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Joint Node Selection and Resource Allocation

Optimization for Cooperative Sensing with a Shared

Wireless Backhaul
Mingxin Chen, Ming-Min Zhao, An Liu, Min Li and Qingjiang Shi

Abstract—In this paper, we consider a cooperative sensing
framework in the context of future multi-functional network
with both communication and sensing ability, where one base
station (BS) serves as a sensing transmitter and several nearby
BSs serve as sensing receivers. Each receiver receives the sensing
signal reflected by the target and communicates with the fusion
center (FC) through a wireless multiple access channel (MAC)
for cooperative target localization. To improve the localization
performance, we present a hybrid information-signal domain
cooperative sensing (HISDCS) design, where each sensing re-
ceiver transmits both the estimated time delay/effective reflecting
coefficient and the received sensing signal sampled around the
estimated time delay to the FC. Then, we propose to minimize the
number of channel uses by utilizing an efficient Karhunen-Loéve
transformation (KLT) encoding scheme for signal quantization
and proper node selection, under the Cramér-Rao lower bound
(CRLB) constraint and the capacity limits of MAC. A novel
matrix-inequality constrained successive convex approximation
(MCSCA) algorithm is proposed to optimize the wireless back-
haul resource allocation, together with a greedy strategy for
node selection. Despite the high non-convexness of the considered
problem, we prove that the proposed MCSCA algorithm is able
to converge to the set of Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) solutions
of a relaxed problem obtained by relaxing the discrete variables.
Besides, a low-complexity quantization bit reallocation algorithm
is designed, which does not perform explicit node selection,
and is able to harvest most of the performance gain brought
by HISDCS. Finally, numerical simulations are presented to
show that the proposed HISDCS design is able to significantly
outperform the baseline schemes.

Index Terms—Cooperative sensing, limited backhaul, multiple
access channel, node selection

I. INTRODUCTION

Multi-functional network, which can provide both reliable

communication and high-accuracy sensing services, is ex-

pected to play a crucial role in many application scenarios of

the future 6G system such as autonomous driving, extended

reality (XR) and multi-base radar sensing [2]–[5]. In these
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scenarios, cooperative sensing by fusing perception data from

multiple nodes is considered to be a powerful technique in

various applications due to its inherent advantages [6]–[8].

On the one hand, cooperative sensing improves the accuracy

of detection by combining information from multiple nodes,

as the errors from one node can be mitigated by exploiting

the sensing information from other nodes. On the other hand,

cooperative sensing is envisioned to reduce the communication

overhead significantly while ensure rapid adjustments to node

deployment and localization strategy [8]. By sharing informa-

tion between nodes, the overall cost of sensing networks can be

reduced while maintaining or even improving the localization

performance [9].

Generally, existing cooperative sensing schemes can be

broadly categorized into two types, i.e., information-domain

cooperative sensing (IDCS) and signal-domain cooperative

sensing (SDCS). In IDCS, each sensing receiver extracts spe-

cific location information from the echo signals and then the

fusion center (FC) fuses the extracted information for cooper-

ative target localization [10], [11]. The common approaches

of IDCS are usually based on the time-of-arrival (TOA)

[12], [13], angle-of-arrival (AOA) [14], time-difference-of-

arrival (TDOA) [15], received signal strength (RSS) [16], etc.

Besides, the localization performance of IDCS is strongly

relative to the employed data fusion algorithms [17], which

can generally be categorized into two types, i.e., centralized

algorithm and distributed algorithm. Centralized algorithms

can offer more accurate position estimates in small networks

with acceptable complexity [18], while distributed algorithms

are also attractive since they can improve the network ro-

bustness and scalability [19]. However, the localization accu-

racy of IDCS is easily affected by non-line-of-sight (NLOS)

propagation environments [20]. Besides, according to the law

of data processing, extracting location information from echo

signals always incurs certain information loss, which may lead

to localization performance degradation.

In order to enhance the localization performance, the SDCS

scheme has attracted great research interests recently [21]–

[24], where each sensing receiver directly sends the echo

signals to the FC for cooperative sensing. Specifically, in [21],

the authors adopted a uniform quantizer for the echo signals

in a cloud multiple-input multiple-output (MIMO) radar sys-

tem, and Gaussian noise approximation for the quantization

error was employed to evaluate the impact of finite backhaul

capacity on target localization performance. The work [22]

considered a multistatic radar setup, where distributed receive
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antennas were connected to the FC via limited backhaul links,

and the localization performance was enhanced by jointly

optimizing the code vector and the statistical properties of

the noise introduced through backhaul quantization. In [23], a

cooperative radar sensing system based on one-bit sampling of

the received radar echoes was studied, and it was shown that

the application of one-bit sampling significantly reduces the

hardware cost, energy consumption and systematic complexity.

Besides, the work [24], studied a low-bit direct localiza-

tion method, where a Cramér-Rao lower bound (CRLB)-

based objective function was designed to obtain the optimum

quantization thresholds for each receiver, and it was shown

that superior localization performance over the IDCS scheme

can be achieved. As a brief summary, we can see that the

SDCS scheme is able to achieve better sensing performance

as compared to the IDCS scheme due to the ability of fully

utilizing the information contained in the echoes. However,

it comes with higher communication overhead and power

consumption load, especially when the number of sensing

receivers is large.

Motivated by the above, a hybrid information-signal domain

cooperative sensing (HISDCS) framework is proposed in this

paper in pursuit of an efficient tradeoff between IDCS and

SDCS. In the proposed framework, carefully-quantized echo

signals and some extracted location-related information from

different receivers are fused in the FC via a limited-backhaul

wireless multiple access channel (MAC). It is worth noting that

by employing a subset of reliable nodes for localization, not

only can the interference from unreliable nodes be reduced,

but communication overhead can also be saved. Besides, we

employ the CRLB as the sensing performance metric and

formulate an optimization problem to minimize the number

of channel uses by optimizing the backhaul resource (i.e.,

quantization bits) allocation and cooperative node selection,

under MAC capacity constraints. The main contributions of

this work are summarized as follows:

1) In the proposed HISDCS scheme, besides the estimated

time delay and reflecting coefficient, we propose that

each sensing receiver also transmits the echo signal

sampled around the estimated delay with a proper quan-

tization strategy to the FC. A Karhunen-Loéve transfor-

mation (KLT) based encoding scheme is proposed for

efficient echo signal quantization.

2) A novel matrix-inequality constrained successive con-

vex approximation (MCSCA) algorithm is proposed

for quantization bits allocation and a greedy strategy

is designed for node selection. Besides, we theoreti-

cally prove the convergence of the MCSCA algorithm

given a feasible initial solution. Additionally, a low-

complexity quantization bit reallocation algorithm is

proposed, which retains most of the performance gain

offered by HISDCS.

3) Simulations results are presented to show the superiority

of the proposed HISDCS scheme over some baseline

designs, and it is shown that the proposed HISDCS

scheme is able to achieve an efficient tradeoff between

localization performance and communication cost.

