference signif-
icant. Secondly, the deployment density of satellites or GWs
is generally lower than the user density receiving coverage
from the satellite. For example, consider a constellation with
1000 satellites at an altitude of 500 km. Even assuming all
satellites are oriented toward the Earth’s center (maximizing
beam coverage) and equipped with wide beams with a central
angle of π/6, the probability of having more than two GWs
within the coverage area is only 0.57%. Given that the actual
beam orientation is more random and beams are narrower, the
probability of a GW receiving interference from other satellites
is minimal, making it easy to filter out interference signals.

III. ROUTING ALGORITHM DESIGN AND PERFORMANCE
ANALYSIS

In this section, we introduce an optimization problem to
maximize routing energy efficiency by adequately selecting
satellites as relays. As this problem is non-convex, we propose
two algorithms providing relay selection schemes for STR
and ISR, respectively. We analyze the performance of these
schemes in terms of system-level metrics such as availability
and energy efficiency. We also present a few technical lemmas
to facilitate the algorithm design as well as the derivation of
performance metrics.
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A. Problem Formulation

This subsection aims to maximize the routing energy effi-
ciency of STR ESTR

rout by optimizing the number of hops NSTR

and relay positions selection M|NSTR
. Note that maximizing

ESTR
rout is equivalent to minimizing its reciprocal, which leads

to the following optimization problem:

PSTR,1 : minimize
NSTR,M|NSTR

1

ESTR
rout

=

NSTR∑
i=1

1

ESTR,i
. (9)

The optimization objective of the above problem cannot be
explicitly expressed in terms of the decision variables, namely
NSTR andM|NSTR

. Therefore, PSTR needs to be transformed
into a more manageable form. Before proceeding, we need to
first introduce the below definition.

Definition 2 (Central Angle). Given two communication de-
vices xi and yj , the central angle between them is the angle
formed by the line connecting the center of the Earth to xi
and the line connecting the center of the Earth to yj .

Based on this definition, we propose a proposition to
improve the tractability of PSTR.

Proposition 1. Given the number of hops NSTR, the ideal
relay positions in the spherical coordinate system of STR are{

(Rs, θSTR,1, 0), (R⊕, θSTR,1 + θSTR,2, 0),

(Rs, 2θSTR,1 + θSTR,2, 0), (R⊕, 2θSTR,1 + 2θSTR,2, 0),

. . . ,

(
Rs,

NSTR

2
θSTR,1 +

NSTR

2
θSTR,2, 0

)}
,

(10)

where θSTR,1 and θSTR,2 represent the central angles of odd
hops and even hops in STR, respectively, satisfying Θ =
NSTR

2 (θSTR,1 + θSTR,2).

Proof: See Appendix A.
The above proposition indicates that the ideal relay positions

can be uniquely determined only when the values of NSTR and
θSTR,1 are specified. Given the ideal relay positions, we can
search for the relays closest to these positions to act as the
relays.

In a similar vein, we present the optimization problem for
ISL and its corresponding proposition as follows:

PISR,1 : minimize
NISR,M|NISR

1

EISR
rout

=

NISR∑
i=1

1

EISR,i
. (11)

Proposition 2. Given the number of hops NISR, the ideal
relay positions in the spherical coordinate system of ISL are

{(Rs, θISR,1, 0), (Rs, θISR,1 + θISR,3, 0), (Rs, θISR,1 + 2θISR,3, 0),

. . . , (Rs, θISR,1 + (NISR − 2) θISR,3, 0)},
(12)

where θISR,1, θISR,2, and θISR,3 stand for the central angles
of the first hop, last hop, and middle hops in ISR, respectively,
satisfying θISR,1 + (NISR − 2) θISR,3 + θISR,2 = Θ.

Proof: The proof of Proposition 2 is similar to that of
Proposition 1, therefore omitted here.

In this case, the ideal relay positions in ISR are dependent
on the specific values of NISR, θISR,1, and θISR,2. It can be
inferred that the algorithm’s computational complexity for ISR
is higher than that for STR, given that the former has one more
degree of freedom.

B. Preliminaries

In this subsection, we provide preliminaries for algorithm
design, laying the groundwork for the subsequent algorithm
development.

According to Proposition 1 and 2, the ideal relay po-
sitions of STR and ISR depend on the decision variables
{NSTR, θSTR,1} and {NISR, θISR,1, θISR,2}, respectively. Cor-
respondingly, we derive the analytical expressions of the
energy efficiency under the two sets of decision variables.

As the small-scale fading in the objective function is a
random variable, we take the expectation to facilitate opti-
mization.

Lemma 1. Given that the central angle of a certain hop is
θ, the average energy efficiency of this hop is given in (13) at
the top of the next page.

Proof: See Appendix B.

Using Lemma 1, we can rewrite the optimization problems
PSTR,1 and PISR,1 into a solvable format. The objective
functions in both revised optimization problems PSTR,2 and
PISR,2 can be explicitly defined by the decision variables. For
STR, we denote the optimization problem as:

PSTR,2 :

maximize
NSTR, θSTR,1

 NSTR

2E
(1)

hop(θSTR,1)
+

NSTR

2E
(2)

hop(θSTR,2)

−1

(14a)

subject to
NSTR

2
(θSTR,1 + θSTR,2) = Θ, (14b)

θSTR,Q ≤ arccos

(
R2
s +R2

⊕ −
(
l
(Q)
max

)2
2RsR⊕

)
,

(14c)

where Q = {1, 2}, constraint (14b) is based on Proposition 1
and constraint (14c) ensures that the distance for each hop
does not exceed the maximum distance. For ISR, we denote
the optimization problem as:
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E
(1)
hop(θ) =

1

ρ
(1)
t

BST log2

(
1 +

ρ
(1)
t ζSTGST(2b0+Ω)(

R2
⊕+R2

s−2R⊕Rs cos θ
)
σ2
s

(
λST
4π

)2)
, for (c1),

E
(2)
hop(θ) =

1

β ρ
(2)
t

BST log2

(
1 +

ρ
(2)
t ζSTGST(2b0+Ω)(

R2
⊕+R2

s−2R⊕Rs cos θ
)
σ2
g

(
λST
4π

)2)
, for (c2),

E
(3)
hop(θ) =

1

β ρ
(3)
t

BSS log2

(
1 + ρ

(3)
t ζSSGSS

(
λSS

8πRs sin(θ/2)

)2 A0η
2
s

1+η2s

(
1− ς2

)
σ−2
s

)
, for (c3).

