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Abstract—Spatially correlated device activation is a typical
feature of the Internet of Things (IoT). This motivates the devel-
opment of channel scheduling (CS) methods that mitigate device
collisions efficiently in such scenarios, which constitutes the scope
of this work. Specifically, we present a quadratic program (QP)
formulation for the CS problem considering the joint activation
probabilities among devices. This formulation allows the devices
to stochastically select the transmit channels, thus, leading to a
soft-clustering approach. We prove that the optimal QP solution
can only be attained when it is transformed into a hard-clustering
problem, leading to a pure integer QP, which we transform
into a pure integer linear program (PILP). We leverage the
branch-and-cut (B&C) algorithm to solve PILP optimally. Due
to the high computational cost of B&C, we resort to some sub-
optimal clustering methods with low computational costs to tackle
the clustering problem in CS. Our findings demonstrate that
the CS strategy, sourced from B&C, significantly outperforms
those derived from sub-optimal clustering methods, even amidst
increased device correlation.

Index Terms—Branch-and-Cut, Clustering, Random Access,
Channel Scheduling.

I. INTRODUCTION

THE Internet of Things (IoT) synergizes connectivity,
automation, and data-driven insights to enable businesses

to make informed decisions, reduce waste, and enhance pro-
ductivity. Indeed, IoT networks will embrace a multitude
of services, fostering seamless interaction among numerous
devices like sensors and actuators [1]. This makes low latency,
massive connectivity support, and energy efficiency very desir-
able features for an IoT multiple-access scheduling protocol.

IoT devices are often deployed for tasks where data is trans-
mitted only upon detecting a specific event, making commu-
nication in such IoT networks event-triggered. Such networks
typically experience sporadic and bursty traffic involving short
data packets, while requiring efficient random access (RA)
mechanisms at the devices to contend for available channels
in a distributed manner. Notably, a defining attribute of event-
triggered networks is spatially correlated device activation.
This phenomenon arises because devices close to an event
epicenter are more likely to simultaneously detect and respond
to the same event. Such correlation must be exploited by
proper channel scheduling (CS) procedures for RA [2].
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Fig. 1. Illustration of the soft-/hard-clustering-based CS exemplified for
the case of 6 devices and 2 channels. Here, ei,1 and ei,2 represent the
probabilities of device i choosing channel-1 and channel-2, respectively. As
can be seen, devices with a high likelihood of simultaneous activation are
opting for different transmission channels.

The research community has recently displayed a growing
interest in utilizing (deep) reinforcement learning (DRL/RL)
based CS algorithms for IoT with correlated device activation,
e.g., in [3], [4]. Specifically, the authors in [3] approached
the time slot selection task at each industrial IoT device as
a Markov game and employed the linear reward-inaction RL
algorithm [5] to determine its equilibrium points. Nevertheless,
such a proposal does not converge to a pure Nash equilib-
rium and is effective only under moderate traffic intensity.
Meanwhile, the authors in [4] proposed a multi-armed bandit
(MAB) agent at each device to determine its CS strategy au-
tonomously. Over time, MABs train themselves distributively
and generate a form of implicit coordination among CS strate-
gies of the devices that contribute to successfully transmitting
an alarm message. However, due to instability, only a single
MAB can be trained at a time. This constraint significantly
prolongs the training time and necessitates tight synchroniza-
tion among devices. Moreover, DRL/RL algorithms impose a
significant computational burden on resource-constrained IoT
devices. Consequently, CS at the base station (BS), leveraging
spatially correlated device activation, holds greater promise for
IoT networks. Indeed, after the IoT devices sense an event,
they no longer need to run a channel scheduling algorithm
but just exploit the scheduling decisions already made by the
BS. Consequently, the overall latency of the RA procedure is
reduced, as well as the energy consumption at the IoT device,
thereby extending its battery life.