Fig. 1. Cooperative sensing system model

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section

II, we introduce the system model. Section III elaborates the

HISDCS scheme. Section IV formulates an optimization prob-

lem and designs an efficient algorithm to solve the problem.

Simulation results are provided in Section V and Section VI

concludes the paper.

Notations: Scalars, vectors and matrices are respectively

denoted by lower/upper case, boldface lower case and boldface

upper case letters. ℜ(x) and ℑ(x) denote the real and imagi-

nary parts of a complex number x, respectively. AT and A−1

denote the transpose and inverse of matrix A, respectively. In
denotes a n × n identity matrix. diag(a) denotes a diagonal

matrix with the elements in a being its diagonal elements.

‖a‖ denotes the l2-norm of vector a, and A � B means that

A−B is a positive semi-definite matrix.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

Consider a cooperative sensing system with N + 1 base

stations (BSs), where one BS acts as the sensing transmitter

while the other N BSs act as the sensing receivers, as shown

in Fig. 1. The N sensing receivers are linked to the FC via

a backhaul-limited Gaussian MAC. The sensing signal is sent

by the transmitter, reflected by the target and then received

by the N receivers. After certain signal processing and local

location information extraction, the N receivers then quantify

these local information and forward it to the FC. Finally,

the FC estimates the target location based on the quantized

information transmitted by the receivers.

Assuming that the transmitter and receivers are located at

known positions (xt, yt) and (xr
n, y

r
n), n ∈ [1, N ], respec-

tively, while the target is located at an unknown position, de-

fined as θ , [x, y]T . Besides, let
√
Es(t) denote the lowpass

equivalent of the signal transmitted from the transmitter, where

E is the transmitted power and s(t) is a power normalized

waveform satisfying
∫

Tc
|s(t)|2 dt = 1 with Tc being the

signal duration time. Then, the echo signal received at the

n-th receiver is

rn(t) =
√
Eαns(t− τn) + ωn(t), (1)
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where ωn(t) ∼ CN (0, σ2
n) is the complex Gaussian noise

at the n-th receiver, αn = ρnξn is the effective reflecting

coefficient of the n-th receiver, ρn is the corresponding path-

loss coefficient and ξn is the reflection coefficient, which is

assumed to be a complex random variable with unknown (de-

terministic) amplitude and random phase uniformly distributed

between 0 and 2π. In addition, the time delay τn corresponding

to the n-th receiver can be expressed as

τn =

√

(xt − x)2 + (yt − y)2 +
√

(xr
n − x)2 + (yrn − y)2

c
,

(2)

where c denotes the speed of light. After receiving the echo

signals, the N sensing receivers first sample the signals as

rn(kTs) =
√
Eαns(kTs − τn) + ωn(kTs), k ∈ [1,K], (3)

where Ts is the sampling period. Then, the N sensing receivers

quantize and process the sampled signals and communicate

with the FC for cooperative sensing. Besides, it is worth noting

that employing imprecise measurements from unreliable nodes

may lead to localization accuracy deterioration [25]. There-

fore, limiting the degree of cooperation and only using the

measurements from the most informative nodes are essential

for cooperative sensing.

Note that one baseline design for the considered problem

is based on the IDCS scheme, where the n-th receiver first

estimates the corresponding time delay τn and effective re-

flecting coefficient αn from the received signal samples based

on the ML rule and then transmits these estimated parameters

to the FC. Finally, the FC estimates the target’s location by

using the received parameters from the N receivers by using

the ML rule, again. Another baseline is based on the SDCS

scheme, where each echo signal sample is uniformly quantized

and then transmitted to the FC for localization [26].

The focus of this work is to combine the benefits of

the IDCS and SDCS schemes by designing proper local

processing and quantization schemes at each receiver and

efficient cooperative node selection strategy to guarantee the

estimation performance of θ at the FC while conserving the

communication overhead.

III. HYBRID INFORMATION-SIGNAL DOMAIN

COOPERATIVE SENSING

In order to enhance the sensing performance of the IDCS

scheme while efficiently reduce the communication overhead

of the SDCS scheme, a HISDCS scheme is proposed in this

section by taking the limited MAC capacity into considera-

tion. In the proposed design, each receiver first transmits the

estimated time delay τ̂n and effective reflecting coefficient α̂n

to the FC. Then, based on these estimated parameters, the FC

solves a CRLB and MAC capacity constrained channel use

number minimization problem to optimize the quantization

bit allocation and node selection. Next, the FC sends the

optimization results back to the N receivers through dedicated

links. The selected receivers sample their received sensing

signals around the estimated time delay and employ the

KLT encoding scheme [27] to quantize these samples under

the given quantization bit allocation. Finally, the quantized

samples are transmitted to the FC for sensing performance

improvement. The main structure of the proposed scheme is

provided in Fig. 2 and the key procedures mentioned above

are detailed as follows.

Fig. 2. Illustration of the proposed design

A. ML Estimation of Individual Delay and Effective Reflecting

Coefficient

Define rn = {rn(kTs)|k = [1,K]} as the vector containing

all the echo signals received by the n-th receiver, then the

probability density function (pdf) of rn against τn and αn in

the log domain is given as

ln p(rn|τn, αn) =

− 1

σ2
n

K
∑

k=1

∣

∣

∣
rn(kTs)−

√
Eαns(kTs − τn)

∣

∣

∣

2

+D0,
(4)

where D0 is a constant independent of τn and αn. Thus, the

ML estimator for τn and αn can be expressed as

[τ̂n, α̂n] = arg max
τn,αn

ln p(rn|τn, αn). (5)

Note that directly solving (5) generally requires a two-

dimensional search, which incurs high computational com-

plexity. Thus, we propose to first fix τn, then the optimal α̂n

has a closed-form solution that can be expressed as:

α̂n =

∑K
k=1rn(kTs)s(kTs − τn)√
E
∑K

k=1 [s(kTs − τn)]
2
, (6)

Substituting (6) back into (5), the ML estimator for the time

delay τ̂n can be obtained as

τ̂n = argmax
τn

{

− 1

σ2
n

K
∑

k=1

∣

∣

∣
rn (kTs)−

√
Eα̂ns (kTs − τn)

∣

∣

∣

2
}

.

(7)

Since the CRLB offers a theoretical and achievable lower

bound of any unbiased estimator, and similar to the model in

[28], we assume that the estimated τ̂n is statistically related

to the true parameter τn as follows:

τ̂n = τn + ωτn , (8)

where ωτn ∼ N (0,CRLBτ̂n) is a Gaussian noise and its

variance CRLBτ̂n is the CRLB of τn at τ̂n, given by [29]

CRLBτ̂n =
1

2E
σ2
n
|α̂n|2

∑K
k=1

[

∂s(t)
∂t |t=kTs−τ̂n

]2 . (9)
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B. Received Signal Quantization at Each Receiver

In this subsection, aiming to reduce the communication

overhead (caused by sending all echo signal samples to the

FC) and obtain high cooperation gain, we propose to send

the received signals sampled around τ̂n to the FC. Suppose

that each receiver has obtained the quantization bit allocation

scheme from the FC (the details are provided in Section IV),

the KLT based encoding scheme is thus employed to quantize

these samples, which is shown to maximize the coding gain

for Gaussian sources [30].