(13)

PISR,2:

maximize
NISR, θISR,1, θISR,2

 1

E
(1)
hop(θISR,1)

+
NISR − 2

E
(3)
hop(θISR,3)

+
1

E
(2)
hop(θISR,2)

−1

(15a)
subject to θSTR,1 + θSTR,2 + (NISR − 2) θSTR,3 = Θ,

(15b)

θISR,Q ≤ arccos

(
R2
s +R2

⊕ −
(
l
(Q)
max

)2
2RsR⊕

)
, Q = {1, 2},

(15c)

θISR,3 ≤ 2 arcsin

(
l
(3)
max

2Rs

)
, (15d)

where constraint (15b) is based on Proposition 2. Constraints
(15c) and (15d) stipulate that the distance of the first/last and
middle hops do not exceed the maximum distances.

Proposition 3. The methods of directly solving PSTR,2 and
PISR,2 to design STR and ISR are referred to as the ideal
scenario solutions. The corresponding optimal energy efficien-
cies ESTR

opt and EISR
opt serve as ideal upper bounds on energy

efficiency that cannot be attained, where ESTR
opt and EISR

opt are
objective functions defined in (14a) and (15a).

Proof: Note that constraints (14b) and (15b) can only be
satisfied when the relays are placed exactly at the ideal posi-
tions specified in Proposition 1 and Proposition 2. However,
this is unattainable in practical constellations, thus ESTR

opt and
EISR

opt are ideal upper bounds on energy efficiency.
Due to the manageable computational complexity of the

ideal scenario solution, in subsequent numerical results, we
achieve it through an exhaustive search of the decision vari-
ables. So far, routing designs are based on the assumption that
relays are available anywhere. This assumption is strong and
unrealistic. Therefore, we present the following lemmas and
algorithms to address this issue. However, when relay device
location models follow BPPs, their positions may deviate from
the ideal positions given in Proposition 1 and Proposition 2,
leading to an increase in the average distance for each hop.
We use the distance scaling factor to characterize the increase
in length.

Definition 3 (Distance Scaling Factor). In the scenario where
two ideal relay positions are given, two communication devices
closest to each respective relay position can be identified from
the BPP (or BPPs). The distance scaling factor is the ratio of
the average Euclidean distance between these two devices to
the Euclidean distance of two ideal relay positions.

The distance scaling factor is influenced by various factors,
e.g., the distance between relay positions and the number of
devices in the BPP. The following lemma provides a specific
expression.

Lemma 2. Given that the central angle of a hop is θ. When
the hop is the first or last hop in STR or ISR, the distance
scaling factor is

α(1) (θ) =
Ns

4π
√
R2

⊕ +R2
s − 2R⊕Rs cos θ

∫ 2π

0

∫ π

0

sinψ

×
(
1 + cosψ

2

)Ns−1

d (Rs, ψ, φ;R⊕, θ, 0) dψdφ,

(16)

where d (R1, θ1, φ1;R2, θ2, φ2) in (16) represents the Eu-
clidean distance between (R1, θ1, φ1) and (R2, θ2, φ2):

d (R1, θ1, φ1;R2, θ2, φ2)

=
√
R2

1+R
2
2 − 2R1R2(sin θ1 sin θ2 cos(φ1 − φ2)+cos θ1 cos θ2).

(17)

When the hop is one of the intermediate hops in STR, the
distance scaling factor can be approximated as

α(2) (θ) =
Ng α

(1) (θ)

4π
√
R2

⊕+R2
s − 2R⊕Rs cos θ

∫ 2π

0

∫ π

0

sinψ

×
(
1 + cosψ

2

)Ng−1

d (R⊕, ψ, φ;Rs, θ, 0) dψdφ.

(18)

When the hop is one of the intermediate hops in ISR, the
distance scaling factor can be approximated as

α(3) (θ) =

(
Ns

8πRs sin(θ/2)

∫ 2π

0

∫ π

0

sinψ

×
(
1 + cosψ

2

)Ns−1

d (Rs, ψ, φ;Rs, θ, 0) dψdφ

)2

.

(19)

Proof: See Appendix C.
Based on the above lemma, we propose algorithms to

obtain the optimal values of the decision variables in the next
subsection when the relay device locations follow BPPs.

C. Routing Algorithms

This subsection includes the design of two algorithms
separately for determining decision variables in STR and ISR.
Furthermore, a general relay subset selection algorithm appli-
cable to both STR and ISR is proposed, with its computational
complexity analyzed later.

In Algorithm 1, θ(Q)
max in step (2) denotes the maximum

central angle that can maintain stable communication. NSTR
max
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Algorithm 1 Exhaustive Search for Optimal Values of{
N∗

STR, θ
∗
STR,1

}
in STR

1: Initiate N∗
STR ← 0, ESTR

opt ← 0, and NSTR ← 2.

2: θ
(Q)
max ← arccos

(
R2

s+R
2
⊕−
(
l(Q)
max

)2
2RsR⊕

)
, Q = {1, 2}.

3: while NSTR ≤ NSTR
max do

4: θSTR,1 ← 0.
5: while θSTR,1 ≤ min

{
θ
(1)
max,

2Θ
NSTR

}
do

6: θSTR,2 ← 2Θ
NSTR

− θSTR,1.

7: lSTR,Q1 ←
√
R2
s +R2

⊕ − 2RsR⊕ cos θSTR,Q1 ,
where Q1 = {1, 2}.

8: θ̃
(Q2)
STR,Q1

← arccos

(
R2

s+R
2
⊕−(α(Q2)(θSTR,Q1

)lSTR,Q1)
2

2RsR⊕

)
,

where Q1 = {1, 2}, Q2 = {1, 2}.
9: if θ̃(2)STR,1 ≤ (1− ε) θ(1)max and θ̃(2)STR,2 ≤ (1− ε) θ(2)max

then
10: ESTR

rout ←
(

1

E
(1)
hop(θ̃

(1)
STR,1)

+ 1

E
(2)
hop(θ̃

(1)
STR,2)

+

NSTR−2

2E
(1)
hop(θ̃

(2)
STR,1)

+ NSTR−2

2E
(2)
hop(θ̃

(2)
STR,2)

)−1

.

11: if ESTR
rout > ESTR

opt then
12: ESTR

opt ← ESTR
rout , N∗

STR ← NSTR, θ∗STR,1 ←
θSTR,1.

13: end if
14: end if
15: θSTR,1 ← θSTR,1 +

1
Nin

min
{
θ
(1)
max,

2Θ
NSTR

}
.

16: end while
17: NSTR ← NSTR + 2.
18: end while
19: Output: Optimal values of decision variables{

N∗
STR, θ

∗
STR,1

}
in STR.

in step (3) is a preset maximum number of hops. In step
(5), θSTR,1 ≤ 2Θ

NSTR
ensures θSTR,2 = 2Θ

NSTR
− θSTR,1 ≥ 0.