The implementation of CS at the BS was studied in [2], [6],
[7], where the authors leverage the correlated device activation
to design a time slot/channel allocation protocol. The non-
convex nature of the time slot allocation problem, aimed at
maximizing throughput, coupled with the incorporation of
higher-order correlation, prompted the authors in [6] to derive
the expressions for the lower/upper bounds on throughput
using the inclusion-exclusion principle [8]. Based on these
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bounds, fresh non-convex problems that tap into the pairwise
correlation among devices are formulated. These problems are
then solved using heuristic algorithms to derive a sub-optimal
CS strategy with near-optimal throughput. Meanwhile, the
time slot allocation problem in [2] converges to a locally opti-
mal solution when solved using the stochastic gradient ascent
algorithm, whose performance is sensitive to the initialization
of the time slot allocation matrix. Furthermore, the CS strategy
in [2] requires information about the device activity in each
frame. On the other hand, a hard-clustering CS strategy is
proposed in [7], but no optimality guarantees are provided.

Motivated by these inadequacies, we propose a novel CS
method customized for IoT networks with spatially correlated
device activations. Specifically, we first introduce a quadratic
program (QP) formulation for the CS problem while exploiting
the joint activation probabilities among devices. This ensures
that devices with a high likelihood of simultaneous activation
opt for different channels for transmission, as shown in Fig. 1.
Although the CS approach does not restrict the devices to
using deterministically the same channels, we prove that such
static scheduling is indeed optimal. Specifically, we prove
that the optimal solution for QP is attained after the latter is
transformed into a hard-clustering problem, i.e., a pure integer
QP (PIQP). Fig. 1 illustrates the difference between the soft-
/hard-clustering in a simple setup. To simplify PIQP further,
we transform it into an equivalent pure integer linear program
(PILP). We employ branch-and-cut (B&C) [9] algorithm to
optimally solve PILP. Notably, due to the high computational
cost of B&C, we also resort to sub-optimal clustering meth-
ods with low computational cost to tackle the CS problem,
including K-Medoids [10] (as in [7]) and its variant K-
Medoids with K-Means++ [11] initialization, and discuss the
performance tradeoffs of the different solvers. Finally, the
performance of our proposal is analyzed numerically, and our
findings demonstrate that the CS strategy derived from B&C
outperform significantly the one obtained from the sub-optimal
clustering methods even when there is a surge in the device
correlation. Also, B&C achieves a near-optimal objective value
of PILP within a time duration that closely matches the solving
duration of sub-optimal clustering approaches, thus evincing
the suitability of the former.

The paper is structured as follows. Section II presents
the system model and introduces the formulation for the
CS problem. Section III proves that hard-clustering-based
scheduling is indeed optimal and presents an optimal CS
strategy. Section IV presents the numerical results and some
sub-optimal clustering methods to tackle the CS problem.
Finally, in Section V, we conclude and highlight some open
research areas.

In the remaining of the paper, Tr(·) signifies the trace
of a square matrix, [·]T denotes the transpose operation,
and boldface lowercase/uppercase letters are used to indicate
column vectors/matrices.

II. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

Consider a set N = {1, 2, . . . , N} of N sporadically
active IoT devices that exhibit correlated activation pat-
terns. These devices communicate with the BS using a set

L = {1, 2, . . . , L} of L orthogonal channels, where L < N .
Additionally, assume that the BS knows the pairwise joint acti-
vation probability matrix A ∈ [0, 1]N×N , where each element
Ai1,i2 represents the joint activation probability of devices
i1, i2 ∈ N . Notice that A is symmetric.