First, we introduce a sample index set at the n-th receiver,

denoted by Kn =
{

kn ∈ Z | τ̂n − Td

2 ≤ knTs ≤ τ̂n + Td

2

}

,

where Td is the sampling interval length and the size of Kn

is Kn. Then, we can obtain a 2Kn × 1 vector which collects

the real and imaginary parts of the signal samples at the n-th

receiver, i.e.,

rn = [{ℜ(rn(knTs)), kn ∈ Kn} , {ℑ(rn(knTs)), kn ∈ Kn}]T .

(10)

Second, in order to efficiently quantize the sampled signals,

it is crucial to ultilize the statistical information contained

in rn. However, it is very difficult to directly analyze the

exact distribution of rn. To make the analysis tractable, we

approximate rn(knTs) by considering its first-order Taylor

expansion at τ̂n, which can be expressed as

rn(knTs) ≈
√
Eαn

[

ωτn

∂s(t)

∂t
|t=knTs−τ̂n +s(knTs − τ̂n)

]

+ ωn(knTs).

(11)

Note that both ωn(knTs) and ωτn are Gaussian distributed, we

can prove that the approximate value of rn in (11) also obeys

Gaussian distribution with its covariance matrix Qrn
given by

Qrn
= E · CRLBτ̂nqrn

qT
rn

+
1

2
σ2
nI2Kn

, (12)

where qrn
= [{ℜ(α̂n)

∂s(t)
∂t |t=knTs−τ̂n , kn ∈ Kn},

{ℑ(α̂n)
∂s(t)
∂t |t=knTs−τ̂n , kn ∈ Kn}]T . The proof is straight-

forward and is omitted for conciseness.

Finally, based on the above approximation and statistical

knowledge of rn, we can apply the KLT based encoding

scheme to quantize rn via the following two steps.

In the first step, we obtain Qrn
= UΛUT via eigen-

value decomposition, where the diagonal matrix Λ =
diag(γn1, γn2, · · · , γn(2Kn)) collects all the eigenvalues of

Qrn
and that satisfy γn1 = 2γn2 = · · · = 2γn(2Kn) = σ2

n.

Then, by transforming rn using KLT, we can obtain the

following transformed vector:

rnC = UT rn. (13)

Since the covariance matrix of the transformed vector rnC is

the diagonal matrix Λ, all the elements in rnC are independent

of each other and satisfy

[rnC ]j ∼ N
(

[

UT r̄n
]

j
, γnj

)

, j ∈ [1, 2Kn]. (14)

In the second step, a Lloyd quantizer [31] is applied to

quantize [rnC ]j , j ∈ [1, 2Kn]. Since the locations of the N

receivers are different and the impacts of their received signals

on sensing performance are distinct, [rnC ]j , j ∈ [1, 2Kn]
can be quantized using different numbers of quantization bits.

Nevertheless, the total number of available quantization bits is

constrained by the MAC channel capacity.

C. Target Localization at the FC

Suppose that the FC can obtain the estimated time delays

{τ̂n} and effective reflecting coefficients {α̂n} (information-

domain) at the receivers with negligible quantization error,

then the eigenmatrix U can be acquired with negligible

quantization loss, which implicitly contains the information-

domain signals {τ̂n, α̂n}. After receiving the quantized signal

samples r̃nC (signal-domain) from the N receivers, the FC

is able to recover the target location by fusing these signal-

domain and information-domain measurements, i.e., {τ̂n, α̂n}
and {[rnC ]j , j ∈ [1, 2Kn]}.

Specifically, to evaluate the impact of signal quantization

on the sensing performance, we introduce the Gaussian quan-

tization error model [32], based on which the j-th quantized

signal at the n-th receiver, i.e., [r̃nC ]j , can be expressed as

[r̃nC ]j = [rnC ]j + qnj , (15)

where qnj ∼ N (0, ηnj) is the additive Gaussian quantization

error and ηnj =
γnj

22Xnj−1 is the lower bound of the variance

of qnj , which can be obtained by

I([r̃nC ]j ; [rnC ]j) =
1

2
log2

(

ηnj + γnj

ηnj

)

≤ Xnj , (16)

with Xnj denoting the number of bits allocated for quantizing

[rnC ]j and I([r̃nC ]j ; [rnC ]j) denoting the mutual information

between [r̃nC ]j and [rnC ]j . According to the rate-distortion

theorem [31], the above quantization variance can be achieved

by using the KLT based encoding scheme if (16) holds.

Then, by performing inverse linear transformation on r̃nC ,

i.e., multiplying r̃nC on the left by eigenmatrix U, we are

able to recover the received signal samples by

r̃n = Ur̃nC = rn +Uqn, (17)

where Uqn ∼ N (0,Qn) is the quantization error vector of

rn and Qn is given by

Qn = Udiag([ηn1, · · · , ηn(2Kn)])U
T . (18)

Finally, the FC estimates the target location by resorting

to the ML rule. Let Ω ⊆ {1, 2, · · · , N} denote the selected

receivers (the detailed selection strategy will be introduced in

Section IV), then the received signal samples available at the

FC can be represented as r̃Ω = {r̃n | n ∈ Ω}. Therefore, the

ML estimation of θ = [x, y]T can be obtained by

θ̂ = argmax
θ

ln p(r̃Ω | θ), (19)

where

ln p(r̃Ω | θ) =

− 1

2

∑

n∈Ω

[

(r̃n − sn)
T (Qωn

+Qn)
−1

(r̃n − sn)
]

+D2,

(20)
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and D2 is a constant uncorrelated with θ, Qωn
= 1

2σ
2
nI2Kn

is a diagonal matrix and sn = [{
√
Eℜ(α̂n)s(knTs − τn), kn ∈

Kn}, {
√
Eℑ(α̂n)s(knTs − τn), kn ∈ Kn}]T .

IV. PROBLEM FORMULATION AND ALGORITHM DESIGN

In this section, we formulate an optimization problem to

minimize the communication cost (i.e., the number of channel

uses), under the CRLB constraint that ensures the sensing

performance and the MAC capacity constraints between the

sensing receivers and the FC. The number of quantization

bits at each reciever and the set of selected receivers are

jointly optimized by proposing a novel MCSCA algorithm

and a greedy node selection strategy. Besides, we prove that

the proposed MCSCA algorithm is guaranteed to converge to

the set of Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) solutions, and a simple

greedy bit reallocation algorithm is further designed for lower

computational complexity.