Considering that the Euclidean distance of each hop has been
elongated by a factor of α(θ), steps (7)-(8) correspondingly
increase θSTR,Q1

to θ̃
(Q2)
STR,Q1

. In step (9), ε is a small value
used to decrease the probability of links exceeding the max-
imum communicable distance. On the right-hand side of the
arrow in step (10), the four terms represent the reciprocals
of the average energy efficiency for the first hop, last hop,
even-numbered middle hops, and odd-numbered middle hops.
Nin in step (15) is the number of iterations in the inner loop.
Finally, since NSTR is an even integer, it increments by 2 at
each iteration in step (17).

Since Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 follow comparable
approaches and execution steps. Algorithm 2 involves three
decision variables, whereas Algorithm 1 only includes two.
Consequently, Algorithm 2 requires an extra loop compared
to Algorithm 1. Based on Algorithsm 1 and 2, we propose in
Algorithm 3 a relay subset selection algorithm, which can be
applied to both STR and ISR.

Algorithm 2 Exhaustive Search for Optimal Values of{
N∗

ISR, θ
∗
ISR,1, θ

∗
ISR,2

}
in ISR

1: Initiate N∗
ISR ← 0, EISR

opt ← 0, and NISR ← 2.

2: θ
(Q)
max ← arccos

(
R2

s+R
2
⊕−(l(Q)

max)
2

2RsR⊕

)
, Q = {1, 2}; θ(3)max ←

2 arcsin
(
l(3)max

2Rs

)
.

3: while NISR ≤ N ISR
max do

4: θISR,1 ← 0.
5: while θISR,1 ≤ min

{
θ
(1)
max,Θ

}
do

6: θISR,2 ← 0.
7: while θISR,2 ≤ min

{
θ
(2)
max,Θ− θISR,1

}
do

8: θISR,3 ← Θ−θISR,1−θISR,2

NSTR−2 .

9: lISR,Q1
←
√
R2
s +R2

⊕ − 2RsR⊕ cos θISR,Q1
,

where Q1 = {1, 2}; lISR,3 ← 2Rs sin
(
θISR,3

2

)
.

10: θ̃
(1)
ISR,Q1

← arccos

(
R2

s+R
2
⊕−(α(1)(θISR,Q1

)lISR,Q1)
2

2RsR⊕

)
,

where Q1 = {1, 2};
θ̃
(3)
ISR,3 ← 2 arcsin

(
α(3)(θISR,3)lISR,3

2Rs

)
.

11: if θ̃(1)ISR,1 ≤ (1 − ε) θ(1)max, θ̃(1)ISR,2 ≤ (1 − ε) θ(2)max,
and θ̃(3)ISR,3 ≤ (1− ε) θ(3)max then

12: EISR
rout ←

(
1

E
(1)
hop(θ̃

(1)
ISR,1)

+ 1

E
(2)
hop(θ̃

(1)
ISR,2)

+ NISR−2

E
(3)
hop(θ̃

(3)
ISR,3)

)−1

.

13: if EISR
rout > EISR

opt then
14: EISR

opt ← EISR
rout, N

∗
ISR ← NISR, θ∗ISR,1 ←

θISR,1, θ∗ISR,2 ← θISR,2.
15: end if
16: end if
17: θISR,2 ← θISR,2 +

1
Nin

min
{
θ
(2)
max,Θ− θISR,1

}
.

18: end while
19: θISR,1 ← θISR,1 +

1
Nin

min
{
θ
(1)
max,Θ

}
.

20: end while
21: NISR ← NISR + 1.
22: end while
23: Output: Optimal values of decision variables{

N∗
ISR, θ

∗
ISR,1, θ

∗
ISR,2

}
in ISR.

As for the computational complexity of Algorithm 3, it pri-
marily lies in step (1), wherein the most extensive computation
is notably the calculation of the distance scale factor, which
includes a double integral. Only step (8) in Algorithm 1 and
step (10) in Algorithm 2 involves the calculation of distance
scale factor. Therefore, we consider one execution of either
step (8) in Algorithm 1 or step (10) in Algorithm 2 as one unit
of computational complexity. As a result, the computational
complexity of Algorithm 1, Algorithm 2, and Algorithm 3 are
O(NSTR

max Nin), O(N ISR
maxN

2
in), and O(NSTR

max Nin +N ISR
maxN

2
in),

respectively. In simulation, Nin is set to 20, since the obtained
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Algorithm 3 Relay Subset Selection Algorithm

1: Search for the optimal values of decision variables using
Algorithm 1 or Algorithm 2.

2: Based on the decision valuables and Proposition 1 or
Proposition 2, identify the optimal relay positions.

3: Search for the relay devices nearest to the ideal relay
positions to form the route.

4: If the distance of a hop within the route exceeds the max-
imum distance that can maintain stable communication,
then add one (for ISR) or two (for STR) relays to that
specific hop. The relay selection is based on the minimum
deviation angle strategy proposed in [24].

5: Output: Relay positions of the route.

routing performance is close enough to the optimal value.

Traditional graph-based routing methods like Dijkstra typ-
ically need to simulate the performance of links across the
entire LEO satellite constellation to determine the optimal
path. Additionally, due to the randomness of the channel
fading, at least thousands of routing simulations are required
to achieve stable average performance results. Therefore, for
a mega-constellation with thousands of satellites, the number
of rounds for link performance evaluations is expected to be
larger than 108. In contrast, the proposed algorithm requires
between 103 and 104 iterations for energy efficiency estima-
tion. From the above analysis, it can be concluded that there
are two main reasons why the computational complexity of the
routing design in this article is significantly lower than that
of current methods. First, when addressing the randomness
of channel fading, we use analytical expressions instead of
extensive rounds of simulations. Second, for a connected
large-scale constellation, the number of links is often much
greater than the number of satellites, and modeling these links
is computationally expensive. The proposed method avoids
modeling the routing links and instead directly identifies the
potential optimal relay positions.

Finally, we provide the following remark on the values for
the maximum hops, NSTR

max and N ISR
max. Taking STR as an

example, steps (7)-(8) of Algorithm 1 indicate that the value of
θ̃
(Q2)
STR,Q1

is determined by θSTR,1 and θSTR,2, which, in turn,
are closely related to NSTR, as can be inferred from steps
(5)-(6). Consequently, we limit the values of NSTR

max by setting
upper bounds for θ̃(Q2)

STR,Q1
.