Let, ei,j represent the probability of device i ∈ N choos-
ing channel j ∈ L, thus

∑L
j=1 ei,j = 1. Also, let us de-

note by Nj ⊂ N the set of devices that selected a com-
mon channel j ∈ L in a given time, thus ∪j∈LNj = N and
Nj1 ∩Nj2 = ∅, ∀j1, j2 ∈ L, j1 ̸= j2. In this setup, active
devices transmit in a grant-free manner, and collisions between
two transmitting devices occur only when they both utilize
the same channel. Consequently, we can define the collision
probability for the channel j ∈ L as

Pj = 1−
∏

i1,i2∈Nj ,i1<i2

(1−Ai1,i2ei1,jei2,j), (1)

and the overall network’s average collision probability as

Pc =
1

L

∑
j∈L

Pj ,

=
1

L

∑
j∈L

[
{·}j +

∑
i1∈Nj

∑
i2∈Nj ,i1<i2

Ai1,i2ei1,jei2,j

]
,

(2)

where {·}j ,∀j ∈ L consists of higher-order terms. Observe
that (2) depends entirely on A, L, and ei,j ,∀i ∈ N ,∀j ∈ L.

The CS objective is to find ma-
trix E = [e1, · · · , eN ]T ∈ [0, 1]N×L, where
ei = [ei,1, · · · , ei,L]T , that minimizes Pc. Such information
is later forwarded to the devices by the BS. The following is
a formulation for the CS problem

minimize
E

Pc (3a)

subject to
L∑

j=1

ei,j = 1, ∀i ∈ N , (3b)

0 ≤ ei,j ≤ 1,∀i ∈ N ,∀j ∈ L. (3c)

Constraints (3b) and (3c) enforce that the optimization vari-
ables are indeed probability values, as per their definition.
Furthermore, problem (3) enables devices to select channels
probabilistically, making it akin to a soft-clustering problem.
However, observe that problem (3) is a non-convex optimiza-
tion problem, since the objective function (3a) is non-convex.
This makes problem (3) difficult to solve. The following
section will address the hitches in problem (3) without any
working assumption on the construction properties of A.

III. PROBLEM REFORMULATION AND PROPOSED CS

First, we will transform problem (3) into a QP using the
following result proved in Lemma 1.

Lemma 1. The upper bound on Pc can be expressed as

Pc ≤
1

L

∑
j∈L

∑
i1∈Nj

∑
i2∈Nj ,i1<i2

Ai1,i2ei1,jei2,j = F (E). (4)

Also, F (E) tightly approaches Pc as {·}j → 0,∀j ∈ L in (2).

Proof. We begin by expressing Pj as the probability of the
union of collision events where each collision event C

(j)
i1,i2
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corresponds to a collision between device i1 and i2, i1 < i2,
i1, i2 ∈ Nj , in channel j

Pj = P
( ⋃
i1,i2∈Nj

C
(j)
i1,i2

)
. (5)

Meanwhile, Boole’s inequality [12], commonly known as
union bound, states that for any finite set of events
C

(j)
i1,i2

,∀i1, i2 ∈ Nj , the probability of their union is bounded
by the sum of their individual probabilities

P
( ⋃
i1,i2∈Nj

C
(j)
i1,i2

)
≤

∑
i1∈Nj

∑
i2∈Nj ,i1<i2

P (C
(j)
i1,i2

). (6)

Since P (C
(j)
i1,i2

) = Ai1,i2ei1,jei2,j , one obtains

Pj ≤
∑

i1∈Nj

∑
i2∈Nj ,i1<i2

Ai1,i2ei1,jei2,j . (7)

Therefore, substituting (7) into (2) yields (4). Furthermore,
F (E) can serve as a tight upper bound as {·}j → 0,∀j ∈ L,
in (2), a condition achievable only as N/L diminishes. A
decrease in N/L leads to a decrease in |Nj |,∀j ∈ L, con-
sequently causing a decline in the number of terms within
{·}j ,∀j ∈ L, subsequently diminishing its magnitude.

This leads to the following CS problem formulation

minimize
E

F (E) (8a)

subject to
L∑

j=1

ei,j = 1, ∀i ∈ N , (8b)

0 ≤ ei,j ≤ 1,∀i ∈ N ,∀j ∈ L. (8c)

Observe that minimizing the objective function (8a) enforces
that devices with a high joint activation probability choose
different channels, while those with a low joint activation
probability are prone to choose the same channel.