A. Optimization Problem Formulation

In this work, we employ the well-known CRLB as the

sensing performance metric, since it offers a theoretical lower

bound on the best achievable estimation accuracy under given

observations [30]. Specifically, the CRLB of θ at θ̂ can be

obtained as

CRLB
θ̂
= tr[J−1(θ̂)], (21)

where J(θ) denotes the Fisher information matrix (FIM),

which is given by

J(θ) = Er̃Ω|θ

{

− ∂2

∂θ∂θT
ln p (r̃Ω | θ)

}

=
∑

n∈Ω

∂sn

∂θ
(Qωn

+Qn)
−1

(

∂sn

∂θ

)T

.

(22)

Then, according to the MAC channel capacity limits [33],

the number of quantization bits {Xnj} must satisfy the fol-

lowing conditions for each possible non-empty subset S of

Ω:
∑

n∈S

∑2Kn

j=1 Xnj

W
≤ log

(

1 +

∑

n∈S Pngn

N0

)

,

for all S ⊆ Ω,

(23)

where W is the number of channel uses, N0 denotes the

noise power, Pn and gn represent the transmit power at the

n-th sensing receiver and the channel gain between the n-th

receiver and the FC, respectively. Therefore, the considered

optimization problem can be formulated as1

min
Ω,Xnj ,W

W (24a)

s.t. (23),

CRLB
θ̂
≤ ǫ, (24b)

W ∈ N+, (24c)

Xnj ∈ N , j ∈ [1, 2Kn], n ∈ Ω, (24d)

1Note that in this work, we assume that the N receivers transmit signals
using the same power, thus the transmit power Pn is not an optimization
variable.

where W is minimized as the objective function to reduce

the communication cost and constraint (24b) is introduced to

guarantee certain sensing performance. It is noteworthy that

the feasibility of problem (24) can be ensured by setting a

proper value of ǫ that exceeds the minimum achievable CRLB

(denoted by ǫ∗), which can be easily obtained by letting

Xnj → ∞ and then calculating the corresponding CRLB

through (21).

Problem (24) is challenging to solve because 1) the opti-

mization variables are discrete and intricately coupled in the

constraints; 2) the CRLB constraint (24b) is highly non-convex

which involves matrix inversion operation; and 3) selecting

appropriate cooperative nodes is a combinational problem

which is in general NP-hard. Generally, there is no efficient

method for solving the non-convex problem (24) optimally.

B. Algorithm Design

To address the above challenges, we propose in this work

to decouple the optimization of the quantization bit numbers

at each receiver {Xnj}, the required channel use number W ,

and the selected node set Ω. Specifically, we first present an

efficient MCSCA algorithm to optimize {Xnj} and W with

given Ω, and then a greedy node selection strategy is presented

to optimize Ω based on the MCSCA algorithm, which is able

to find a high-quality solution of problem (24) effectively.

1) MCSCA Algorithm for Quantization Bit Allocation:

With given node selection, problem (24) is still difficult to

solve due to the discrete variables {Xnj} and W , and non-

convex CRLB constraint. To tackle these challenges, we first

slack the discrete variables {Xnj} and W into continuous

ones. Then, in order to resolve the difficulty caused by the

matrix inversion operation in CRLB, we introduce a 2 × 2
auxiliary matrix M which satisfies

M � J−1(θ̂). (25)

Since J−1(θ̂) � 0, (25) can be equivalently transformed into

the following positive semidefinite constraint:

G =

[

M I2

I2 J(θ̂)

]

� 0, (26)

where I2 is a 2× 2 identity matrix. Thus, according to above

transformations, the quantization bit allocation sub-problem

under given Ω can be obtained by

min
{Xnj},W,M

W (27a)

s.t. (23), (26)

tr(M) ≤ ǫ, (27b)

{W,Xnj} ∈ R+, j ∈ [1, 2Kn], n ∈ Ω. (27c)

Next, since the eigenmatrix U is an orthogonal matrix, J(θ̂)
can be equivalently rewritten as

J(θ̂) =
∑

n∈Ω

∂sn

∂θ̂
Udiag

(

[yn(Xn1), · · · , yn(Xn(2Kn))]
)

(
∂sn

∂θ̂
U)T ,

(28)
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where yn(Xnj) is given by

yn(Xnj) =
22Xnj−1

γnj + 22Xnj−2σ2
n

, n ∈ Ω, j ∈ [1, 2Kn]. (29)

As can be seen, since yn(Xnj) in (29) is a non-convex

function with respect to Xnj , constraint (26) is a non-convex

constraint and difficult to handle. Besides, since (26) is a

matrix-inequality constraint, the existing successive convex ap-

proximation (SCA) algorithm [34] cannot be directly applied.

Therefore, we propose the MCSCA algorithm to tackle the

problem (27) effectively, where {Xnj} are iteratively updated

by solving a sequence of convex optimization problems.

Specifically, at the t-th iteration, a surrogate function

ut
n(Xnj) is constructed for each yn(Xnj), which can be

viewed as the tangent function of yn(Xnj) at point Xt
nj and

is given by

ut
n(Xnj) = (Xnj −Xt

nj)∇yn(X
t
nj) + yn(X

t
nj), (30)

where

∇yn(X
t
nj) =

ln 2 · 22Xt
njγnj

(γnj + 22X
t
nj−2)2σ2

n

,

yn(X
t
nj) =

22X
t
nj−1

γnj + 22X
t
nj

−2σ2
n

.

(31)

Then, we can obtain a surrogate FIM J̄t(θ̂) by substituting

(30) into (28) and a surrogate matrix Ḡt by replacing J̄(θ̂)
in (26) with J̄t(θ̂). Therefore, by employing a small positive

number µ > 0, we have the following strongly convex

problem:

min
x,{Xnj},W,M

W + µ‖x− xt‖2 (32a)

s.t. (27c),

tr(M) + µ‖x− xt‖2 ≤ ǫ, (32b)

Ḡt =

[

M I2

I2 J̄t(θ̂)

]

� µ‖x− xt‖2I4, (32c)

∑

n∈S

∑2Kn

j=1 Xnj

W
+ µ‖x− xt‖2 ≤ (32d)

log

(

1 +

∑

n∈S Pngn

N0

)

, for all S ⊆ Ω,

∥

∥[Xnj −Xt
nj ]
∥

∥

2 ≤ (βt)2, (32e)

where x , [{Xnj},W, vec(M)T ]T and the term µ‖x−xt‖2 is

added to ensure the strong convexity of the surrogate functions.

Besides, {βt} in (32e) is a decreasing sequence satisfying

βt → 0 and
∑

t β
t = ∞, which is introduced to gradually

decrease the variable updating speed and ensure that the al-

gorithm finally converges. Based on the above approximation,

xt+1, {Xt+1
nj } and W t+1 are obtained by solving (32) via

existing software solvers, such as CVX [35].

The main steps of the proposed MCSCA algorithm are sum-

marized in Algorithm 1, and it can be proved that Algorithm

1 is guaranteed to converge to the set of KKT solutions of

problem (27). The details will be presented in the following.