Remark 1. When the number of hops is fixed as NSTR
max or

N ISR
max, executing the inner loop (steps (5)-(16) for Algorithm 1

and steps (5)-(20) for Algorithm 2) can yield the optimal
values for decision variables (

{
θ∗STR,1, θ

∗
STR,2

}
for STR and{

θ∗ISR,1, θ
∗
ISR,2 θ

∗
ISR,3

}
for ISR). If the inequalities about

the increased central angles corresponding to these decision
variables are satisfied, then the value of NSTR

max or N ISR
max is

reasonable:
θ̃
(2)
STR,1 < 2θSTR,1 + θSTR,2, θ̃

(2)
STR,2 < θSTR,1 + 2θSTR,2,

for NSTR
max ,

θ̃
(2)
ISR,Q < θISR,Q + θISR,3, Q = {1, 2}, θ̃(3)ISR,3 < 2θISR,3,

for N ISR
max.

(20)

As the number of hops increases, the distance of each hop
becomes shorter, and the closest relay to adjacent ideal relay
positions could be the same one. In this case, it would result
in repeated signal transmission through the same relay device,
leading to the wastage of energy. When the inequalities in the
remark are satisfied, the probability of this event occurring is
relatively low. Remark 1 only provides a necessary but not
sufficient condition for the reasonableness of the maximum
number of hops. This is understandable because when there
are few relays, there might be no relays within the maximum
distance range. This implies that the routing might be unavail-
able regardless of how the maximum number of hops is set.

D. Performance Evaluation

This subsection analyzes the relay availability and routing
energy efficiency of Algorithm 3. First, we define the routing
availability probability, which is used to measure relay avail-
ability, as follows.

Definition 4 (Routing Availability Probability). Given that
a route is obtained by Algorithm 3, the routing availability
probability is defined as the probability that the distance for
each hop in the route is less than the maximum distances that
can maintain stable communication.

To start with, we introduce the single-hop availability prob-
ability provided as Corollary 2 in [29]. Note that this corollary
is specific to the scenario where two devices are ground GWs,
and the relay is a satellite. Therefore, the existing results need
to be expanded.

Lemma 3. Given the central angle between two communica-
tion devices θc, the probability of the existence of at least one
relay between these two devices is

PAQ (θ1, θ2, θc) = 1−(
1− SQ(θ1, ψ1) + SQ(θ2, ψ2)

4πR2
Q

)NQ

, Q ∈ {g, s},
(21)

where θ1 and θ2 represent the maximum central angles within
which the relay can maintain reliable communication with
two devices, Q is assigned with labels s and g when the
relay device is a satellite and a GW, respectively; the function
SQ(θ, ψ) is given as

SQ(θ, ψ) =

∫ RQ sin θ

RQ cos θ tan(θ−ψ)
2RQ

× arcsin

(
1

RQ

√
R2
Q(sin θ)

2 − l2
)
dl.

(22)
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whereby denoting x = cos θ1 and y = cos θ2, ψ1 and ψ2 are
given as: ψ1 = θ1 − 1

x−y

(
x θc −

√
2x2 − 4xy + 2y2 + xyθ2c

)
,

ψ2 = θ2 − 1
x−y

(
y θc −

√
2x2 − 4xy + 2y2 + xyθ2c

)
.

(23)

Proof: The derivation follows a similar procedure to [29],
therefore omitted here.

Note that for the sake of convenience in the statement,
we assumed that R⊕ and Rg have the same meanings in
Lemma 3. Next, the set of decision variables denoted as
{NSTR, θSTR,1, θSTR,2} is an STR strategy obtained through
Algorithm 3, consisting of NSTR hops, and the central angles
for the ideal relay positions at odd and even hops are θSTR,1

and θSTR,2, respectively.

Theorem 1. For an STR with the set of decision vari-
ables {NSTR, θSTR,1, θSTR,2}, the routing availability prob-
ability can be estimated as (24) at the top of next page,
where PAQ (θ1, θ2, θc) is defined in Lemma 3, θmax

STR,Q =

arccos

(
R2

s+R
2
⊕−
(
l(Q)
max

)2
2RsR⊕

)
, Q = {1, 2}, α̃g(θ) and α̃s(θ) are

given as follows:

α̃g(θ) =
1
θ×

arccos

(
2RsR⊕(α(2)(θ))

2−
(
(α(2)(θ))

2−(α(1)(θ))
2
)
(R2

s+R
2
⊕)

2RsR⊕(α(1)(θ))
2

)
,

α̃s(θ) =
1
θ×

arccos

(
2RsR⊕(α(1)(θ))

2−
(
(α(1)(θ))

2−1
)
(R2

s+R
2
⊕)

2RsR⊕

)
,

(25)

where α(1)(θ) and α(2)(θ) are defined in Lemma 2.

Proof: See Appendix D.
Similarly, an ISR strategy can be denoted as the set

{NISR, θISR,1, θISR,2, θISR,3}, where θISR,1, θISR,2 and θISR,3
represent the central angles of the first, last and middle hops,
respectively.

Theorem 2. For an ISR with the set of decision variables
{NISR, θISR,1, θISR,2, θISR,3}, the routing availability proba-
bility can be estimated as,

PAISR = PAs
(
θmax
ISR,1, θ

max
ISR,3, θSTR,1 + α̃s(θISR,3) θISR,3

)
× PAs

(
θmax
ISR,2, θ

max
ISR,3, θISR,2 + α̃s(θISR,3) θISR,3

)
×
(
PAs

(
θmax
ISR,3, θ

max
ISR,3, 2α̃s(θISR,3) θISR,3

))NISR−2

,

(26)

where α̃s(θ) is defined in (25). θmax
ISR,1 = θmax

STR,1, θmax
ISR,2 =

θmax
STR,2, and θmax

ISR,3 = 2arcsin
(
l
(3)
max/2Rs

)
.

Proof: The proof of Theorem 2 is similar to that of
Theorem 1, therefore omitted here.

If the routing availability probability in Theorem 1 or
Theorem 2 is low, the value of ε should be appropriately
reduced. Recall that ε is applied in step (9), Algorithm 1 and

step (11), Algorithm 2. Next, the analytical expressions of
contact angle distributions, which serve as important lemmas
for routing energy efficiency, are provided.

