arXiv:2202.03240v1 [cs.NI] 7 Feb 2022

Minimization of the Worst-Case Average Energy Consumption in UAV-Assisted IoT Networks

Osmel Martínez Rosabal, Onel Alcaraz López, Dian Echevarría Pérez, Mohammad Shehab, Henrique Hilleshein, and Hirley Alves

Abstract—The Internet of Things (IoT) brings connectivity to a massive number of devices that demand energy-efficient solutions to deal with limited battery capacities, uplink-dominant traffic, and channel impairments. In this work, we explore the use of Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs) equipped with configurable antennas as a flexible solution for serving lowpower IoT networks. We formulate an optimization problem to set the position and antenna beamwidth of the UAV, and the transmit power of the IoT devices subject to average-Signal-to-average-Interference-plus-Noise Ratio (S̄INR) Quality of Service (QoS) constraints. We minimize the worst-case average energy consumption of the latter, thus, targeting the fairest allocation of the energy resources. The problem is non-convex and highly non-linear; therefore, we re-formulate it as a series of three geometric programs that can be solved iteratively. Results reveal the benefits of planning the network compared to a random deployment in terms of reducing the worst-case average energy consumption. Furthermore, we show that the target S̄INR is limited by the number of IoT devices, and highlight the dominant impact of the UAV hovering height when serving wider areas. Our proposed algorithm outperforms other optimization benchmarks in terms of minimizing the average energy consumption at the most energy-demanding IoT device, and convergence time.

Index Terms—IoT, UAV, energy efficiency, worst-case average energy consumption, reconfigurable antennas, geometric programming.

I. INTRODUCTION The fifth generation of cellular networks (5G) is introducing for the first time, in addition to the traditional human-centric broadband communication services, new service classes related to the Internet of Things (IoT) [1]. IoT use cases are usually characterized by the deployment of numerous low-cost low-power devices, for which novel energy-efficient strategies are increasingly needed as the network densifies [2]–[4]. Furthermore, the information and communication technology industry currently contributes to 6% of global CO_2 emissions [5]. As a consequence, energy-efficient technologies and solutions are relentlessly pursued by industry and academy. We need to consider myriad of different approaches to obtain environment friendly IoT deployments including, but not limited to, reducing energy consumption, greener materials in the production of IoT devices, proper waste disposal, and sharing infrastructure [6], [7]. Focusing on the energy consumption component, IoT devices should just transmit necessary data while using efficient wake up protocols, sleep scheduling,

All authors are with the Centre for Wireless Communications (CWC), University of Oulu, Finland. Email: firstname.lastname@oulu.fi This work is partially supported by Academy of Finland 6Genesis Flagship (Grant no. 318927).

collision/congestion avoidance schemes and other possible energy saving improvements [6].

The IoT traffic is uplink-dominant [8], thus, significant energy saving is attained from reducing the IoT devices’ transmit energy^1 [9]. Besides, with a network-wide reduced transmit energy, interference is reduced, which may help to sustain the desired Quality of Service (QoS) with fewer resources. Therefore, it is important to reduce the uplink transmit energy to reach more energy-efficient IoT solutions. However, depending on the distance and position of the IoT device with respect to its associated terrestrial Base Station (BS), this may be extremely difficult to achieve due to shadowing and blockage effects. Uplink channel may require to be compensated with greater transmit power [10]. In that sense, it is desirable to have a BS that can dynamically change its coverage based on the position and traffic pattern of the IoT devices. This goal can be achieved by using aerial BSs, such as Unmanned Aerial vehicles (UAVs) [11].

To this end, some authors recognize UAVs as a promising technology due to their potential to provide provisional communication infrastructure in disaster scenarios, as opportunistic relays to serve blocked links, or as flying BSs to boost coverage in certain areas [12]. Considering the foreseen massive number of IoT devices, UAVs are an attractive solution for energy efficiency and QoS improvements due to the enhanced coverage resulting from their high mobility and ability to hover as discussed in [13]. In fact, it is challenging to obtain Line of Sight (LOS) using terrestrial BSs in urban canyon environments [14], [15], and it is hard to envision smart cities without the assistance of UAVs [13], [16]. Furthermore, by equipping the UAVs with reconfigurable antennas [17], more degrees of freedom could be attained since it is possible to adjust the beam footprint of the UAV by means of electrical, optical, mechanical, and material change techniques to boost even more the coverage with QoS guarantees^2. These features are precisely exploited in our work to reduce the worst-case average energy consumption of the IoT devices.

1Note that herein we refer to transmit energy to highlight that both, the transmit power and transmission duration, influence the energy consumption, and consequently the lifetime of the IoT device battery.

2We acknowledge that some design challenges impact the performance of reconfigurable antennas such as the proper design of a biasing network, difficult integration, high power consumption, and mechanical stress of moving parts. However, recent works have shown how to ease the design process of reconfigurable antennas. Please, see [18] and references therein for more information

A. Related Literature

Many recent works have addressed problems such as the optimal UAVs’ positioning and trajectory, and device association for reliable and energy-efficient communications. For instance, the work in [19] maximized the energy efficiency of the IoT network by associating UAVs and IoT devices using regret-matching learning. The authors of [20] derived the optimal hovering height of low-altitude UAVs to achieve the maximum coverage based on the path loss, elevation angle and statistical parameters of the urban environment. In [21], an approach for maximizing the coverage area was derived based on the optimal deployment of multiple UAVs at a fixed altitude with directional antennas. An energy-efficient 3D placement study was carried out in [22] to maximize the number of covered users with a minimum transmit power. Meanwhile, UAVs are shown in [23] to save valuable energy resources to ground devices in hostile or inaccessible places. Authors discussed the trade-off between system efficiency and energy efficiency considering the UAV altitude and speed, and also the frame length at the MAC layer. In [24], authors used Artificial Neural Networks (ANNs) to predict the coverage and the received signal strength of IoT devices based on the altitude and distance from the UAV. They demonstrated that ANNs can predict better the path loss of the link between the IoT devices and the UAV than the empirical Hata model. Moreover, a better UAV altitude prediction leads to satisfy the QoS requirements more easily. Also, authors estimated the probability of LOS for suburban, urban and dense urban environments in function of the elevation angle, and showed that given an elevation angle closer to 90^o, the probability of LOS tends to be 1 for any of the studied urban environments. Authors in [25] compared the performance of exhaustive search (ES) and maximal weighted area (MWA) in finding the optimal altitude for UAVs to provide coverage to devices with different QoS requirements. Their numerical simulations showed that MWA algorithm has a close performance to ES algorithm while it has lower complexity. Authors in [26] proposed a reinforcement learning (RL) based approach to jointly optimize the IoT nodes’ transmission power and the UAV positioning. Authors in [27] studied the joint age of information and IoT devices’ energy consumption minimization in a UAV-assisted data collection problem. Therein, the authors trained an ANN to find the optimal trajectory of the UAV as well as the resource (bandwidth and transmit power) allocation for data collection. An energy-efficient UAV-enabled solution for massive IoT shared spectrum access was proposed in [28], where the IoT devices’ transmit power was optimized while the interference constraint for the closest primary user is respected.