Algorithm 1 Proposed MCSCA Algorithm for Quantization

Bits Allocation

Input: Ω, {τ̂n}, {α̂n}, {σ2
n}, {Pn}, {gn}, N0 and {βt}.

Output: {X̄nj} and W̄ .

1: Initialize {X0
nj}, t = 0.

2: repeat

3: Update the surrogate functions ut
n(Xnj) according to

(29);

4: Solve problem (32) to obtain {Xt+1
nj } and W t+1;

5: t = t+ 1;

6: until some convergence criterion is met

Remark 1. It is noteworthy that to make the overall problem

tractable, we have ignored the discrete constraints and relaxed

{Xnj} as continuous variables in problem (27). After obtain-

ing the optimized quantization bit allocation, we can simply

round up the continuous bit numbers to obtain a discrete

solution, i.e.,

X∗
nj =

⌈

X̄nj

⌉

, n ∈ Ω, j ∈ [1, 2Kn]. (33)

and the final channel use number W ∗ is set to be the minimum

integer that satisfies the constraint (23).

2) Convergence Analysis for the MCSCA Algorithm: In

order to facilitate our convergence analysis of the MCSCA

algorithm, we propose to properly modify the problem formu-

lation and algorithm design, which are detailed as follows.

First, the positive semidefinite constraint (26) is equivalent

to the following constraint:

λmin(G) ≥ 0, (34)

where λmin(G) denotes the minimum eigenvalue of G. Since

the smallest eigenvalue of a symmetric matrix is equal to its

minimum Rayleigh quotient, for ∀γ ∈ [0, 1], we have

λmin(γG+ (1 − γ)G′)

= min
v

v
T (γG+ (1− γ)G′)v

vTv

= min
v

{

γ
v
TGv

vTv
+ (1− γ)

v
TG′

v

vTv

}

≥ γmin
v1

v
T
1 Gv1

vT
1 v1

+ (1− γ)min
v2

v
T
2 G

′
v2

vT
2 v2

= γλmin(G) + (1 − γ)λmin(G
′).

(35)

Hence, λmin(G) is a concave function of G, and problem

(27) can be equivalently reformulated as follows:

min
x∈X

f0(x) (36a)

s.t. fi(x) ≤ 0, i = 1, · · · ,m, (36b)

where X is the domain of x , [{Xnj},W, vec(M)T ]T ,

f0(x) , W and f1(x) , −λmin(G). The rest constraints

in (36b), i.e., fi(x) ≤ 0, i ∈ [2,m], can be easily obtained

from (23) and (27b), the details are omitted here for brevity.

Next, according to the structure of the MCSCA algorithm,

in each iteration t, we replace the objective function and
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constraints fi(x), i ∈ [0,m] by the following strongly convex

surrogate functions f̄ t
i (x), i ∈ {0, · · · ,m}:

f̄ t
i (x) =

{

−λmin(Ḡ
t) + µ‖x− x

t‖2, i = 1,

fi(x) + µ‖x− x
t‖2, i ∈ {0} ∪ {2, · · · ,m},

(37)

where µ > 0 is a small positive number. Note that in (37) the

convexity of −λmin(Ḡ
t) and fi(x), i ∈ {0} ∪ [2,m] can be

easily established, and the term µ‖x−x
t‖2 is added to ensure

the strong convexity of f̄ t
i (x), i ∈ [0,m].

Accordingly we solve the following surrogate convex prob-

lem the t-th iteration :

x
t+1 = argmin

x∈X
f̄ t
0(x) (38a)

s.t. f̄ t
i (x) ≤ 0, i = 1, · · · ,m, (38b)
∥

∥x− x
t
∥

∥

2 ≤ (βt)2. (38c)

Note that although only the elements {Xnj} in x are re-

quired to satisfy the constraint (38c), we impose this constraint

on all the optimization variables in x, which will simplify

the convergence proof, but will not affect the performance of

the proposed MCSCA algorithm (as validated via numerical

simulations).

Then, we introduce some lemmas which are crucial for our

proof.

Lemma 1. Consider the following optimization problem

which is obtained by removing the constraint (38c) from

problem (38):

x̄
t = argmin

x∈X
f̄ t
0(x) (39a)

s.t. f̄ t
i (x) ≤ 0, i = 1, · · · ,m. (39b)

Let {xt}∞t=1 and {x̄t}∞t=1 denote the sequences of iterates

generated by the proposed MCSCA algorithm when solving

problems (38) and (39), respectively, then we have

lim
t→∞

∥

∥x̄
t − x

t
∥

∥ = 0. (40)

Proof. Please refer to Appendix A for the proof.

Lemma 2. [36] Consider a subsequence {xtj}∞j=1 converging

to a limit point x∗. There exist continuous functions f̂i(x), i =
1, · · · ,m that satify

lim
j→∞

f̄
tj
i (x) = f̂i(x), ∀x ∈ X , (41)

with the Slater’s condition satisfied at x∗ if there exist x ∈
relintX such that

f̂i(x) < 0, ∀i = 1, · · · ,m. (42)

Based on Lemmas 1 and 2, we are ready to prove the

following convergence result.

Theorem 1. Let x
0 denote an initial feasible point, the

limiting point x
∗ of {xt}∞t=1 which satisfies the Slater’s

condition is a stationary solution of problem (34).

Proof. According to Lemma 1, the constraint (38c) is inactive

when t → ∞, which implies that problem (38) is equivalent

to problem (39) when t is sufficiently large. Therefore, based

on (40) and (41), we have

x
∗ = argmin

x∈X
f̂0(x) (43a)

s.t. f̂i(x) ≤ 0, i = 1, · · · ,m, (43b)

as t → ∞ and since the Slater’s condition is satisfied, the KKT

conditions of problem (43) indicates that there exist Lagrange

dual variables λ1, · · · , λm such that

∇f̂0 (x
∗) +

∑

i

λi∇f̂i (x
∗) = 0,

f̂i (x
∗) ≤ 0, ∀i = 1, . . . ,m,

λif̂i (x
∗) = 0, ∀i = 1, . . . ,m.

(44)

Then, owing to the fact that the surrogate function ut(Xnj) is

the tangent function of yt(Xnj) according to (29), and using

(41), we have the following facts:

‖∇f̂i(x
∗)−∇fi(x

∗)‖ = 0, ∀i = 1, . . . ,m.

|f̂i(x∗)− fi(x
∗)| = 0, ∀i = 1, . . . ,m.

(45)

Finally, it follows from (44) and (45) that x∗ also satisfies

the KKT conditions of the original problem (36). Hence, x∗ is

a stationary point of problem (36). This completes the proof.

3) Node Selection Strategy: For node selection, we propose

in this work a greedy strategy to iteratively exclude the

most non-informative node from cooperation, such that the

communication cost can be further reduced.

Specifically, we first initialize the selected node set as

Ω0 = {1, 2, · · · , N} by taking all the nodes into consideration.