Lemma 4. Given that the central angle of a hop is ϕ. For
the first and last hops in STR and ISR, the central angle
distribution is

f
θ
(1)
c

(θc |ϕ) =
∫ 2π

0

Ns sin θc
4π

×
(
1

2
+
R2
s +R2

⊕ − (d(Rs, θc, φ;R⊕, ϕ, 0))
2

4RsR⊕

)Ns−1

dφ,

(27)

where d(Rs, θc, φ;R⊕, ϕ, 0) is defined in (17). For middle
hops in STR, an approximation for the central angle distri-
bution is

f
θ
(2)
c

(θc |ϕ) =
f
θ
(1)
c

(arccos Ξ |ϕ) sin θc(
α(1)(ϕ)

)2√
1− Ξ2

, (28)

where Ξ in (28) is defined as

Ξ =
R2
s +R2

⊕ −
(
α(1)(ϕ)

)−2 (
R2
s +R2

⊕ − 2RsR⊕ cos θc
)

2RsR⊕
.

(29)
For middle hops in ISR, an approximation for the central

angle distribution is

f
θ
(3)
c

(θc |ϕ) = fθ̃sc

(
2 arcsin

(
sin(θc/2)√
α(3) (ϕ)

))

× cos(θc/2)√
α(3) (ϕ)− sin2(θc/2)

,
(30)

where fθ̃sc (θ) in (30) is defined as,

fθ̃sc
(θ) =

∫ 2π

0

Ns sin θ

2Ns+1π

×

(
1 + cos

(
2 arcsin

(
d(Rs, θ, ψ;Rs,

Θ
Nl
, 0)

2Rs

)))Ns−1

dψ.

(31)

Proof: See Appendix E.
Based on the contact angle distributions, the analytical

results of routing energy efficiency can be derived from the
following theorems.

Theorem 3. For an ISR with the set of decision variables
{NISR, θISR,1, θISR,2, θISR,3}, the routing energy efficiency
can be approximated as

EISR
rout =

(∫ π

0

f
θ
(1)
c

(ψ | θISR,1)E
(1)
hop(θISR,1)dψ

+

∫ π

0

f
θ
(1)
c

(ψ | θISR,2)E
(2)
hop(θISR,2)dψ

+ (NISR − 2)

∫ π

0

f
θ
(3)
c

(ψ | θISR,3)E
(3)
hop(θISR,3)dψ

)−1

,

(32)

where f
θ
(1)
c

(θc |ϕ) and f
θ
(3)
c

(θc |ϕ) are defined in Lemma 4,

and E
(Q)

hop(θ), Q = {1, 2, 3}, are defined in Lemma 1.
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PASTR = PAg

(
θmax
STR,1, θ

max
STR,2, θSTR,1 + α̃g(θSTR,2) θSTR,2

)
× PAg

(
θmax
STR,1, θ

max
STR,2, θSTR,2 + α̃g(θSTR,1) θSTR,1

)
×
(
PAg

(
θmax
STR,1, θ

max
STR,2, α̃g(θSTR,1) θSTR,1 + α̃g(θSTR,2) θSTR,2

))max
{
0,

NSTR
2

−1
}

×
(
PAs

(
θmax
STR,1, θ

max
STR,2, α̃s(θSTR,1) θSTR,1 + α̃s(θSTR,2) θSTR,2

))max
{
0,

NSTR
2

−2
}
,

(24)

Proof: See Appendix F.
Similarly, the analytical expression for the routing energy

efficiency of STR can be obtained as follows.

Theorem 4. For an STR with the set of decision variables
{NSTR, θSTR,1, θSTR,2}, the routing energy efficiency can be
approximately estimated as

ESTR
rout =

(∫ π

0

f
θ
(1)
c

(ψ | θSTR,1)E
(1)
hop(θSTR,1)dψ

+

(
NSTR

2
− 1

)∫ π

0

f
θ
(2)
c

(ψ | θSTR,1)E
(1)
hop(θSTR,1)dψ

+

(
NSTR

2
− 1

)∫ π

0

f
θ
(2)
c

(ψ | θSTR,2)E
(2)
hop(θSTR,2)dψ

+

∫ π

0

f
θ
(1)
c

(ψ | θSTR,2)E
(2)
hop(θSTR,2)dψ

)−1

,

(33)

where f
θ
(1)
c

(θc |ϕ) and f
θ
(2)
c

(θc |ϕ) are defined in Lemma 4,

E
(1)

hop(θ) and E
(2)

hop(θ) are defined in Lemma 1.

Proof: The proof of Theorem 4 is similar to that of
Theorem 3, therefore omitted here.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

This section provides the numerical results of routing avail-
ability probability and energy efficiency. Unless otherwise
specified, the parameters are set to their default values in
Table I. It is worth mentioning that the maximum distance of
communication is fixed at 3000 km based on references [30]
and [24]. However, the single-hop distance rarely reaches this
upper limit when the energy efficiency is maximized.

A. Routing Availiability Probability

Fig. 3 compares the routing availability probability of ISR
and STR. The label ”Without Algorithm 3 Step(4)” refers
to executing only the first three steps of Algorithm 3. The
labels ”Theorem 1” and ”Theorem 2” refer to estimating the
availability probability with low complexity through analytical
methods, without running Algorithm 3. Denote the x-axis
”Number of GWs and Number of Satellites” as Ntotal. For
a fair comparison, we assume Ng = 0 and Ns = Ntotal for
ISL, Ng = Ns =

1
2Ntotal for STR.

As shown in the figure, step(4) significantly improves the
routing availability, especially for STR. With the same number
of satellites, ISR has a higher availability probability than STR.
The analytical results provided by Theorem 1 and Theorem 2
offer a relatively close lower bound for the availability prob-
ability when the algorithm is completely executed. When the
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ISR: With Algorithm 3 Step(4)
ISR: Theorem 2

Fig. 3: Routing availability probability with different numbers of
GWs and satellites.

number of satellites in the constellation exceeds 600 and 1000
respectively, the availability probability for ISR and STR can
reach 100%. It is worth noting that in the simulation if any
hop in the routing is unavailable, the energy efficiency of the
route is considered to be 0.

B. Routing Energy Efficiency

This subsection first explains how Fig. 4 and Fig. 5 verify
the accuracy of the approximation given by the theorems.
Since outliers in small-scale fading values in simulations
can lead to extreme results in the reciprocal of single-hop
energy efficiency, outliers are removed based on the three
times standard deviation criterion. Then, we define the relative
error as the ratio of the absolute difference between the
energy efficiency obtained from the simulation and analytical
results to the energy efficiency estimated by the simulation.
The relative error between the analytical results provided in
Theorem 4 and the routing energy efficiency of ISR obtained
by simulation is 1.54%, The relative error between that of
Theorem 3 and the simulation results in STR is 3.41%. Due
to the acceptable matching between analytical results and
simulations, we only show analytical results in the following
part of this section.

As shown in Fig. 4 and Fig. 5, as the number of satellites
(and GWs) increases, both STR and ISR show improved
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TABLE I: Simulation Parameters [20], [28].