Let us remodel (8a) as F (E) = 1
2L Tr(ETAE). We know

that Tr(ETAE) is convex only if A is positive semi-definite,
which may not be the case. Therefore, although optimization
tools like successive convex approximation may solve it, they
do not guarantee an optimal solution. The performance of
successive convex approximation depends on the quality of
the initial feasible point. Observe that problem (8) is a QP
comprising NL optimization variables.

The devices may not necessarily utilize the same channels
consistently over time. However, the following result proves
that the optimal solution for QP can only be attained when it
is transformed into a hard-clustering problem, which signifies
that such static scheduling is indeed optimal.

Lemma 2. The optimal solution of problem (8) is discrete,
i.e., ei,j ∈ {0, 1},∀i ∈ N ,∀j ∈ L.

Proof. Employing the proof by contradiction method, we
begin by positing that a soft-clustering strategy, denoted
as ei,j ∈ [0, 1),∀i ∈ N ,∀j ∈ L, minimizes F (E). With this
premise in mind, we proceed by extracting terms from F (E)
that pertain to a generic device î,

F (E) =
1

L

[ N∑
i1=1
i1 ̸=î

N∑
i2=1
i2 ̸=î
i1<i2

L∑
j=1

Ai1,i2ei1,jei2,j + F ′(E)
]
,

where

F ′(E) =

N∑
i2=1
î<i2

L∑
j=1

Aî,i2
eî,jei2,j +

N∑
i1=1
i1<î

L∑
j=1

Ai1 ,̂i
ei1,jeî,j ,

=

L∑
j=1

eî,j

w1(j)︷ ︸︸ ︷
N∑

i2=1,̂i<i2

Aî,i2
ei2,j +

L∑
j=1

eî,j

w2(j)︷ ︸︸ ︷
N∑

i1=1,i1<î

Ai1 ,̂i
ei1,j

=

L∑
j=1

eî,j(w1(j) + w2(j)).

Given constraint (8b), F ′(E) is minimized when eî,j = 1
for j = argminȷ{w1(ȷ) + w2(ȷ)} and eî,j = 0 otherwise.
This reasoning is valid for any device i ∈ N , since î is
a generic device. Hence, our presumption that the soft-
clustering strategy could steer us towards the minimum value
of F (E) is indeed flawed. As a result, we can conclude
that the minimum value of F (E) can only be attained when
ei,j ∈ {0, 1},∀i ∈ N ,∀j ∈ L.

A. Integer Program-based Reformulation
Introducing binary constraints on ei,j converts problem (8)

into a PIQP. Specifically, constraint (8c) can be substituted
by ei,j ∈ {0, 1},∀i ∈ N ,∀j ∈ L. This means that ei,j denotes
the assignment of device i to cluster j, while constraint (8b)
ensures that each device is assigned to exactly one cluster.

Algorithms like B&C and branch-and-bound (B&B) can
solve integer programs. Specifically, both algorithms calculate
an upper bound on the optimal objective function value by
solving the relaxed problem of the corresponding integer
program. Importantly, if this relaxed problem happens to
be convex, it can yield an ideal upper bound. Conversely,
attempting to solve a non-convex relaxation using heuristic
methods may result in a mediocre upper bound.