In each iteration t1, Algorithm 1 is executed to obtain the

optimized quantization bit numbers {X̄t1
nj} and channel use

number W̄ t1 according to the current set of selected nodes

Ωt1 . Then, in the next iteration t1 + 1, the node with the

minimum number of allocated quantization bits, denoted by

nt1 , is excluded from Ωt1 because generally this node exhibits

the least contribution to localization performance improve-

ment. Consequently, a new selected node set is obtained by

Ωt1+1 = Ωt1 \ nt1 . Next, Algorithm 1 is executed again to

obtain the new optimized quantization bit numbers {X̄t1+1
nj }

and channel use number W̄ t1+1. If W̄ t1+1 > W̄ t1 , i.e.,

excluding the current node nt1 does not lead to a reduction in

the number of channel uses, then the algorithm is terminated;

otherwise, the above greedy node selection process continues.

It is worth noting that in the above iterative process, Algorithm

1 may not be feasible, this indicates that the current node

selection scheme cannot satisfy the CRLB constraint. In this

case, the proposed algorithm should also be terminated. The

above strategy is summarized in Algorithm 2.



8

Algorithm 2 Proposed Greedy Node Selection Strategy

Input: {τ̂n} , {α̂n}, {σ2
n}, {Bn}, {Pn} , {gn} and N0.

Output: {X∗
nj} , W ∗ and Ω∗.

1: Initialize Ω0 = {1, 2, · · · , N}, t1 = 0, W−1 = +∞.

2: repeat

3: Execute Algorithm 1 to obtain {X̄t1
nj}, W̄ t1 and nt1

according to Ωt1 ;

4: Update the set of selected nodes by Ωt1+1 = Ωt1 \nt1 ;

5: t1 = t1 + 1;

6: until (W̄ t1 > W̄ t1−1) or the Algorithm 1 is infeasible

7: Ω∗ = Ωt1−1, X∗
nj = X̄t1−1

nj and W ∗ = W̄ t1−1;

Next, we endeavor to analyze the computational complexity

of the proposed greedy node selection algorithm. It is im-

perative to note that within each iteration of Algorithm 2,

the proposed MCSCA algorithm is executed once. Hence, the

complexity of Algorithm 2 is dominated by the complexity

of the MCSCA algorithm. Besides, in each iteration of the

MCSCA algorithm, problem (32) is solved by resorting to

the interior-point method (IPM), whose complexity can be

expressed as [37]

CIPM = n
√

4 + 2N [(43 + 2N ) + n(42 + 2N) + n2], (46)

where n = 2KnN + 5. Let L denote the average iteration

number of the MCSCA algorithm, then the complexity order

of the MCSCA algorithm can be obtained as

C1 = O(23N/2N2K2
nL). (47)

Next, note that in the worst-case scenario, our greedy strategy

executes the MCSCA algorithm N times, the overall worst-

case complexity order of Algorithm 2 is given by

C2 = O

(

N
∑

i=1

23i/2i2K2
nL

)

= O(23N/2N2K2
nL). (48)

It is noteworthy that although the complexity of the proposed

algorithm seems to be exponential with respect to N , the actual

complexity will not be excessively high since the value of N

will not be very large in practice.

4) Low-Complexity Bit Reallocation Algorithm: The com-

plexity of the above node selection algorithm is relatively

high since Algorithm 1 is required to be executed multiple

times. To reduce its computational complexity, we develop

a bit reallocation idea and further propose a low-complexity

algorithm in the following.

Specifically, we first initialize the selected node set as

Ω = {1, 2, · · · , N} and execute the proposed MCSCA algo-

rithm once to obtain the optimized quantization bit numbers

{X̄nj} (before rounding down). Then, a discrete solution

can be obtained by performing the floor operation on each

X̄nj , i.e., Xnj =
⌈

X̄nj

⌉

, n ∈ Ω, j ∈ [1, 2Kn]. Next, we

propose to iteratively increase the quantization bit number

Xn′j′ by one bit, where n′ and j′ is obtained by [n′, j′] =
argminn,j CRLB

θ̂
|Xnj=Xnj+1. In other words, we choose the

most important signal sample among all the receivers, i.e.,

increase the quantization bit number of this signal sample can

Algorithm 3 Proposed Low-Complexity Bit Reallocation Al-

gorithm

Input: {τ̂n} , {α̂n}, {σ2
n}, {Bn}, {Pn} , {gn} and N0.

Output: {X∗
nj} , W ∗ and Ω∗.

1: Initialize CRLBopt = +∞ and Ω∗ = {1, 2, · · · , N}.

2: Execute Algorithm 1 based on Ω∗ to obtain {X̄nj};

3: Set Xnj =
⌈

X̄nj

⌉

, n ∈ Ω, j ∈ [1, 2Kn];
4: while CRLBopt > ǫ do

5: for n = 1 : N do

6: for j = 1 : 2Kn do

7: Xnj = Xnj + 1;

8: Calculate CRLB
θ̂

according to (21);

9: if CRLB
θ̂
≤ CRLBopt then

10: CRLBopt = CRLB
θ̂

;

11: n′ = n, j′ = j;

12: end if

13: Xnj = Xnj − 1;

14: end for

15: end for

16: Xn′j′ = Xn′j′ + 1;

17: end while

18: Set X∗
nj = Xnj;

19: for n = 1 : N do

20: if
∑

j Xnj = 0 then

21: Ω∗ = Ω∗ \ n;

22: end if

23: end for

24: Set W ∗ to be the minimum integer that satisfies (23);

reduce the CRLB most significantly. Repeat this process until

the resulting CRLB satisfies the constraint (24b). The final

channel use number W ∗ is set to be the minimum integer

that satisfies the MAC capacity constraint (23). The details

are presented in Algorithm 3.

In terms of computational complexity, we can see the

complexity orders of Algorithms 2 and 3 are the same.

However, it is straightforward to see that the actual complexity

of Algorithm 3 is much lower than that of Algorithm 2, since

the proposed MCSCA algorithm only needs to be run once in

Algorithm 3.

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we provide numerical results to evaluate the

performance of the proposed HISDCS scheme and draw useful

insights. Without loss of generality, we consider a common

linear topology of the sensing receivers, as illustrated in Fig.

1. Unless otherwise specified, N = 5 sensing receivers are

considered, and they are located equidistantly in a straight line

with 50 m spacing. The transmitter is located 1000 m away

from this line. We assume that the target is located between the

transmitter and receivers, uniformly distributed in the 100 m

× 50 m region 50 m away from the line of sensing receivers.

In our simulations, the sensing signal is set to be a Gaussian

pulse signal, i.e., s(t) = 20.25

T 0.5 e
−πt2

T2 with T = 2 × 10−8 s.