Notation Meaning Default Value Notation Meaning Default Value

Ng , Ns Number of GWs, satellites 1000 β Price ratio factor 5
R⊕, Rs Radius of the Earth, satellites 6371, 7371 km σ2

s , σ
2
g Noise power 10−10 mW

Ω, b0, n0 Parameters of the SR fading 1.29, 0.158, 19.4 ζST, ζSS Rain attenuation −2 dB, 0 dB
ηs, A0 Parameters of the pointing error 1.00526, 3.2120 GST, GSS Antenna gain 41.7 dBi
ς Variance of Rayleigh distribution 15 mrad λST, λSS Wavelength 1550 nm
Θ Central angle between the transmitter and receiver π BST, BSS Bandwidth 20 MHz

l
(1)
max, l

(2)
max, l

(3)
max Maximum distance of communication 3000 km ρ

(1)
t , ρ

(2)
t , ρ

(3)
t Transmission power 15 dBW
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Fig. 4: Routing energy efficiency of STR with different
constellation configurations.

routing energy efficiency. A decrease in constellation altitude
can have the same effect. The close spacing of the three
curves in Fig. 4 indicates that the constellation altitude has a
greater impact on energy efficiency compared to the number of
satellites for STR. At the same altitude and with the same total
number of devices, although the availability performance of
STR is worse than that of ISR, STR has a significant advantage
in routing energy efficiency.

Fig. 6 shows the impact of the price ratio factor on routing
energy efficiency. Recall that the price ratio factor is the ratio
between the price of energy in space and that on the ground.
When the constellation’s altitude is hs = 1500 km, ISR
consistently outperforms STR in terms of energy efficiency. At
hs = 500 km, STR exhibits higher energy efficiency than ISR
with the same number of satellites when β > 2.4; meanwhile,
with the same number of devices, STR demonstrates higher
energy efficiency than ISR when β > 3.

C. Strategies Comparison

This subsection compares the proposed algorithm in this ar-
ticle with other recently proposed SG-based routing strategies.
Since the performance metrics of the proposed method can be
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Fig. 5: Routing energy efficiency of ISR with different constellation
configurations.

estimated by analytical expressions, we also select algorithms
with analyzable performance for comparison. The labels of
Fig. 7 and Fig. 8 are explained as follows.

• Ideal Scenario Solution: The method proposed in Propo-
sition 3. Since it has been proven to achieve maximum
energy efficiency in an ideal scenario, it can be used as an
upper bound for reference. However, the assumption that
satellites are available at every location is ideal, making
this upper bound unattainable in practice.

• Maximum Energy Efficiency Strategy: Referring to [31],
each device searches all devices within its communication
range and selects the one with the highest single-hop
energy efficiency towards the ground receiver as the next
hop. Hence, it is also referred to as a greedy algorithm.

• Minimum Deflection Angle Strategy: Referring to [24],
each relay selects the device within the communication
range that deviates the least from the shortest inferior arc
as the next hop.

Fig. 7 and Fig. 8 indicate that the proposed strategy for
STR or ISR has a small gap from the upper bound provided
by the ideal scenario solutions. As a result, the estimated
routing energy efficiencies in the theorems can still provide
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Fig. 6: Routing energy efficiency with different price ratio factors.
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Fig. 7: Strategies comparison for STR.

tight lower bounds for these potentially better-performing
methods. Finally, our proposed algorithm exhibits a significant
advantage when compared with existing proposed SG-based
routing strategies. One possible reason for this result is that the
proposed algorithm designs the routing strategy from a global
perspective, whereas the comparison methods rely solely on
local topological information.

V. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this article, we developed an analytical framework to
assess the link qualities of satellite-terrestrial and inter-satellite
connections, based on which we proposed algorithms for
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Fig. 8: Strategies comparison for ISR.

maximizing the routing energy efficiency of STR and ISR.
These algorithms demonstrated significant advantages in en-
ergy efficiency over existing SG-based routing strategies and
could approach the ideal energy efficiency upper bound. We
found that the comparative energy efficiency between STR and
ISR was dependent on the ratio of satellite to ground energy
prices. Furthermore, we provided several theoretical results
to estimate the satellite availability probability and energy
efficiency of these algorithms, which were validated through
numerical results. Our numerical findings also revealed that
communication systems with a larger number of devices and
lower constellation altitudes achieved higher energy efficiency.

A potential direction for future work is a more com-
prehensive comparison between STR and ISR. In this pa-
per, the discussion of both approaches is limited to routing
performance at the communication layer, but other factors
also deserve attention. For example, due to political reasons,
deploying ground GWs globally requires collaboration with
local enterprises, operators, and even governments, which
introduces additional costs for STR. Additionally, previous
studies in spherical SG generally focused more on geometric
topology while insufficient attention was given to detailed
channel modeling. Similarly, this paper emphasizes routing
design based on the spatial distribution of satellites, which led
us to adopt a simplified channel model for ease of analysis. In
[32], [33], the authors designed phased arrays to exploit both
spatial multiplexing and power control, effectively accelerating
networking speed and achieving more efficient transmission.
Considering the significance of factors like antenna arrays and
the current lack of research in this area within the spherical
SG field, advancing the integration of the stochastic channel
analytical framework with the SG analytical framework rep-
resents another important research direction.
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APPENDIX A
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1

Denote the ith hop’s central angle between communication
devices as ψi. To ensure the endpoint is reachable, inequality∑NSTR

i=1 ψi ≥ Θ needs to be satisfied. The larger ψi is, the far-
ther the communication distance, resulting in lower data rates
at the same transmission power level and consequently lower
energy efficiency. Therefore, we consider the condition where
the above inequality becomes the equality

∑NSTR

i=1 ψi = Θ,
and all relays should be positioned on the two shortest inferior
arcs in this case [24]. These two arcs represent the shortest
path along the Earth’s surface from the ground transmitter
xt to the ground receiver xr and the shortest path along
the surface of the satellite constellation, from the first relay
satellite ym1

to the last relay satellite ymNSTR−1
. The latter’s

projection on the ground should overlap with the former. Since
the azimuth angles of xt and xr are both 0, all azimuth angles
of the ideal relay positions are 0. Note that satellites are
generally not available precisely when the azimuth angles are
0, hence these relay positions are considered ideal.

The next step involves proving that the central angles in odd
hops are equal, that is, ψ1 = ψ3 = · · · = ψNSTR−1. First of all,
assume that ψ1+ψ3+· · ·+ψNSTR−1 = Ψ ≤ Φ. Then, we split
PSTR into two sub-problems to separately maximize the en-
ergy efficiency for odd hops and even hops. The sub-problem
corresponding to odd hops can be formulated in (34) at the
top of the next page, where

√
R2

⊕ +R2
s − 2R⊕Rs cosψi = li

represents the communication distance of the ith hop. Further-
more, the Lagrange multiplier µ is introduced to solve this
constrained problem and let the equation (35) at the top of the
next page be satisfied.