Moreover, UAVs may be used as data aggregators. For instance, the authors of [29] proposed an energy-efficient solution for IoT data collection at cell edges. Therein, the trajectory of the UAV and the IoT devices transmission schedule is optimized. In [30], UAVs were used as communication relays to assist the links between smart devices and a low-orbiting satellite in scenarios without coverage from terrestrial BSs. The authors optimized the subchannel selection, UAV relays deployment and uplink transmission power control of smart devices to maximize the energy efficiency of the system. The authors of [31] minimized the overall transmit power of IoT devices considering the radio resource allocation, 3D placement and user association to the UAV BS. They used semi-definite relaxation and Geometric Programming (GP) to solve the corresponding optimization problem. However, the works in [19]–[26], [28]–[31] do not consider the activation pattern of the IoT devices, which considerably influences the optimum system setup. Conversely, the authors of [32] jointly determined the optimal UAV’s location, device association and uplink power control considering the activation patterns of IoT devices and a channel assignment strategy. They transformed this non-convex optimization problem into convex by decomposing it in two sub-problems. Firstly, they considered that the UAV BSs are in a fixed position to find the jointly optimal device associations and devices’ transmit power. Secondly,the positioning of the UAVs was optimized given the device associations. However, they minimized the total transmission power, which could cause unfairness among IoT nodes because UAV BSs would focus on big clusters of IoT nodes to reduce the overall transmission power.

Recently, in [33] the authors considered the use of UAVs as providers of computational resources for terrestrial devices that can either upload their tasks to the UAVs or compute them locally. Therein, they jointly minimize the total energy consumption spent for uplink transmissions at the served devices and the trajectory of the UAVs using a deep RL approach. Finally, in [34] the authors studied a multiuser network served by a UAV which is equipped with a reconfigurable antenna. Therein, the authors jointly optimize the UAV’s hovering height and antenna beamwidth to maximize the throughput under different multiuser communication models. They divided the network into non-overlapping clusters and then proposed a fly-hover-and-communicate protocol for the UAV to sequentially serve each cluster.

B. Contributions

Different from the above works, herein, we propose a fair energy-efficient UAV-assisted IoT network, where we reduce the transmit energy consumption for the worst-case IoT nodes. In this case, the UAV BS is re-positioned considering the worst-case average energy consumption of the IoT nodes’ uplink transmission and their activation patterns. In order to achieve this, we consider a UAV BS equipped with a reconfigurable antenna and serving multiple IoT devices. This is motivated by the increasing interest on incorporating reconfigurable antennas at UAVs [35] and/or creating antenna arrays via UAV swarms [36]. By using a reconfigurable antenna, the UAV can properly vary the beamwidth to optimize the system performance. In this case, the optimization is in terms of the energy efficiency measured as the average energy consumption at the most energy-demanding IoT device when transmitting in the uplink. The optimal UAV 3D position and devices’ transmit power are found based on their activation pattern and subject to average-Signal-to-average-Interference-plus-Noise Ratio (S̄INR) QoS constraints.

Our main contributions are three-fold:

• Instead of the traditional total power minimization problem as in [32], we aim at reducing the average energy consumption at the most energy-demanding device in the network. This conduces to fair allocation of the power resources, which allows synchronizing the devices’ lifetime so that maintenance (e.g., for battery replacement) can be efficiently planned;

• The resulting optimization problem, which is not convex and highly non-linear, is approximately re-cast as a series of three GPs that can be efficiently solved.

• The proposed algorithm reaches near-global optimal solutions for the worst-case average energy consumption, and considerably outperforms other benchmark schemes based on Interior-Point Methods (IPMs) and Genetic Algorithms (GA) in terms of minimizing the worst-case average energy consumption of the IoT devices and the computation time;

• Results show that the number of IoT devices limits the achievable QoS due to interference, and that the worst-case average energy consumption does not depend significantly on the density of the obstacles but on their height. The optimal hovering height of the UAV increases linearly with respect to the coverage area, and hence the worst-case average energy consumption of the uplink transmissions grows with the distance between the UAV and the IoT devices.

C. Outline

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. Section II describes the system model and presents the problem formulation. Section III discusses some insights on the problem feasibility conditions and reformulates the problem as a series of GPs. Section IV presents the proposed optimization algorithm, while simulation and numerical results are analyzed in Section V. Finally, we draw conclusions and make final remarks in Section VI. To make the paper more tractable, we summarize the key abbreviations and symbols that will appear throughout the paper in Table I.

II. SYSTEM LAYOUT AND PROBLEM FORMULATION A. System Layout

We consider a wireless system consisting of a set K = {1, 2, · · · , K} of K low-power single-antenna IoT nodes, whose deployment in the 2D plane is given by {(x_k, y_k)| k ∈ K}. An IoT node is considered to be active when it has data to transmit [37]. Note that not all devices are active at the same time, thus, hereafter, c_k ∈ (0, 1) denotes the probability of device k ∈ K being active. This information could be acquired beforehand by applying a traffic prediction algorithm that depends on correlated devices activity or prior knowledge of devices activation patterns as in [37]–[39]. The activation pattern is herein exploited to efficiently allocate resources to IoT nodes [37]. The same applies for downlink communications in temporally crowded places due to major events (e.g. sport matches and concerts) where UAVs could be sent to offload the existing permanent wireless network [40]. In both uplink and downlink cases for UAV-assisted wireless

TABLE I IMPORTANT ABBREVIATIONS AND SYMBOLS.

GA Genetic Algorithms GP Geometric Programming IoT Internet of Things IPMs Interior-point methods LAP Low-altitude platform LOS Line of Sight QoS Quality of Service S̄INR average-Signal-to-average-Interference-plus-Noise Ratio

UAV Unmanned Aerial Vehicle

inf Infimum sup Supremum

c_k Activation probability of device k G_k Antenna gain seen by device k L_k Path loss between the UAV and device k O (·) Order of the function p_k Transmit power of device k β, ψ Propagation parameters θ_B UAV’s antenna half beamwidth η Path loss coefficient ζ Convergence parameter K Number of IoT devices γ_k S̄INR of device k

Fig. 1. The system model comprises a set K of IoT nodes served by a rotary-wing UAV.

network, we can use the data traffic prediction to efficiently allocate resources and to re-position the UAVs.

We analyze an uplink scenario as illustrated in Fig. 1, where active devices communicate over the same frequency band^3 with a rotary-wing UAV at height^4 h. We assume the use of a low-altitude platform (LAP) such as a quadrotor UAV. The position of the UAV is then fully given by (x_{uav}, y_{uav}, h). Additionally, we denote the UAV’s directional antenna half beamwidth by θ_B , thus, the antenna gain seen by the k−th IoT node transmissions can be approximated by

G_k = { G_{3dB}, −^{θB}_2 ≤ φ_k ≤^{θB}_2 , 0, otherwise, (1) where φ_k is the corresponding sector angle. G_{3dB} is the main lobe gain, which we consider as a null gain outside the main lobe, and is given approximately by G_{3dB} ≈^{8.83}_{θ2B} with θ_B in radians [21], [43]. Additionally, the UAV is equipped with a reconfigurable antenna such that it is capable of tuning θ_B ≥ θ_0 as it sees fit, where θ_0 is the minimum antenna half beamwidth. The reader can refer to [44] and the references therein for more information about different techniques for implementing reconfigurable antennas.

B. Channel model

The ground-to-air channel depends greatly on the type of environment (e.g., rural, suburban, urban, highrise urban, etc). Notice that in such practical scenarios one may not have any additional information about the exact locations, heights, and number of the obstacles. Therefore, it is advisable to consider the randomness associated with the LOS and non-LOS (NLOS) links when designing the UAV-based communication system.

For ground-to-air communications, each device will typically have a LOS view towards the UAV with a given probability. This LOS probability depends not only on the environment but also on the elevation angle, and for the k−th IoT device it is commonly modeled as [32]

P^{los}_k = 1 1 + ψe^{−β(θk−ψ)} , (2)

where ψ and β are constant values, which depend on the carrier frequency and type of environment, while

θ_k = tan^{−1} h r_k = sin^{−1} h d_k (3) is the elevation angle. Notice that

d_k = √ r^2_k + h^2, (4)

r_k = √ (x_k − x_{uav})^2 + (y_k − y_{uav})^2, (5)

denote the distance from k ∈ K to the UAV and to its projection on ground, respectively. Then, the NLOS probability is given by P^{nlos}_k = 1 − P^{los}_k . As expected, the LOS probability in (2) models practical phenomena since by increasing the

3The extension to a multi-channel scenario with random or deterministic channel allocation is straightforward.