The carrier frequency, bandwidth and Nyquist sampling period

are fc = 3.55 GHz, B = 50 MHz and Ts = 1
2B = 10−8
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Fig. 3. Convergence behavior of the proposed MCSCA algorithm

s, respectively. Considering that the main lobe of s(t) is in

−1.5T ≤ t ≤ 1.5T , the sampling duration is set to Td =
4T = 8×10−8 s , which is relatively large to contain the main

lobe of s(t). Therefore, the number of sampling points within

one pulse for the proposed scheme is Kn = Td

Ts
+ 2 = 10.

Besides, the line-of-sight (LOS) model is employed to model

the channels from the transmitter to the target, from the target

to the receivers, and from the receivers to the FC, which is

given by2 [38]

L = 32.4+ 20 log10(d(km))+ 20 log10(fc(GHz))(dB), (49)

where L is the squared pathloss coefficient in dB, d is the

distance between nodes.

For comparison, the following three baselines are consid-

ered: 1) A TOA based IDCS scheme, where each receiver

only sends the estimated time delay τ̂n and effective reflecting

coefficient α̂n to the FC for target localization based on the

ML rule; 2) A uniform-quantization SDCS scheme, where

each echo signal sample is uniformly quantized using 8 bits

and then transmitted to the FC for localization; 3) An ideal

SDCS scheme with unlimited communication capacity, i.e.,

assuming perfect echo signals are available at the FC.

First, Fig. 3 plots the convergence behavior of the MCSCA

algorithm under different choices of the step size βt. It is

shown that by choosing a feasible initial point and a proper

step size, the proposed MCSCA algorithm is able to converge

within 20 iterations. Besides, we can see that choosing a proper

step size is very important for the proposed algorithm, since

a small step size can result in a slow convergence rate, while

selecting a large step size may induce oscillations.

Then, we compare in Fig. 4 the MSE performance and

the average channel use number W between the baseline

designs and the proposed HISDCS design under different SNR

2The sensing signal transmitted might propagate through a primary LOS
path along with some NLOS paths before reaching the receiver. Normally,
only the LOS path is exploited for localization, while the NLOS paths can
be treated as a part of the clutter.
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(b) Channel use number comparison under different SNR regimes

Fig. 4. Comparison between the proposed and baseline designs under different
SNR regimes

regimes. It can be observed that in the medium-to-low SNR

regime, the proposed HISDCS scheme outperforms the IDCS

design in terms of MSE performance. Besides, it is worth

noting that employing a smaller ǫ in constraint (24b) enhances

the MSE performance of the HISDCS design. Especially when

ǫ is set to 1.01 × ǫ∗ (ǫ∗ denotes the minimum achievable

CRLB as mentioned in Section IV), the proposed HISDCS

scheme outperforms the uniform-quantization SDCS scheme

and its performance is remarkably close to the ideal SDCS

design, which is regarded as the localization performance

lower bound. Besides, from Fig. 4 (b), it is evident that the

proposed HISDCS scheme sigificantly reduces the commu-

nication overhead as compared to the uniform-quantization

SDCS scheme, since the former only needs 8 channel uses,

while almost 101 channel uses are required by the latter.

Fig. 5 presents the MSE performance and average channel

use number comparison between the baseline designs and the

proposed HISDCS design under different numbers of sensing

receivers N , where we set the average SNR to 0 dB. From
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Fig. 5. Comparison between the proposed and baseline designs under different
numbers of sensing receivers

Fig. 5 (a), it is seen that the localization performance of the

proposed HISDCS scheme is superior to that of the IDCS

scheme. Additionally, as N increases, the MSE of all the

considered schemes decreases, which is reasonable since larger

N implies higher cooperation gain which is beneficial for

localization performance improvement. Besides, from Fig. 5

(b), it can be observed that the communication overhead of

the proposed HISDCS scheme is substantially reduced as

compared to that required by the uniform-quantization SDCS

scheme, and with the increasing of N , there is a consistent

decrease in W across all schemes, which is mainly due to

the fact that the amount of information transmitted to the

FC for localization performance improvement increases as N

increases.

In Fig. 6, we show the average number of channel uses W

required by the proposed HISDCS scheme with or without

node selection, and compare the performance of the proposed

node selection strategy with the low-complexity bit realloca-

tion algorithm presented in Section IV. From this figure, it
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Fig. 6. Channel use number comparison under different SNR regimes
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Fig. 7. MSE performance comparison under different topologies

is seen that compared to the scheme with the same number

of quantization bits allocated to each receiver, the proposed

MCSCA algorithm is much better in terms of communication

cost. Besides, it can be observed that when node selection is

employed, the number of channel uses W can be substantially

reduced, for example, W can be reduced by 29.9% when

SNR = 0 dB, indicating a reduction in communication

overhead. Moreover, it is noteworthy that the proposed greedy

bit reallocation algorithm requires a slightly higher average

number of channel use than the scheme with greedy node

selection strategy, but it achieves a substantial reduction in

computational complexity (as discussed in Section IV).

Next, we present in Fig. 7 the MSE performance of the

proposed HISDCS scheme versus SNR, under different re-

ceiver topologies. In the circular topology case, the sensing

receivers are symmerically distributed on a 500 m radius circle

around the transmitter and the target is uniformly distributed

within the circle. We can observe from this figure that the

localization performance under the circle topology is better

than those under the linear topology and random topologies,
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Fig. 8. MSE performance and required channel use number versus the number
of sampling points Kn

which means that the receiver topology should be carefully

designed in practice.

Then, we show in Fig. 8 the mean squared error (MSE)

performance for target location estimation and the average

channel use number W achieved by Algorithm 2 under

different numbers of sampling points Kn. In this simulation,

average signal-noise ratio (SNR) of the receivers is set to be

-2 dB. From Fig. 4 (a), it can be seen that the localization

performance improves with the increasing of Kn. However,

when Kn is large, the localization performance improvement

gradually saturates, and when Kn exceeds 14, the localization

performance reaches a plateau. Besides, we can observe from

Fig. 8 that the required number of channel uses W first

increases as Kn increases, and then gradually stabilizes as

Kn surpasses 4. Hence, the value of Kn needs to be carefully

designed, for example, setting it to 10, which enables the

achievement of favorable localization performance without

incurring significant communication overhead, and the com-

plexity of the MCSCA will not be excessively high.

Fig. 9 illustrates the impact of the sampling frequency fs
on the MSE performance and the average channel use number

W , under the given sampling point number Kn = 10. It is ob-

served that the best localization performance is achieved when

fs is about 100 MHz, otherwise, the performance gradually

deteriorates. This is mainly due to the fact that, an excessively

small or large fs may result in the inability to extract useful

localization information within the main lobe region of the

echo signal under given Kn, consequently leading to a decline

in the localization performance. Besides, we can see that the

channel use number W barely changes as fs varies, which is

expected since Kn is fixed in this simulation.