∂

∂ψi

(
NSTR−1∑
i=1,i is odd

BST

ρ
(1)
t

× log2

(
1 +

1

σ2
g

ρ(1)r

(√
R2

⊕ +R2
s − 2R⊕Rs cosψi

))

− µ

 NSTR−1∑
i=1,i is odd

ψi −Ψ

) = 0.

(35)

The following differential equation exists for ∀ 1 ≤ i ≤
NSTR − 1, and i is odd:

∂

∂ψi

BST

ρ
(1)
t

log2

(
1 +

1

σ2
g

ρ(1)r

(√
R2

⊕ +R2
s − 2R⊕Rs cosψi

))
= µ.

(36)
Therefore, there exists a µ satisfies the above equation set

when ψ1 = ψ3 = · · · = ψNSTR−1. At this moment, denote ψi
with the equal value as θISR,1. Note that the above derivation
process applies to any value taken by Ψ. Likewise, for the
optimization of even hops, we can obtain ψ2 = ψ4 = · · · =
ψNSTR

= θISR,2 through the same procedures.

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF LEMMA 1

In the proof, we first consider the scenario of signal trans-
mission from the GW to the satellite. Based on the relationship
between the Euclidean distance of a hop and its central angle
l =

√
R2

⊕ +R2
s − 2R⊕Rs cos θ provided in (34a), the average

energy efficiency can be written as

E
(1)
hop(θ) = EWST [EISR,1]

(a)

≳
1

ρ
(1)
t

BST log2

(
1 +

ρ
(1)
t ζSTGSTE[WST](

R2
⊕ +R2

s − 2R⊕Rs cos θ
)
σ2
s

(
λST

4π

)2
)

(b)
=

1

ρ
(1)
t

BST log2

(
1 +

ρ
(1)
t ζSTGST(2b0 +Ω)(

R2
⊕ +R2

s − 2R⊕Rs cos θ
)
σ2
s

(
λST

4π

)2
)
,

(37)

where step (a) follows Jensen’s inequality given that EISR,1

is a convex function of WST, and we obtain approximate
results for the case when the equality holds. Step (b) holds
because the expectation of SR fading E[WST] = 2b+Ω, which
can refer to the first-order moment of power gain for the SR
fading [34]. The proof steps of the case where the signal is
transmitted by a satellite and received by a GW are similar to
the procedure in (37), therefore omitted here.

The derivation of the average energy efficiency in ISL
differs from the above process in only two aspects. The first
difference lies in the relationship between ISL distances and
their corresponding central angles: l = 2Rs sin(θ/2). The
second difference concerns the expectation of the small-scale
fading,

E[WSS] =

∫ A0

0

∫ ∞

0

wfWSS|θd (w) fθd (θd) dθddw

=

∫ A0

0

η2sw
η2s

A
η2s
0

dw

∫ ∞

0

cos θd
θd
ς2

exp

(
− θ2d
2ς2

)
dθd

(c)
≈ A0η

2
s

1 + η2s

(
1− 1

2

∫ ∞

0

θ3d
ς2

exp

(
− θ2d
2ς2

)
dθd

)
(d)
=

A0η
2
s

1 + η2s

(
1−

∫ ∞

0

zς2 exp (−z) dz
)

(e)
=

A0η
2
s

1 + η2s

(
1− ς2

)
.

(38)

Since θd is generally a small value, step (c) follows the
second-order Taylor expansion of cos θd ≈ 1 − θ2d

2 . Step (d)
is derived by the substitution of z = θ2d/2ς

2. As for step (e),
we take the expectation of the exponential distribution.

APPENDIX C
PROOF OF LEMMA 2

In this appendix, we begin deriving the analytical expression
of the distance scaling factor from the simplest scenario, that
is, the first and last hops of STR and ISR. According to
Slivnyak’s theorem [26], the distribution of a homogeneous
BPP is invariant with the rotation. To simplify the derivation,
we assume that the ground transmitter or receiver is located
at (R⊕, θ, 0) and the ideal relay position of the satellite is
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minimize
ψ1,ψ3,...,ψNSTR−1

NSTR−1∑
i=1,i is odd

BST

ρ
(1)
t

log2

(
1 +

1

σ2
g

ρ
(1)
r

(√
R2

⊕ +R2
s − 2R⊕Rs cosψi

))
(34a)

subject to

NSTR−1∑
i=1,i is odd

ψi = Ψ, (34b)

located at (Rs, 0, 0). Therefore, the central angle of the first
or last hop is θ.

Now, we need to determine the distributions of the azimuth
angle and polar angle of the satellite closest to the ideal relay
position. It is easy to notice that the satellite’s azimuth angle
φ is uniformly distributed between 0 and 2π. Denote S(ψ) as
the spherical cap with a central angle as 2ψ, whose rotation
axis is the line connecting the center of the Earth and the relay
position at (Rs, 0, 0). The CDF of the satellite’s polar angle
ψ1 is given by

Fψ1
(ψ) = P [ψ1 ≤ ψ] = 1− P [N (S(ψ)) = 0]

= 1−
(
1− A (S(ψ))
A (S(π))

)Ns

= 1−
(
1 + cosψ

2

)Ns

,
(39)

where N (S(ψ)) counts the number of satellites in the spher-
ical cap S(ψ), and A (S(ψ)) denotes the area of S(ψ).
Furthermore, the PDF of ψ1 is

fψ1
(ψ) =

d

dψ
Fψ1

(ψ) =
Ns sinψ

2

(
1 + cosψ

2

)Ns−1

. (40)

Next, the average distance from (R⊕, θ, 0) to the relay satellite
can be obtained by traversing the location of the nearest
satellite,

d
(1)

(θ) =

∫ 2π

0

∫ π

0

1

2π
fψ1(ψ) d (Rs, ψ, φ;R⊕, θ, 0) dψdφ,

(41)
where d (Rs, ψ, φ;R⊕, θ, 0) is the Euclidean distance between
position (Rs, ψ, φ) and position (R⊕, θ, 0), which is provided
in (17). From the definition, the distance scaling factor of the
first and last hop in STR and ISR is given by,

α(1) (θ) =
d
(1)

(θ)√
R2

⊕ +R2
s − 2R⊕Rs cos θ

. (42)

Then, we extend the above results to the distance scaling
factor of middle hops in STR. In this case, both the relay
satellite and relay GW corresponding to this hop deviate from
the ideal relay positions. We first consider that the position
of one of the relays is fixed. Without loss of generality, we
assume the satellite’s position is fixed at (Rs, θ, 0), and the
nearest GW to the ideal relay position at (R⊕, 0, 0) is selected.