4The term “height” refers to the vertical distance from the surface where the IoT nodes are deployed to the UAV. However, the regional operational rules for flying small UAVs define, in most cases, the hovering height limits in terms of the absolute altitude, which is the height of the UAV above sea level. Please, see [41], [42] for more information.

elevation angle and/or the UAV altitude, the chances of LOS are greater.

The path loss model for LOS and NLOS links between device k and the UAV is given by [45]

L_k = η ( 4πf_cd_k c )_α , (6)

where f_c is the carrier frequency, α is the path loss exponent, c is the speed of light, while η ∈ {η_1, η_2}, where η_1 and η_2 (η_2 > η_1 > 1) are the excessive path loss coefficients under LOS and NLOS conditions, respectively. Now, leveraging (2) and (6), the average path loss between device k and the UAV can be expressed as

L̄_k = ( P^{los}_k η_1 + P^{nlos}_k η_2 ) (κd_k)^α, (7)

where κ = 4πf_c/c. Then, the average channel power gain is given by ḡ_k = 1/L̄_k. Finally, the per-link communication performance is measured through its S̄INR^5, which for the k−th IoT device it is given by

γ_k = G_kp_kḡ_k ∑ j∈K\k cj Gj pjḡj + σ 2 , (8)

where p_k denotes its transmit power and σ^2 is the additive white gaussian noise power at the UAV receiver.

C. Problem Formulation

Herein, we are interested in minimizing the worst-case average energy consumption per device by optimizing not only their transmit power but also the UAV position x_{uav}, y_{uav}, h and antenna beamwidth θ_B . To this end, we cast the min-max optimization problem as follows:

P1: minimize x_{uav},y_{uav},h,{p_k},θ_B max_{k∈K} {c_kp_k} (9a)

subject to γ_i ≥ γ_0, ∀i ∈ K (9b) p_{min} ≤p_i ≤p_{max}, ∀i∈K, (9c) h ≥ h_{min}, (9d) θ_B ≥ θ_0. (9e)

Herein, we consider that the transmission time is normalized, which allows us to use max_{k∈K}{c_kp_k} as the average energy consumption of the most energy-demanding device of the network. By minimizing this quantity, we limit the average energy consumption at each device which ultimately prevent longlasting peaks in their energy consumption profile that quickly reduce their batteries’ lifetime [46]. Besides, we assume that the IoT devices contend for the same uplink resource block using a grant-free random access protocol, whose recovery performance at the UAV depends on γ_0 in (9b) [47], i.e., an

5The term S̄INR here is used to highlight the fact that instead of using L_k separately for LOS and NLOS links we utilize L̄_k, while accounting also for the average activation probabilities. By doing this, the SINR expression becomes more tractable than the average SINR which is more naturally linked to decoding success. Hence, γ_0 is chosen such that when S̄INR ≥ γ_0, the chances of outage are negligible. Such approach has been also adopted in several works, e.g., [20], [22], [32], [45].

S̄INR target that must be achieved by all devices6. Power restrictions in (9c) are due to hardware limitations and/or spectrum regulations, while the UAV altitude restriction in (9d) is due to aviation regulations [10], and the antenna beamwidth constraint in (9e) is inherent to the antenna hardware. Finally, we assume that the system dynamics are quasi-static.

Since neither the objective function (9a) nor the inequality constraints (9b) are convex, P1 is obviously not convex. This non-convexity and the extreme non-linearity of (9b) on all the optimization variables, render P1 extremely hard to solve efficiently in its current form. Therefore, in the following section, we aim at solving such issue by approximately casting P1 as a series of GP problems, which in turn can be efficiently solved.

III. PROBLEM REFORMULATION A. Insights on problem feasibility

We start by studying the feasibility of the problem. We observe that γ_k in (8) is a step function of G_{3dB} since we assume null gain outside the main antenna lobe. Then, for guaranteeing (9b) all the IoT devices must be in the ground footprint of the UAV’s antenna main lobe. Such practical constraint can be geometrically given as

θ_B ≥ 2 tan^{−1} max_k r_k h , (10)

and then, we are free to modify (8) as follows

γ_k =

G_{3dB}p_kḡ_k G_{3dB} ∑ j∈K\k cj pjḡj + σ 2 . (11)

The next Proposition establishes the maximum target S̄INR for any IoT node in our setup.

Proposition 1. For feasibility, the target S̄INR is required to satisfy the following constraint in the considered scenario

γ_0 ≤ 1 (K − 1) max_k c_k +^{σ2 θ20}_{8.83pmax}

, (12) < 1 (K − 1) max_k c_k

. (13)

Proof. Let us proceed as follows. From (11), we have

γ_0 ≤ inf_{k∈K} { sup p_k ,c_k,g_k ,θ_B {γ_k} } (a) = sup p_k ,c_k,g_k ,θ_B { G_{3dB}p_{k∗} c_{k∗}ḡ_{k∗} /c_{k∗} G_{3dB}c_k∗ p_k∗ ∑ j∈K\k^∗ ḡj + σ 2 }

(b) = sup_{θB} { 1 (K − 1) max_k c_k +^{σ2}_{G3dBpmax} }

(c) = 1 (K − 1) max_k c_k +^{σ2 θ20}_{8.83pmax}

, (14)

where the inf operation exists because all nodes are required to satisfy the QoS constraint γ ≥ γ_0. Then, (a) comes from

6Herein, we consider a common S̄INR target constraint for all devices— possibly corresponding to the same application—for solving the minimization of the worst-case average energy consumption of the massive IoT deployment. However, we acknowledge that IoT networks have heterogeneous QoS requirements, and thus we left this problem for future works.

assuming that k^∗ ∈ K is the IoT node with the weakest ḡ_k and using the fact that in the best scenario the solution of P1 leads to c_kp_k = μ, ∀k ∈ K. Next, (b) comes from assuming all nodes with equal path loss and maximum transmit power, which maximizes the expression given in (a). Then, we attain (c) after letting θ_B → θ_0, which matches (12); while (13) is a relaxed result that allows for establishing a preliminary bound without the knowledge of σ^2, θ_0 and p_{max}.

Note that (13) becomes tight as K, max_k c_k, p_{max} increase and/or σ^2, θ_0 decrease.

B. Geometric program formulation

At first, let us assume that P1 can be partitioned into two GP sub-problems as follows:

• P1-1, which is P1 given x_{uav}, y_{uav}. This requires initializing x_{uav}, y_{uav}, which can be done by simply choosing it such that [x_j , y_j ]^T ⪯ [x_{uav}, y_{uav}]^T ⪯ [x_k, y_k]^T , for certain j, k ∈ K. Intuitively, the UAV’s projection on ground is expected to be close to a centroid determined by all IoT nodes position. Therefore, and given the devices activation probability a good initialization for x_{uav}, y_{uav} can be

x^{(0)}_{uav} = ∑_K k=1 c_kx_k ∑_K k=1 c_k , y^{(0)}_{uav} = ∑_K k=1 c_ky_k ∑_K k=1 c_k . (15)

• P1-2, which is P1 with optimization variables x_k , y_k, p_k, ∀k ∈ K, where h and θ_B are outputs of P1-1.

Notice that if such problem partition exists as will be shown later, then P1 can be solved by mutually projecting the subproblems’ solutions in an iterative way. This is because each GP subproblem can be readily transformed to a convex problem (see Section IV), and then according to Newmann’s alternating projection Lemma, the resulting iterative procedure always converges to the global optimum [48].