Finally, we present in Fig. 10 the MSE performance and the

average number of channel use W achieved by the proposed

HISDCS scheme under different values of ǫ. It can be observed

that as ǫ increases, the MSE gradually increases while W

decreases. This is mainly owing to the fact that the demand

for meeting the CRLB constraint gradually diminishes as ǫ

increases, thus leading to localization performance degradation
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sampling frequency fs

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

1.1

1.2

1.3

4

4.5

5

5.5

6

6.5

7

7.5

8

8.5

9

Fig. 10. MSE performance and the number of channel use comparison under
different values of ǫ

and communication overhead reduction. Hence, there is a

tradeoff between these two performance metrics that should

be carefully considered based on the practical requirements.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we investigated a cooperative sensing opti-

mization problem in a multi-functional network. In order to

improve the sensing accuracy while reduce the communication

cost, we designed a HISDCS scheme, where each sensing

receiver transmits the estimated time delay and effective

reflecting coefficient, as well as the received sensing signal

sampled around the estimated delay, to the FC. An opti-

mization problem was formulated to minimize the number of

channel uses under both CRLB and limited MAC capacity

constraints. To tackle this problem, we proposed a MCSCA

algorithm for quantization bit allocation and a greedy strategy

for node selection. The convergence of the MCSCA algorithm

to the set of KKT solutions was theoretically proved. Besides,
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in order to further reduce the computational complexity, a

greedy bit reallocation algorithm was proposed. Numerical

simulations showed that our proposed HISDCS scheme is able

to outperform the IDCS and SDCS schemes.

APPENDIX A

PROOF OF LEMMA 1

According to [39], if we can prove that when t → ∞, the

supremum and infimum of ‖x̄t − x
t‖ are zeroes, then (40)

must hold. The proof can be completed via the following two

steps.

1. We first prove that lim inf t→∞ ‖x̄t − x
t‖ = 0.

Due to the strong convexity of f̄ t
0(x), we have

∇T f̄ t
0

(

x
t
)

d
t ≤ −η1

∥

∥d
t
∥

∥

2
+ f̄ t

0

(

x̄
t
)

− f̄ t
0

(

x
t
)

≤ −η1
∥

∥d
t
∥

∥

2
,

(50)

where η1 > 0, dt = x̄
t−x

t and the last inequality is due to the

fact f̄ t
0 (x̄

t)− f̄ t
0 (x

t) ≤ 0 always holds since x̄
t is the optimal

solution of the problem (39), whereas xt is a feasible solution.

Besides, since the gradient of f0(x) is Lipschitz continuous,

we can obtain

f0(x
t+1)

(a)

≤ f0(x
t) + η2β

t∇T f0(x
t)dt

+ L0(η2)
2(βt)2

∥

∥d
t
∥

∥

2

(b)

≤ f0(x
t)− η1η2β

t
∥

∥d
t
∥

∥

2
+O(βt),

(51)

where L0 > 0, (a) is due to x
t+1 = x

t+η2β
t
d
t
, η2 > 0 ((38)

is a convex problem) and the Lipschitz gradient continuity of

f0(x), and in (b), we use (50) and the fact that ‖∇T f̄0(x
t)−

∇T f0(x
t)‖ = 0.

Then, we prove lim inf t→∞ ‖x̄t − x
t‖ = 0 by contradic-

tion. Assuming that there exists a positive constant ρ such

that positive lim inft→∞ ‖x̄t − x
t‖ ≥ ρ > 0 holds, then we

can easily find a sequence of dt that satisfies ‖dt‖ ≥ ρ for all

t. Thus by choosing a sufficiently large t0, there always exists

η̄ > 0 such that

f0(x
t+1)− f0(x

t) ≤ −βtη̄‖dt‖2, ∀t ≥ t0, (52)

therefore, it follows from (52) that

f0(x
t)− f0(x

t0) ≤ −η̄(ρ)2
t
∑

j=t0

βj . (53)

By letting t → ∞, (53) contradicts the boundedness of

{f0(xt)} given the fact that
∑∞

j=t0
βj = ∞. Therefore, we

have lim inft→∞ ‖x̄t − x
t‖ = 0.

2. Then, we prove lim supt→∞ ‖x̄t − x
t‖ = 0.

It follows from the Lipschitz continuity and strong convexity

of f̄ t
i (x), i = 0, · · · ,m that [36]

∥

∥x̄
t1 − x̄

t2
∥

∥ ≤ L̂
∥

∥x
t1 − x

t2
∥

∥+ e(t1, t2), (54)

where L̂ > 0 and limt1,t2→∞ e(t1, t2) = 0. Then, similar to

the previous step, we prove lim supt→∞ ‖x̄t − x
t‖ = 0 by

contradiction.

Suppose that lim supt→∞ ‖x̄t − x
t‖ > 0, since we have

proved lim inft→∞ ‖x̄t − x
t‖ = 0, it follows that there exists

a δ > 0 such that both ‖dt‖ ≥ 2δ and ‖dt‖ < δ holds for

infinitely many t. Thus, we can always find an infinite set of

indexes, denoted by T , which satisfies the following property:

for any ∀t ∈ T , there exists t2 > t, such that
∥

∥d
t
∥

∥ ≤ δ,
∥

∥d
t2
∥

∥ ≥ 2δ,

δ < ‖dn‖ < 2δ, t < n < t2,

(55)

holds. Then, based on (55), we have

δ ≤
∥

∥d
t2
∥

∥−
∥

∥d
t
∥

∥

≤
∥

∥d
t2 − d

t
∥

∥

=
∥

∥(x̄t2 − x̄
t)− (xt2 − x

t)
∥

∥

≤
∥

∥x̄
t2 − x̄

t
∥

∥+
∥

∥x
t2 − x

t
∥

∥

(a)

≤ (1 + L̂)
∥

∥x
t2 − x

t
∥

∥+ e(t2, t)

= (1 + L̂)‖xt2 − x
t2−1 + x

t2−1 − x
t2−2 + · · ·

+ x
t+1 − x

t‖+ e(t2, t)

≤ (1 + L̂)

t2−1
∑

n=t

η̂βn‖dn‖+ e(t2, t)

≤ 2δη̂(1 + L̂)

t2−1
∑

n=t

βn + e(t2, t),

(56)

where η̂ > 0 and (a) is obtained by resorting to (54). Then we

obtain

lim inf
t→∞

t2−1
∑

n=t

βn ≥ δ1 =
1

2η̂(1 + L̂)
> 0. (57)

Invoking (52), there exists η̄ > 0, for ∀t ∈ T , such that

f0(x
n+1)− f0(x

n) ≤ −βnη̄‖dn‖2, t < n < t2, (58)

then for sufficiently large t we have

f0(x
t2)− f0(x

t) ≤ −η̄δ2
t2−1
∑

n=t

βn. (59)

Since the convergence of {f0(xt)}, there must be

lim inft→∞

∑t2−1
n=t βn = 0 which contradicts (57). Therefore,

it can be shown that lim supt→∞ ‖x̄t − x
t‖ = 0.

Combining the results of the above two steps, we have

limt→∞ ‖x̄t − x
t‖ = 0, which completes the proof.
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