Following the above steps, we can similarly obtain the distance
scaling factor for this particular situation,

α̃(1) (θ) =
Ng

4π
√
R2

⊕ +R2
s − 2R⊕Rs cos θ

∫ 2π

0

∫ π

0

sinψ

×
(
1 + cosψ

2

)Ns−1

d (R⊕, ψ, φ;Rs, θ, 0) dψdφ.

(43)

To derive an approximate distance scaling factor, we as-
sume that the increments generated are independent and
sequential. Increments firstly occur due to the deviation
from the GW, followed by increments due to the satellites.
Therefore, d (R⊕, ψ, φ;Rs, θ, 0) in (43) is substituted by
α(1)(θ) d (R⊕, ψ, φ;Rs, θ, 0) after the first round’s increment
is applied, and the derivation of the second type of distance
scaling factor is finished.

The last is the distance scaling factor for middle hops in
ISR. We similarly fix one relay satellite at the ideal relay po-
sition and consider the increments resulting from the random
distribution of another relay satellite. Since the increments
caused by both relay satellites are consistent, the final result is
the square of the single satellite’s increment. The proof process
is similar to that of the middle hops of STR, therefore omitted
here.

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF THEOREM 1

To apply single-hop availability probability ion deriving
routing availability probability, we need to determine the
values of three variables (θ1, θ2, θc). The first two central
angles are easily solvable, while θc is a random variable,
leading us to categorize and discuss it separately.

• First and last hops for STR: As θc is independent of
the satellite relays’ positions, we assume the first and
last satellite relays are exactly located at the ideal relay
positions. Therefore, θc = θ1+α̃g(θ2) θ2 for the first hop,
and θc = θ2 + α̃g(θ1) θ1 for the last hop. α̃g(θ) is the
scale factor that presents the increase in the central angle
due to deviations of GW relay positions from the ideal
relay positions, which is given in (25).

• Middle hops for STR: When θc presents the central
angles between two GWs, θc = α̃g(θ1) θ1 + α̃g(θ2) θ2.
Otherwise, when θc presents the central angles between
two satellites, θc = α̃s(θ1) θ1 + α̃s(θ2) θ2, where α̃s(θ)
is the scale factor that presents the increase in the central
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angle due to deviations of satellites, which is also given
in (25).

The θc in ISR can be derived through a similar process and,
therefore omitted here. Due to the independent distribution of
points in BPP, we approximate that the availability probability
for each hop is also independent of others. Hence, the routing
availability probability is the product of the available proba-
bilities for each hop. So far, Theorem 1 has been proved.

APPENDIX E
PROOF OF LEMMA 4

This proof starts with deriving the central angle distributions
of the first hop and last hops in STR and ISR. Similar to
Appendix C, we rotate the coordinate system such that the
position of the ground transmitter is (R⊕, ϕ, 0), and the ideal
position of the first relay satellite is (Rs, 0, 0). By traversing
the potential positions of the nearest satellite, the CDF of
central angle distribution can be derived as

F
θ
(1)
c

(θc |ϕ) =
∫ 2π

0

∫ θc

0

R2
s sinψ

× fθ1,φ1

(
arccos

(
R2
s +R2

⊕ − (d(Rs, ψ, φ;R⊕, ϕ, 0))
2

2RsR⊕

))
dψdφ,

(44)

where d(Rs, ψ, φ;R⊕, θSTR,1, 0) is defined in (17). The prob-
ability that the nearest satellite’s polar angle θ1 and azimuth
angle φ1 satisfies ψ ≤ θ1 < ψ+dψ and φ ≤ φ1 < ψ+dφ is

fθ1,φ1(θ) =
fψ1

(θ)

2πR2
s sin θ

=
Ns

4πR2
s

(
1 + cos θ

2

)Ns−1

, (45)

where fψ1(θ) is defined in (40). As for the central angle
distribution of middle hops in STR, F

θ
(2)
c

(θc |ϕ) can be
derived as,

F
θ
(2)
c

(θc |ϕ) = P
[
cos θ(2)c > cos θc |ϕ

]
= P

[(
α(1)(ϕ) d(1)

)2
> R2

s +R2
⊕ − 2RsR⊕ cos θc

]
= P

[
R2
s +R2

⊕ − 2RsR⊕ cos θ(1)c >(
α(1)(ϕ)

)−2 (
R2
s +R2

⊕ − 2RsR⊕ cos θc
) ]

= F
θ
(1)
c

(
arccos

(
1

2RsR⊕

(
R2
s +R2

⊕ −
(
α(1)(ϕ)

)−2

×
(
R2
s +R2

⊕ − 2RsR⊕ cos θc
))) ∣∣∣∣ϕ).

(46)

The proof of middle hops for ISR is similar to that of
STR, therefore omitted here. The PDF of the contact angle
distribution can be derived by can be obtained by taking the
derivative of the CDF with respect to θc.

APPENDIX F
PROOF OF THEOREM 3

According to Definition 1, the routing energy efficiency can
be obtained by taking the expectation of the random variables.
The energy efficiency for the ith hop, where 2 ≤ i ≤ NISR (a
middle hop), is given as,

EISR,3(θISR,3) = Eθi
[
EWSS

[
1

β ρ
(3)
t

BSS

× log2

(
1 +

ρ
(3)
r (2Rs sin(θi/2))

σ2
s

)]]
=

∫ π

0

∫ A0

0

∫ ∞

0

BSS

β ρ
(3)
t

f
θ
(3)
c

(ψ | θISR,3)fWSS|θd(w)

× fθd(θd) log2

(
1 +

ρ
(3)
r (2Rs sin(ψ/2))

σ2
s

)
dθd dw dψ.

(47)

From this, it can be seen the derivation of the accurate
energy efficiency expression involves a quadruple integral
(f
θ
(3)
c

(ψ | θISR,3) contains a single integral). This introduces
considerable computational complexity, thus we substitute the
portion involving the expectation of small-scale fading with the
average energy efficiency provided in Lemma 1. The energy
efficiency of a middle hop can be approximated as

ẼISR,i(θISR,3) =

∫ π

0

f
θ
(3)
c

(ψ | θISR,3)E
(3)

hop(θISR,3)dψ. (48)

The same derivation approach can also be used for the first
and last hops. The specific derivation process and expressions
are ignored here.
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