Recall that the QP relaxation of PIQP can only be convex
when matrix A is positive semidefinite. Therefore, we next
transform PIQP into an equivalent PILP, which offers two key
advantages: i) the relaxation of a PILP is a linear, thus convex,
program (LP), and ii) the convexity of the LP relaxation is
independent of the construction properties of A. Bearing this
in mind, let us rewrite F (E) with E ∈ {0, 1}N×L as

F (E) =
1

L

N∑
i1=1

N∑
i2=1
i1<i2

L∑
j=1

Ai1,i2zi1,i2,j , (9)

where zi1,i2,j = max{ei1,j + ei2,j − 1, 0}, which can be sub-
stituted by the following set of linear constraints

∀i1, i2 ∈ N ,
i1 < i2,
∀j ∈ L



ei1,j + ei2,j − zi1,i2,j ≤ 1,

zi1,i2,j ≥ 0,

zi1,i2,j + yi1,i2,j ≤ ei1,j + ei2,j ,

zi1,i2,j − yi1,i2,j ≤ 0,

yi1,i2,j ∈ {0, 1}.

(10)
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TABLE I
SUB-OPTIMAL CLUSTERING METHODS

Method Summary
K-Medoids Uses medoid, a cluster member, as cluster representative,

where Initial medoids are selected uniformly at random.
Then, an iterative process begins where non-medoid de-
vices are assigned to the existing medoids, and a new
medoid is determined. Finally, the process ends when
medoids no longer change.

K-Medoids
with K-
Means++

K-Means++ initialize the medoids for the K-Medoids
by randomly selecting the first medoid and subsequent
medoids based on probability. The K-Medoids then refine
the medoids and form clusters.

Therefore, the PIQP can be transformed into the following
PILP involving LN2 optimization variables

minimize
E, zi1,i2,j , yi1,i2,j

(9)

subject to (8b), (10),

ei,j ∈ {0, 1},∀i ∈ N ,∀j ∈ L,

(11)

which can be solved using B&B or B&C algorithms.

B. PILP Solvers and Insights

We define the complexity of B&B and B&C algorithms
in terms of the number of offspring relaxed subproblems they
solve to achieve the optimal solution. The complexity of B&B
scales exponentially with the number of optimization variables
increases, which is motivated by the fact that the upper
and lower bounds of the optimal objective value, determined
during the B&B run, are not sufficiently tight to discard a
substantial proportion of offspring subproblems. Meanwhile,
the complexity of B&C is inherently lower due to its ability
to generate exceptionally tight bounds for the optimal ob-
jective value by employing the cutting plane method during
its B&B procedure. This tightness facilitates the elimination
of a considerable number of offspring subproblems. Hence,
when confronted with problems involving a large number of
optimization variables, B&C proves to be less time-consuming
than B&B. Still, B&C may be computationally intense, thus
motivating the exploration of sub-optimal but low-complexity
clustering methods in the next section.

IV. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Consider a circular region where the devices are uniformly
distributed with a fixed density of 0.2 devices/m2. As a
result, we adjust the radius of this area to accommodate the
desired number of devices. We leverage Gurobi solver [13]
to implement B&C. Moreover, B&C terminates its run when
the gap between the lower and upper bound of the optimal
objective value, determined during its run, is less than 1%.

We compute A using the alarm generation approach, where
we continuously generate alarms over 106 time steps and
collect data on active devices. After its completion, we com-
pute A, where Ai1,i2 , ∀i1, i2 ∈ N , i1 < i2, represents the
probability of device i1 and i2 became active simultaneously
in the recently concluded alarm generation procedure. Notably,
an alarm is triggered at a randomly chosen location, known as
the epicenter, at each time step. This alarm activates a random
set of devices based on the activation probability function
f(di) = e−di/λ, where di is the distance of device i from the
epicenter, and λ = 3 serves as a mean-scaling multiplier.

10
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10
-1

10
0

10
1

10
2

Elapsed time (s)

10
-1

10
0

10
1

Fig. 2. Logs from various algorithms showcasing the best-known objective
value over time for problem (11).

A. Sub-optimal Clustering Methods

Numerous approaches have been put forward in the ex-
tensive literature on clustering methods, each possessing its
strengths and limitations. For the device clustering scenario
considered in problem (11), we exploit the K-Medoids method
and its variant K-Medoids with K-Means++ initialization.
These methods are briefly described in Table I.