1) P1-1: We depart from P1 (9) by noticing that the unconstrained optimization part in (9a) can be alternatively stated in the GP standard form as

minimize max_{k∈K} {c_kp_k} →minimize t, (16a)

subject to c_kp_kt^{−1} ≤ 1, ∀k ∈ K, (16b)

while the constraints (9c)−(9e) transform to

p_{min}p^{−1}_i ≤ 1, ∀i ∈ K (17a) p_ip^{−1}_{max} ≤ 1, ∀i ∈ K (17b) h_{min}h^{−1} ≤ 1, (17c) θ_0θ^{−1}_B ≤ 1. (17d)

Afterwards, we are required to deal just with (9b), which is very intricate. As commented in the previous subsection, such constraint can be divided into two constraints, which are given in (10) and (11). Although, the first one already involves a tangent function, which is not allowed in a GP environment, we can take advantage of the limited range of θ_B values, e.g., θ_B ∈ ( θ_0, 2 tan^{−1 maxi∈K ri}_{hmin} ] , to use standard curve fitting tools and write tan(θ_B /2) ≈ q_1θ^{q2}_B . Notice that θ_B < π since h_{min} > 0, which favors the adopted power approximation. Also, q_1 and q_2 are positive since for a feasible θ_B the function is increasing and positive. The approximation can be tight for max_{i∈K} r_i ≤ 2h_{min}, which should hold in practical setups. Therefore, (10) is relaxed to

q^{−1}_1 h^{−1}θ^{−q2}_B max_{i∈K} r_i ≤ 1. (18)

Regarding the constraints related to γ_i ≥ γ_0, where γ_i is given in (11), we proceed as follows

G_{3dB}p_kḡ_k G_{3dB} ∑ j∈K\k cj pjḡj + σ 2 ≥ γ_0

γ_0 ∑ j∈K\k c_j p_jḡ_j p^{−1}_k ḡ^{−1}_k + γ_0σ^2G^{−1}_{3dB}p^{−1}_k ḡ^{−1}_k ≤ 1 { γ_0 ∑ j∈K\k cj pjḡj p −1 k u_k +γ_0σ^2G^{−1}_{3dB}p^{−1}_k u_k ≤ 1 ḡ^{−1}_k u^{−1}_k ≤ 1

, (19)

where the last transformation comes from introducing the auxiliary variables {u_k}. Then, now it is just a matter of expressing ḡ_k in a posynomial form [49], which we address as follows

ḡ_k = 1 L̄_k = κ^{−α}d^{−α}_k P^{los}_k η_1 + P^{nlos}_k η_2 (a) = κ^{−α}d^{−α}_k ( 1 + ψe^{ψβ} e^{−βθk} ) η_1 + η_2ψe^{ψβ}e^{−βθk} (b) ≤ (r_kh)^{−α/2}δ, (20) where δ =^{2−α/2κ−α(1+ψeψβ )} η_1+η_2 ψe^{ψβ} . Notice that (a) comes from

using (7) and (2), while (b) follows after using the inequality between the arithmetic and geometric means: d^{−α}_k = (r^2_k + h^2)^{−α/2} ≤ (2r_kh)^{−α/2}, and taking advantage of 1 + ψe^{ψβ} e^{−βθk} η_1 + η_2ψe^{ψβ}e^{−βθk} ≤ 1 + ψe^{ψβ} η_1 + η_2ψe^{ψβ} = 2^{α/2}κ^αδ. Notice that by using the upper bound of ḡ_k provided in (20), we still guarantee that all the constraints of the original problem are satisfied. However, since we constrained further the feasibility set, we may find a non-global optimum solution, which is the cost paid for our simplifications. Now, we can state P1-1 as a GP as given next

P1-1: minimize h,{p_k },θ_B ,t,{u_k } t (21a)

subject to c_ip_it^{−1} ≤ 1, ∀i ∈ K, (21b) p_{min}p^{−1}_i ≤ 1, ∀i ∈ K, (21c) p_ip^{−1}_{max} ≤ 1, ∀i ∈ K, (21d) h_{min}h^{−1} ≤ 1, (21e) θ_0θ^{−1}_B ≤ 1, (21f) q^{−1}_1 h^{−1}θ^{−q2}_B max_{i∈K} r_i ≤ 1, (21g) ω ( h, {p_i}, θ_B, u_i ) ≤1, ∀i ∈ K, (21h) u^{−1}_i r^{α/2}_i h^{α/2}δ^{−1} ≤ 1, ∀i ∈ K, (21i) where (21h) and (21i) come from substituting (20) into (19). Then, we have ω ( h, {p_i}, θ_B , u_i ) = γ_0h^{−α/2}δp^{−1}_i u_i ∑ j∈K\i c_j p_j r^{−α/2}_j + γ_0σ^2G^{−1}_{3dB}p^{−1}_i u_i. (22)

Finally, notice that P1-1 is a GP problem with 2K+3 variables and 5K + 3 inequality constraints.

2) P1-2: Now, given the optimization results from P1-1 and departing from P1 (9), we formulate P1-2 in order to find the optimum UAV position and power allocation profile. Notice that similar to P1-1, herein (16) and (17) also hold. Meanwhile, without loss of generality we assume positive coordinates^7, e.g., x_k, y_k ≥ 0, ∀k ∈ K such that obviously x_{uav}, y_{uav} ≥ 0 holds as well. Then, we define x̃_k = |x_k −x_{uav}| and ỹ_k = |y_k − y_{uav}| such that for given θ_B and h and with the help of (5), constraint (10) can be re-written as

tan θ_B 2 ≥ r_k h ( h tan θ_B 2 )_{−1} √ x̃^2_k + ỹ^2_k ≤ 1 ( h tan θ_B 2 )_{−2} x̃^2_k + ( h tan θ_B 2 )_{−2} ỹ^2_k ≤ 1, (23)

while instead of x̃_k = |x_k − x_{uav}|, we use

x̃_k = |x_k − x_{uav}| →

{ x̃_k ≥ x_k − x_{uav}

x̃_k ≥ x_{uav} − x_k → { x̃k_{xk} + xuav_{xk} ≥ 1 x̃_k x_{uav} + x_k x_{uav} ≥ 1 ∼→^8 { 2x−1_k x̃1/2_k x1/2_{uav} ≥ 1

2x^{−1}_{uav}x̃^{1/2}_k x^{1/2}_k ≥ 1 → { 1_2 x_kx̃−1/2_k x−1/2_{uav} ≤ 1 1 2 x_{uav}x̃^{−1/2}_k x^{−1/2}_k ≤ 1

, (24)

and the same applies for ỹ_k = |y_k − y_{uav}|.

Regarding the constraints related with γ_i ≥ γ_0, where γ_i is given in (11), notice that (19) still holds, while (20) can be further transformed to

ḡ_k ≤ (2x̃_kỹ_k)^{−α/4}h^{−α/2}δ, (25)

by using r^{−α/2}_k = (x̃^2_k + ỹ^2_k)^{−α/4} ≤ (2x̃_kỹ_k)^{−α/4}. Then, we

7It can be straightforwardly performed by properly setting the origin of coordinates.

8Herein, we use the inequality between the arithmetic and geometric means. Notice that this somewhat reduces the constraint set, but we deal with it later in Section IV.

can state P1-2 as a GP as given next

P1-2: minimize {x_{uav},y_{uav},x̃_k ,ỹ_k,p_k ,u_k },t t subject to c_ip_it^{−1} ≤ 1, (26a) p_{min}p^{−1}_i ≤ 1, (26b) p_ip^{−1}_{max} ≤ 1, (26c) ( htan θ_B 2 )_{−2} x̃^2_i + ( htan θ_B 2 )_{−2} ỹ^2_i ≤1, (26d) 1 2 x_kx̃^{−1/2}_k x^{−1/2}_{uav} ≤ 1, (26e) 1 2 x_{uav}x̃^{−1/2}_k x^{−1/2}_k ≤ 1, (26f) 1 2 y_kỹ^{−1/2}_k y^{−1/2}_{uav} ≤ 1, (26g) 1 2 y_{uav}ỹ^{−1/2}_k y^{−1/2}_k ≤ 1, (26h)

ω̃(x̃_i, ỹ_i, p_i, u_i) ≤ 1, (26i) (2x̃_iỹ_i)^{α/4}u^{−1}_i h^{α/2}δ^{−1} ≤ 1, (26j)

where the constraints are ∀i ∈ K and ω̃ is given by ω in (22), but for fixed h, θ_B and by substituting r^{−α/2}_i by (2x̃_iỹ_i)^{−α/4}. Finally, notice that P1-2 is a GP problem with 6K+1 variables and 10K inequality constraints.

IV. OPTIMIZATION ALGORITHM

Although GP problems are not in general convex, they can be transformed straightforwardly to convex problems [49]. For P1-1 and P1-2, it is just a matter of changing each variable “var” by ln(“var”) and taking the logarithm of the constraint functions (i.e., the posynomials are transformed into log-sum-exp functions, which are convex [49]). After such transformation, each sub-problem can be solved by any convex optimization algorithm, by taking advantage of the KKT conditions.

Algorithm 1 details the steps for solving the general optimization problem P1 through the two proposed subproblems. Specifically, lines 1-3 deal with initialization, while lines 4-9 deal with the process of solving P1-1 and P1-2 consecutively until the objective function at each iteration decreases at most by ξ, which is a convergence parameter given as input to the algorithm. Notice that after solving P1-1, which uses (18) as an approximation for (10), we project θ_B back to the edge of the original constraint as captured in line 7. After the approximate GP subproblems have been solved, we can still refine (at least some) of the optimization variables to reduce further the objective function. Notice that this may be possible since the optimization problem determined by the two GP subproblems operates over a feasible set that is a subset of the original feasible set given by (9b)-(9c). We perform this in line 10 of the optimization algorithm by solving P1-3, which is nothing but P1 with a fixed input {h, θ_B, x_{uav}, y_{uav}} and optimization

Algorithm 1 Optimum UAV position and IoT nodes’ transmit power 1: Input: {x_k, y_k, c_k}_{∀k∈K}, γ_0, p_{min}, p_{max}, h_{min}, ξ 2: it = 0 (iteration index) 3: Set t^{(0)} = ∞ and x^{(0)}_{uav}, y^{(0)}_{uav} according to (15) 4: repeat 5: it ← it + 1 6: Solve P1-1 given x^{(it−1)}_{uav} , y^{(it−1)}_{uav} , output:

h^{(it)}, {p^{(it)}_k }, θ^{(it)}_B 7: Update: θ^{(it)}_B ← max ( 2 tan^{−1 maxk rk}_{h(it)} , θ_0 ) 8: Solve P1-2 given h^{(it)}, θ^{(it)}_B , output: x^{(it)}_{uav}, y^{(it)}_{uav}, {p^{(it)}_k }, t^{(it)} 9: until t^{(it−1)} − t^{(it)} ≤ ξ 10: Solve P1-3 given h^{(it)}, θ^{(it)}_B , x^{(it)}uav, y^{(it)}uav, output: {p^∗_k}

11: Output: {p^∗_k}, x^∗_{uav} = x^{(it)}_{uav}, y^∗_{uav} = y^{(it)}_{uav}, θ^∗_B = θ^{(it)}_B , t = max{c_kp^∗_k}

variable set {p_k} as given next

P1-3: minimize {p_k },t t (27a)

subject to c_ip_i ≤ t, (27b) p_i ≤ p_{max}, (27c) − p_i ≤ p_{min}, (27d)

γ_0 ∑ j∈K\i c_j G_jḡ_j p_j − G_iḡ_ip_i + σ^2 ≤ 0, (27e)

where the constraints are ∀i ∈ K and (27e) comes form writing (9b) as a linear equation in p_i and p_j . Note that P1-3 is written in linear programming (LP) form, and since no approximation was used, we can claim global optimality for this particular convex sub-problem.

In practice, Algorithm 1 iteratively optimizes the UAV’s (position and antenna beamwidth), and the IoT devices’ (transmit power) parameters to minimize the energy consumption of the latter. The optimization relies on the known average channel statistics, which depend on the average propagation parameters for different environments, and also on the estimated activation probabilities and relative positions of the IoT devices. Therefore, it can be carried out at the UAV, which periodically reports the updated decisions to the IoT devices. Hence, our proposed solution can be implemented in real-time as long as the system dynamics hold within the convergence time of Algorithm 1. Finally, notice that all simplifications that lead to the Algorithm 1 aim at finding a good local optimum of P1, for which a convex equivalent form does not exist to the best of the authors knowledge, and hence, its global optimum cannot be guaranteed by any solver.

Using barrier-based IPM, each GP sub-problem in Algorithm 1 can be efficiently solved with accuracy error ϵ in a worst-case polynomial time complexity [50]. The number of per-GP required iterations is in the order of

C_1 = O ( √ n + m ln

(n + m)Δ ϵ ) , (28)

TABLE II VALUES OF m, n, AND s FOR EACH OPTIMIZATION SUB-PROBLEM.

Parameter P1-1 P1-2 P1-3 m 5K + 3 10K 4K n K^2 + 4K + 3 K^2 + 9K − s 2K + 3 6K + 1 K + 1

Fig. 2. Complexity analysis vs K of both P1-1 and P1-2, for ϵ = 10^{−2}.

while each iteration demands

C_2 = O ( (m + s)(s + n) √ m + n ln

(m + n)Δ ϵ ) (29)

arithmetical operations, where m, n, s denote the number of constraints, monomial terms, and variables respectively [51]. The term Δ is related to a perturbation in the feasible set when solving the problem. Without loss of generality, we may assume Δ = 1 since the complexity scales linearly with ln(Δ). Finally, P1-3 requires O (√ m log (1/ϵ) ) iterations each computed in O ( s^2m ) arithmetic operations when using the same IPM [52]. Table II presents the values of m, n, and s for each individual GP problem. Fig. 2 shows that as K increases, the number of iterations for solving the GPs grows linearly, whereas the number of operations grows exponentially. The readers can observe that P1-2 is the most costly sub-problem in Algorithm 1, so it roughly determines the final computational time.

V. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS In this section, we elucidate numerical results regarding the solution of P1 throughout three methods. The main approach applies Algorithm 1, where each optimization sub-problem is solved with the help of the specialized MOSEK solver [53]. As a benchmark, we solve directly P1 using IPMs based on logarithmic barrier function and GA. The former solves a sequence of approximate minimization problems by either solving the KKT system or using the conjugate gradient method [54], whereas the latter relies on stochastic derivativefree techniques that mimic the evolution of living species [55].

As Fig. 3 depicts, we consider both: i) a cellular-like deterministic deployment, and ii) random deployments. In both cases the devices are uniformly distributed in the area, although deterministically/randomly in case of deployment

TABLE III PROPAGATION PARAMETERS FOR DIFFERENT ENVIRONMENTS [45].

Environment Parameters {ψ, β, η_1[dB], η_2[dB]} Suburban {4.88, 0.43, 0.1, 21} Urban {9.61, 0.16, 1, 20} Dense Urban {12.08, 0.11, 1.6, 23} Highrise {27.23, 0.08, 2.3, 34}

Fig. 3. Analyzed scenarios: (a) deterministic and (b) a random deployment. The green squares represent the IoT devices, whereas the coverage area is delimited with the blue circumference. We set R = 20 m and K = 40.