B. Numerical Results
Fig. 2 showcases the log data from the B&C and K-Medoids

with K-Means++ algorithms, depicting the best-known ob-
jective value’s progression over time for the problem (11).
Notably, B&C achieves a near-optimal objective value within
a time duration that closely matches the solving duration
of K-Medoids with K-means++ for all combinations of N
and L. Moreover, B&C is computationally more intense than
K-Medoids with K-means++, as numerous offspring relaxed
subproblems have to be solved in B&C. Consequently, the
solving duration of B&C would be higher than K-Medoids
with K-means++, as visible in Fig. 2. However, the solution
obtained from B&C is superior.

Fig. 3 validates F (E) as an upper bound of Pc. The
visual representation in Fig. 3 clearly demonstrates that for all
values of L, the relationship Pc ≤ F (E) holds. Additionally,
as N/L decreases, F (E) becomes an increasingly accurate
approximation of Pc. This enhanced precision arises from the
fact that {·}j ,∀j ∈ L, in (2) decreases with a decrement in
N/L. Meanwhile, Fig. 3 also illustrates that the increment in
L makes it feasible to achieve remarkably low Pc through the
solution obtained by solving the problem (11) using B&C.

Fig. 4 illustrates a comparison in terms of Pc between
the discussed solvers for problem (11). Regardless of N and
L, Pc obtained from B&C consistently outperforms the ones
obtained from K-Medoids with K-Means++. Additionally, a
crucial observation from Fig. 4 is that increasing the value of
L decreases Pc obtained from both B&C and K-Medoids with
K-Means++. However, K-Medoids with K-Means++ exhibits
a diminishing marginal benefit from increasing L, wherein
the positive impact on Pc diminishes with each successive
increment of L. Consequently, Pc from K-Medoids with K-
Means++ never reaches 10−2.
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Fig. 3. Pc and F (E), obtained by solving problem (11) using B&C, as a
function of N .
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Fig. 4. Pc, obtained by solving problem (11) using B&C and K-Medoids
with K-Means++, as a function of L.

Fig. 5 illustrates the performance of the discussed solvers
across various levels of correlation among device activation.
According to f(di), device activation probability increases
with an increase in λ, which in turn boosts the aforesaid
correlation. As anticipated, Fig. 5 distinctly illustrates an
increase in λ leads to a noticeable rise in Pc for both solvers.
Furthermore, it is noteworthy that, irrespective of the value
of λ, Pc obtained from B&C consistently outperforms the
ones obtained from K-Medoids with K-Means++. However, a
significant observation from Fig. 5 is the diminishing relative
advantage of B&C over K-Medoids with K-Means++ as λ
continues to increase.

V. CONCLUSION

This letter presents a novel CS method for IoT applications
involving spatially correlated device activation. First, we intro-
duce a QP formulation for the CS problem, which considers
joint activation probabilities among devices. We then establish
the compelling insight that solving QP optimally necessitates
its transformation into a hard-clustering problem called PIQP.
This PIQP is subsequently transformed into a PILP. To op-
timally solve PILP, we leverage the B&C algorithm. Given
the high computational cost of B&C, we also discuss some
sub-optimal clustering methods to tackle the CS problem.

The problem (11) addressed in this study necessitates prior
specification of the number of clusters. Hence, an intriguing

1 2 3 4 5
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0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

Fig. 5. Pc, obtained by solving problem (11) using B&C and K-Medoids
with K-Means++, as a function of λ for L = 9.

avenue for future research is to develop a clustering optimiza-
tion problem that eliminates the need to specify the number
of clusters beforehand, followed by its subsequent solution.
Another compelling research avenue lies in performing intra-
cluster scheduling following the device clustering based on A.
Intra-cluster scheduling ensures that not all simultaneously ac-
tive devices within the same cluster need to transmit. Notably,
the cluster head oversees the intra-cluster scheduling.
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