TABLE IV DEFAULT SIMULATION PARAMETERS.

Parameter Value Parameter Value R 20 m p_{min} 1 mW γ_0 -16 dB p_{max} 500 mW θ_0^π_{18} h_{min} 40 m f_c 2.5 GHz h_{max} 1000 m

i)/ii). Additionally, we assume that the activation probabilities of devices are uniformly distributed such that c_k ∼ U(0, 0.5), ∀k ∈ K, regardless of the deployment strategy. In order to study our problem for different propagation conditions, we consider different urban scenarios namely suburban, urban, dense urban, and highrise urban, for which the set of parameters {ψ, β, η_1, η_2} is given in Table III. Finally, unless we state the contrary, the numerical simulations are based on the parameters listed in Table IV. Note that the maximum transmit power meets the typical values of low-power transceivers, e.g., [56], whereas the value of γ_0 corresponds to low-rate transmissions as typical in IoT devices. Besides, the carrier frequency matches with the numerical setup in [57] and the hovering height limits lie within the allowed range for a LAP [58].

A. On the Impact of the Target S̄INR

Fig. 4(a) illustrates the objective function as a function of the target S̄INR γ_0 for a scenario where 25 and 50 IoT devices are deployed. Notice that the maximum γ_0 is subject to Proposition 1’s result (12), and it strongly depends on the number of IoT devices. Although the problem was solved using the three previously mentioned optimization tools; Fig. 4(a) shows only the solution provided by Algorithm 1 since IPMs and GA did not often return feasible solutions when varying γ_0. We can note the benefits of a deterministic homogeneous deployment enabled via proper network planning in terms of reducing the average energy consumptionat the most energy-demanding IoT

Fig. 4. (a) Average max_k c_kp_k for K ∈ {25, 50} and (b) UAV hovering height for K = 25, vs γ_0, in dense urban environment using Algorithm 1.

device. However, the gain with respect to random deployments becomes small as the number of IoT devices decreases, thus it is not worth restricting their positions; instead, random deployments can provide a quite similar performance with a slight increase of the worst-case average energy consumption. Meanwhile, Fig. 4(b) shows the optimal hovering heights of the UAV when 25 devices are randomly and deterministically deployed. As we can notice, lower altitudes are available for the UAV in deterministic deployments when using Algorithm 1 and IPMs. Height results under IPMs exhibit a decreasing behaviour with γ_0, while GA does not show a monotonic behaviour with the target S̄INR and Algorithm 1 tends to fix the height. The latter may benefit the UAV by saving valuable energy from propelling power.

B. On the Impact of the Number of IoT Devices

The impact of the number of devices on the worst-case average energy consumption is depicted in Fig. 5. Clearly, Algorithm 1 solution outperforms the other methods in terms of the objective function value, whereas IPMs exhibit some irregularities mainly caused by the non-derivable objective and the highly nonlinear constraint (9b). The worst-case average energy consumption has an increasing behaviour as a function

Fig. 5. Average max_k c_kp_k for both deterministic and random deployment as a function of the number of IoT nodes K in a dense urban environment.

Fig. 6. Average max_k c_kp_k evaluation through Algorithm 1 for different urban environments and K ∈ {25, 50}. The optimum height is approximately 236 m for all scenarios.

of the number of IoT devices K. This is because more energy is needed to overcome the interference which results from the higher number of devices when the network becomes more dense. Herein, the difference of the solution for the deterministic and the random deployments is negligible, showing that there is no additional gain in carefully planning the network. From the results in Fig. 5 we can estimate the battery life of the worst IoT device for each algorithm, which is a common metric when evaluating the network performance. Assuming a low dense scenario with K = 10 IoT devices equipped with a fully charged battery (for instance, CR MULTICOMP 2032, 3V, 210 mAh), we have that on average the battery life of the fist device running out of energy is 8 hours for IPMs, 1 day and 11 hours for GA and 65 days and 22 hours for Algorithm 1. The reader can notice that our strategy extends the devices’ battery lifetime by minimizing the peaks in their energy consumption profile.

C. On the Impact of the Environment and Coverage Area In Fig. 6, we show the devices’ worst-case average energy consumption for different urban environments. In the first three

Fig. 7. (a) Average max_k c_kp_k, and (b) Optimal UAV hovering height vs R. We consider a dense urban environment, and K ∈ {25, 50}. The attained optimum beamwidth remains constant over R: θ^∗_B = θ_0 =^π_{18} .

environments, the gap among the plots is just appreciated for different number of devices, and not because of the propagation conditions. However, the highrise environment pushes the energy consumption to larger values to overcome the blockage caused by surrounding objects. In all the cases, the UAV’s altitude, which is not shown in the figure, remains nearly constant, and the main distinction is on the transmit power allocation.

On the other hand, the impact of the coverage region dimensions is presented in Fig. 7(a) assuming a dense urban environment. Note that for small coverage areas, the performance remains steady but as the radius increases from certain point (R > 20 m and R > 25 m for K = 50 and K = 25, respectively), all curves start to steadily increase. This behaviour is supported by the fact that the UAV goes higher in order to serve larger areas, as shown in Fig. 7(b), which demands greater energy resources from the IoT devices. We have shown the results delivered by Algorithm 1, since IPMs and GA do not converge smoothly to the final solution. Note that for R ≥ 30 m, the UAV requires to fly 15 m higher on average, to serve the IoT devices in the random deployment over the case when the network has been planned,

Fig. 8. Average computation time vs K in a dense urban environment.

which costs a slight increase in the UAV’s propelling power. As a benchmark, we also present the results of using antennas with fixed beamwidth at the UAV. The reader can notice the performance degradation in terms of worst-case average energy consumption as θ_B increases (Fig. 7(a)), despite the fact that the hovering height has decreased (Fig. 7(b)) with respect to the scenario with reconfigurable antennas. This is because the antenna gain has significantly deteriorated and the IoT devices must transmit with higher power. In particular, the optimization problem is no longer feasible for R > 25 m, when θ_B = π. We can also notice that the optimal UAV hovering heights in both Fig. 4(b) and Fig. 7(b) fall within the allowed range for the operation of LAPs [59].

Fig. 8 shows the average computation time (using parallel quad-core processing) for all methods as a function of the number of devices. As observed, the average computation time grows exponentially as a function of the number of devices K when using IPMs and GA methods, while the increase is closely linear when using Algorithm 1, which is expected according to our discussions around Fig. 2. Notice that Algorithm 1 is the least time-consuming method for every K—it converges in around three iterations—, while it is worth mentioning that IPMs have the highest computation time because of the extreme non-linearity of (9b), which does not impact significantly the other approaches. Finally, computing the solution under random deployment costs slightly less time when compared to deterministic deployment.

VI. CONCLUSIONS In this work, we proposed a GP-based algorithm for minimizing the worst-case average energy consumption of IoT devices served by a hovering UAV. The proposed algorithm not only controls the uplink transmit power of the devices but also the UAV’s position and antenna configuration. We quantified the maximum attainable QoS in terms of perlink S̄INR as a function of the number of IoT devices and their activation probabilities, and showed how it diminishes in crowded deployments due to excessive interference. Our proposed optimization algorithm stands out when compared to two different benchmark schemes relying on IPMs and

GA solvers, with clear reduction in the computer processing time. Additionally, we showed the marginal benefits of planning the network compared to the random deployment in terms of reducing the worst-case average energy consumption, especially in dense deployments. Among the analyzed urban environments, the highrise environment was shown to be the most demanding in terms of energy consumption. Finally, the worst-case average energy requirements were shown to increase as the UAV flies higher to serve wider areas.

As an interesting future work, we could also consider energy consumption and maximum flying speed at the UAV, which are limiting factors of UAV-assisted networks [60]. Besides, we can include specific regulations on the maximum hovering altitude in the worst-case average energy minimization problem. Finally, the trajectory of a UAVs’ swarm can be optimized for serving the IoT network as an extension for this work instead of utilizing a single UAV.

REFERENCES

[1] H. Tullberg, P. Popovski, Z. Li, M. A. Uusitalo, A. Hoglund, O. Bulakci, M. Fallgren, and J. F. Monserrat, “The METIS 5G System Concept: Meeting the 5G Requirements,” IEEE Communications Magazine, vol. 54, no. 12, pp. 132–139, December 2016.

[2] C. Liu, Y. Shen, and C. Lee, “Energy-Efficient Activation and Uplink Transmission for Cellular IoT,” IEEE Internet of Things Journal, vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 906–921, Feb 2020.

[3] N. H. Mahmood, H. Alves, O. A. López, M. Shehab, D. P. M. Osorio, and M. Latva-aho, “Six key enablers for machine type communication in 6G,” arXiv preprint arXiv:1903.05406, 2019.

[4] N. H. Mahmood, S. Böcker, A. Munari, F. Clazzer, I. Moerman, K. Mikhaylov, O. López, O.-S. Park, E. Mercier, H. Bartz et al., “White paper on critical and massive machine type communication towards 6G,” arXiv preprint arXiv:2004.14146, 2020.

[5] C. H. Liu and K. L. Fong, “Fundamentals of the Downlink Green Coverage and Energy Efficiency in Heterogeneous Networks,” IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications, vol. 34, no. 12, pp. 3271– 3287, Dec 2016.

[6] S. H. Alsamhi, O. Ma, M. S. Ansari, and Q. Meng, “Greening Internet of Things for greener and smarter cities: a survey and future prospects,” Telecommunication Systems, vol. 72, no. 4, pp. 609–632, 2019.

[7] R. Arshad, S. Zahoor, M. A. Shah, A. Wahid, and H. Yu, “Green IoT:

An investigation on energy saving practices for 2020 and beyond,” IEEE Access, vol. 5, pp. 15 667–15 681, 2017.

[8] M. Z. Shafiq, L. Ji, A. X. Liu, J. Pang, and J. Wang, “Large-Scale Measurement and Characterization of Cellular Machine-to-Machine Traffic,” IEEE/ACM Transactions on Networking, vol. 21, no. 6, pp. 1960–1973, 2013.

[9] A. R. Jensen, M. Lauridsen, P. Mogensen, T. B. Sørensen, and P. Jensen, “LTE UE Power Consumption Model: For System Level Energy and Performance Optimization,” in IEEE Vehicular Technology Conference (VTC Fall), 2012, pp. 1–5.

[10] M. Mozaffari, W. Saad, M. Bennis, Y. Nam, and M. Debbah, “A Tutorial on UAVs for Wireless Networks: Applications, Challenges, and Open Problems,” IEEE Communications Surveys Tutorials, vol. 21, no. 3, pp. 2334–2360, thirdquarter 2019.

[11] C. H. Liu, Z. Chen, J. Tang, J. Xu, and C. Piao, “Energy-Efficient UAV Control for Effective and Fair Communication Coverage: A Deep Reinforcement Learning Approach,” IEEE Journal on Selected Areas in Communications, vol. 36, no. 9, pp. 2059–2070, 2018.

[12] Y. Chen, N. Zhao, Z. Ding, and M. Alouini, “Multiple UAVs as Relays: Multi-Hop Single Link Versus Multiple Dual-Hop Links,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 17, no. 9, pp. 6348– 6359, Sep. 2018.

[13] S. H. Alsamhi, O. Ma, M. S. Ansari, and F. A. Almalki, “Survey on collaborative smart drones and Internet of Things for improving smartness of smart cities,” IEEE Access, vol. 7, pp. 128 125–128 152, 2019.

[14] S. Rangan, T. S. Rappaport, and E. Erkip, “Millimeter-wave cellular wireless networks: Potentials and challenges,” Proceedings of the IEEE, vol. 102, no. 3, pp. 366–385, 2014.

[15] D. Solomitckii, V. Semkin, A. Karttunen, V. Petrov, S. L. H. Nguyen, H. Nikopour, K. Haneda, S. Andreev, S. Talwar, and Y. Koucheryavy, “Characterizing radio wave propagation in urban street canyon with vehicular blockage at 28 GHz,” IEEE Transactions on Vehicular Technology, vol. 69, no. 2, pp. 1227–1236, 2020.

[16] F. Mohammed, A. Idries, N. Mohamed, J. Al-Jaroodi, and I. Jawhar, “Uavs for smart cities: Opportunities and challenges,” in 2014 International Conference on Unmanned Aircraft Systems (ICUAS), 2014, pp. 267–273.

[17] A. S. Hussaini, Y. I. Abdulraheem, K. N. Voudouris, B. A.

Mohammed, R. A. Abd-Alhameed, H. J. Mohammed, I. Elfergani, A. S. Abdullah, D. Makris, J. Rodriguez, J. M. Noras, C. Nche, and M. Fonkam, Green Flexible RF for 5G. John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, 2015, ch. 11, pp. 241–272. [Online]. Available: https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/9781118867464.ch11 [18] J. Costantine, Y. Tawk, S. E. Barbin, and C. G. Christodoulou, “Reconfigurable antennas: Design and applications,” Proceedings of the IEEE, vol. 103, no. 3, pp. 424–437, 2015.

[19] S. Lhazmir, A. Kobbane, K. Chougdali, and J. Ben-Othman, “Energy- Efficient Associations for IoT Networks with UAV: A Regret Matching Based Approach,” in Proceedings of the 9th International Conference on Information Communication and Management, ser. ICICM 2019. New York, NY, USA: Association for Computing Machinery, 2019, pp. 132–136. [Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1145/3357419.3357455 [20] A. Al-Hourani, S. Kandeepan, and S. Lardner, “Optimal LAP Altitude for Maximum Coverage,” IEEE Wireless Communications Letters, vol. 3, no. 6, pp. 569–572, 2014.

[21] M. Mozaffari, W. Saad, M. Bennis, and M. Debbah, “Efficient Deployment of Multiple Unmanned Aerial Vehicles for Optimal Wireless Coverage,” IEEE Communications Letters, vol. 20, no. 8, pp. 1647– 1650, Aug 2016.

[22] M. Alzenad, A. El-Keyi, F. Lagum, and H. Yanikomeroglu, “3-D placement of an unmanned aerial vehicle base station (UAV-BS) for energy-efficient maximal coverage,” IEEE Wireless Communications Letters, vol. 6, no. 4, pp. 434–437, 2017.

[23] X. Lin, G. Su, B. Chen, H. Wang, and M. Dai, “Striking a balance between system throughput and energy efficiency for UAV-IoT systems,” IEEE Internet of Things Journal, vol. 6, no. 6, pp. 10 519–10 533, 2019.

[24] S. H. Alsamhi, O. Ma, and M. S. Ansari, “Predictive estimation of the optimal signal strength from unmanned aerial vehicle over Internet of Things using ANN,” 2018.

[25] M. Alzenad, A. El-Keyi, and H. Yanikomeroglu, “3-D placement of an unmanned aerial vehicle base station for maximum coverage of users with different QoS requirements,” IEEE Wireless Communications Letters, vol. 7, no. 1, pp. 38–41, 2018.

[26] D. Sikeridis, E. E. Tsiropoulou, M. Devetsikiotis, and S. Papavassiliou, “Wireless powered public safety IoT: A UAV-assisted adaptive-learning approach towards energy efficiency,” Journal of Network and Computer Applications, vol. 123, pp. 69–79, 2018.

[27] M. Sun, X. Xu, X. Qin, and P. Zhang, “AoI-energy-aware UAVassisted data collection for IoT networks: A deep reinforcement learning method,” IEEE Internet of Things Journal, vol. 8, no. 24, pp. 17 275– 17 289, 2021.

[28] G. Hattab and D. Cabric, “Energy-efficient massive IoT shared spectrum access over UAV-enabled cellular networks,” IEEE Transactions on Communications, pp. 1–1, 2020.

[29] Z. Wang, R. Liu, Q. Liu, J. S. Thompson, and M. Kadoch, “Energy- Efficient Data Collection and Device Positioning in UAV-Assisted IoT,” IEEE Internet of Things Journal, vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 1122–1139, 2020.

[30] Z. Li, Y. Wang, M. Liu, R. Sun, Y. Chen, J. Yuan, and J. Li, “Energy Efficient Resource Allocation for UAV-Assisted Space-Air-Ground Internet of Remote Things Networks,” IEEE Access, vol. 7, pp. 145 348–145 362, 2019.

[31] A. Azizi, N. Mokari, and M. R. Javan, “Joint Radio Resource Allocation, 3D Placement and User Association of Aerial Base Stations in IoT Networks,” 2017.

[32] M. Mozaffari, W. Saad, M. Bennis, and M. Debbah, “Mobile Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs) for Energy-Efficient Internet of Things Communications,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 16, no. 11, pp. 7574–7589, Nov 2017.

[33] L. Wang, K. Wang, C. Pan, W. Xu, N. Aslam, and A. Nallanathan, “Deep reinforcement learning based dynamic trajectory control for UAV-assisted mobile edge computing,” IEEE Transactions on Mobile Computing, pp. 1–1, 2021.

[34] H. He, S. Zhang, Y. Zeng, and R. Zhang, “Joint altitude and beamwidth optimization for UAV-enabled multiuser communications,” IEEE Communications Letters, vol. 22, no. 2, pp. 344–347, 2018.

[35] S. Wolfe, S. Begashaw, Y. Liu, and K. R. Dandekar, “Adaptive Link Optimization for 802.11 UAV Uplink Using a Reconfigurable Antenna,” in MILCOM - IEEE Military Communications Conference (MILCOM), Oct 2018, pp. 1–6.

[36] T. Zeng, M. Mozaffari, O. Semiari, W. Saad, M. Bennis, and M. Debbah, “Wireless Communications and Control for Swarms of Cellular- Connected UAVs,” in 52nd Asilomar Conference on Signals, Systems, and Computers, Oct 2018, pp. 719–723.

[37] M. Shehab, A. K. Hagelskjær, A. E. Kalør, P. Popovski, and H. Alves, “Traffic prediction based fast uplink grant for massive IoT,” in 2020 IEEE 31st Annual International Symposium on Personal, Indoor and Mobile Radio Communications, 2020, pp. 1–6.

[38] A. E. Kalor, O. A. Hanna, and P. Popovski, “Random Access Schemes in Wireless Systems with Correlated User Activity,” in IEEE 19th International Workshop on Signal Processing Advances in Wireless Communications (SPAWC), June 2018, pp. 1–5.

[39] A. E. Kalor and P. Popovski, “Minimizing the Age of Information From Sensors with Common Observations,” IEEE Wireless Communications Letters, vol. 8, no. 5, pp. 1390–1393, Oct 2019.

[40] Q. Zhang, W. Saad, M. Bennis, X. Lu, M. Debbah, and W. Zuo, “Predictive deployment of UAV base stations in wireless networks: Machine learning meets contract theory,” IEEE Transactions on Wireless Communications, vol. 20, no. 1, pp. 637–652, 2021.

[41] “Remote Identification of Unmanned Aircraft,” Jan. 2021. [Online]. Available:

https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2021/01/15/2020-28948/remote-identification-of-unmanned-aircraft [42] “Drone Laws in the European Union | UAV Coach (2021).” [Online].

Available: https://uavcoach.com/drone-laws-in-the-european-union/ [43] C. A. Balanis, Antenna theory: analysis and design. New York, NY, USA: John Wiley & Sons, 2016.

[44] V. V. Khairnar, C. Ramesha, and L. J. Gudino, “A survey on beamwidth reconfigurable antennas,” in International conference on Modelling, Simulation and Intelligent Computing. Springer, 2020, pp. 487–494.

[45] R. I. Bor-Yaliniz, A. El-Keyi, and H. Yanikomeroglu, “Efficient 3-D Placement of an Aerial Base Station in Next generation Cellular Networks,” in IEEE International Conference on Communications (ICC), May 2016, pp. 1–5.

[46] Y. Chen, W. Wang, D. J. Pagliari, E. Macii, and M. Poncino, “Assessing the impact of sensor-based task scheduling on battery lifetime in IoT devices,” IEEE Transactions on Instrumentation and Measurement, vol. 70, pp. 1–15, 2021.

[47] M. B. Shahab, R. Abbas, M. Shirvanimoghaddam, and S. J. Johnson, “Grant-free non-orthogonal multiple access for IoT: A survey,” IEEE Communications Surveys Tutorials, vol. 22, no. 3, pp. 1805–1838, 2020.

[48] X. Wang, F. Nie, and H. Huang, “Structured doubly stochastic matrix for graph based clustering: Structured doubly stochastic matrix,” in Proceedings of the 22Nd ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery and Data Mining, ser. KDD ’16. New York, NY, USA: ACM, 2016, pp. 1245–1254.

[49] S. Boyd, S.-J. Kim, L. Vandenberghe, and A. Hassibi, “A tutorial on geometric programming,” Optimization and Engineering, vol. 8, no. 1, p. 67, Apr 2007.

[50] M. Chiang, Geometric programming for communication systems. Now Publishers Inc, 2005.

[51] Y. Nesterov and A. Nemirovskii, Interior-point polynomial algorithms in convex programming. SIAM, 1994.

[52] Y. Ye, Interior point algorithms: theory and analysis. John Wiley & Sons, 2011, vol. 44.

[53] M. ApS, “MOSEK optimization toolbox for Matlab,” User’s Guide and Reference Manual, Version, vol. 4, 2019.

[54] J. Gondzio, “Interior point methods 25 years later,” European Journal of Operational Research, vol. 218, no. 3, pp. 587–601, 2012.

[55] U. Mehboob, J. Qadir, S. Ali, and A. Vasilakos, “Genetic algorithms in wireless networking: techniques, applications, and issues,” Soft Computing, vol. 20, no. 6, pp. 2467–2501, 2016.

[56] Nordic Semiconductor, “nRF9160 - Low power System-in-Package with integrated LTE-M/NB-IoT modem and GPS.” [Online]. Available: https://www.nordicsemi.com/Products/nRF9160 [57] R. I. Bor-Yaliniz, A. El-Keyi, and H. Yanikomeroglu, “Efficient 3-D Placement of an Aerial Base Station in Next Generation Cellular Networks,” in IEEE International Conference on Communications (ICC), 2016, pp. 1–5.

[58] C. Xu, X. Liao, J. Tan, H. Ye, and H. Lu, “Recent research progress of unmanned aerial vehicle regulation policies and technologies in urban low altitude,” IEEE Access, vol. 8, pp. 74 175–74 194, 2020.

[59] A. Al-Hourani, S. Kandeepan, and A. Jamalipour, “Modeling air-to-ground path loss for low altitude platforms in urban environments,” in 2014 IEEE global communications conference. IEEE, 2014, pp. 2898– 2904.

[60] Y. Zeng, Q. Wu, and R. Zhang, “Accessing from the sky: A tutorial on UAV communications for 5G and beyond,” Proceedings of the IEEE, vol. 107, no. 12, pp. 2327–2375, 2019.