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Abstract—Performance degradation due to target deviation
by, for example, drift or jitter, presents a significant issue to
inter-satellite laser communications. In particular, with periodic
acquisition for positioning the satellite receiver, deviation may
arise in the time period between two consecutive acquisition
operations. One solution to mitigate the issue is to use a divergence
angle at the transmitter being wider than that if the receiver
position is perfectly known. However, as how the deviation would
vary over time is generally very hard to predict or model, there is
no clear clue for setting the divergence angle. We propose a robust
optimization approach to the problem, with the advantage that
no distribution of the deviation need to be modelled. Instead,
a so-called uncertainty set (often defined in form of a convex
set such as a polytope) is used, where each element represents
a possible scenario, i.e., a sequence of deviation values over
time. Robust optimization seeks the solution that maximizes the
performance (e.g., sum rate) that can be guaranteed, no matter
which scenario in the uncertainty set materializes. To solve the
robust optimization problem, we deploy a process of alternately
solving a decision maker’s problem and an adversarial problem.
The former optimizes the divergence angle for a subset of the
uncertainty set, whereas the latter is used to explore if the subset
needs to be augmented. Simulation results show the approach
leads to significantly more robust performance than using the
divergence angle as if there is no deviation, or other ad-hoc
schemes.

Index Terms—Robust Optimization, laser communications,
inter-satellite communications.

I. INTRODUCTION

Inter-satellite laser communication (ISLC) is an effective

technology for high-speed data transmission between satellites

[1]. However, the issue of target deviation presents a significant

challenge for ISLC. Any deviation due to, for example, drift

or jitter, can lead to weaker signal, degraded data rates, or

even fail of communication. Periodic acquisition operations are

used in ISLC to mitigate target deviation by scanning the target

plane with laser beams [2]. Immediately after an acquisition,

when no deviation is present, a highly focused beam using a

very small divergence angle can achieve maximum rate at the

receiver detector. However, deviations can arise due to drift

and jitter if the gap between two consecutive acquisitions is

not short enough. The use of a very small divergence angle

is not robust in the presence of deviation, as even a small

deviation can reduce the rate essentially to zero. By using a

wider divergence angle, the light energy is more spread out,

and a positive rate can be achieved if the deviation is within a

certain range. In fact, one can calculate the optimal divergence

angle even though we only know the deviation of the receiver,

instead of the exact position [3]. However, it is difficult to

model or predict the deviation.

This paper proposes a robust optimization approach to

address the issue of target deviation in ISLC without as-

suming any specific distributions. Robust optimization finds

solutions being resilient to uncertainty or variation in system

parameters [4]. The goal is to promise a performance that

can be guaranteed across all possible scenarios, rather than

for any deterministic. To be specific, in robust optimization,

a so called uncertainty set where each element represent a

possible scenario under the uncertain system parameters, and

the solution is the optimal in performance while safeguarding

against all elements of the set.

In our problem, we use a time-slotted horizon and an element

of the uncertainty set is a sequence of deviation values over

time slots. By incorporating the uncertainty set, we formulate

a robust optimization problem that aims to maximize the

sum rate between two acquisition operations while accounting

for the uncertainty represented by the uncertainty set. The

objective is to identify a divergence angle that guarantees a per-

formance that is robust against all scenarios in the uncertainty

set. This means that regardless of which scenario materializes,

the resulting performance is at least as good as the one reported

by the robust optimization. Furthermore, the optimal solution

of the robust optimization ensures that no other solution with

a better performance guarantee exists.

The outlined robust problem is hard to tackle due to the lack

of explicit mathematical equations in the optimization problem.

We deploy a process of alternately solving a decision maker’s

problem (DMP) and an adversarial problem (AP). The process

exhibits resemblance to a game-theoretic approach known

as the “minmax algorithm”. The DMP corresponds to the

“maximization” step, where we aim to optimize the divergence

angle for a subset of the uncertainty set. The AP corresponds

to the “minimization” step, where the task is to examine the

worse-case performance of the current DMP solution, and

thereby to determine if the subset needs to be augmented. Our

simulation results demonstrate that the approach provides a

good and robust sum rate in the ISLC system compared to

using the divergence angle as if there is no deviation, or other

ad-hoc schemes.
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Fig. 1. The figures depict the transmission of a laser beam to the receiver
detection plane. Figures 1b and 1c show the same deviation but tow different
different divergence angles (θ1 < θ2).

II. RELATED WORKS

There are some studies on beam divergence angle control to

reduce the impact of the target deviation. The authors of [5]

use variable focus lenses at both the transmitter and receiver

to mitigate the issues caused by pointing errors and angle-of-

arrival fluctuations. The authors of [6] propose a rapid and

power-efficient adaptive beam control technique using non-

mechanical variable-focus lenses to address target deviation

due to angle-of-arrival fluctuation and pointing error for out-

age probability. Via approximating the detector shape of the

receiver, the authors of [3] provide a closed-form of the optimal

divergence angle for any given deviation of the receiver. The

optimal beam divergence angle that minimizes the average bit

error probability is also studied in [7], [8].

Our work differs from the works in [5], [6] because the

proposed systems are assumed to be monitoring the target de-

viation and then they propose a divergence angle optimization

method. In addition, our study is different from the studies in

[3], [7], [8] that require knowledge of the distribution of target

deviation to analyze the system’s performance. In contrast, our

paper does not rely on such assumptions.

III. SYSTEM MODEL AND FORMULATION

A. The Gaussian Beam Model

Consider laser communication between two satellites. Fig.

1a shows that the laser is transmitted with a small divergence

angle to the receiver when there is no target deviation. The

blue circle in the figure represents the transmitter lens, through

which a laser beam is transmitted to the receiver detection

plane. The distance between the transmitter and the plane is

denoted by L, and the transmitter beam divergence angle is

represented by θ. The laser beam is modeled as a Gaussian

beam, and the intensity of a point (x, y) in the plane, is given

by [9]

I (L, θ, x, y)
∆
=

2

πL2θ2
· exp

Ç

−2
(

x2 + y2
)

L2θ2

å

. (1)

The receiver has a disk-shaped detection area with radius r.

The received signal strength is proportional to the total received

energy of the beam over the detection area.

In Fig. 1a, it can be observed that without any deviation,

the transmitter can use a small divergence angle to focus

the laser over the detection area, resulting in a strong total

received energy. However, due to drift and jitter, the center

of the detection area might not be at the origin. Fig. 1b

and 1c illustrate the same target deviation, but the effect

of divergence angle, respectively. One can see that, with a

relatively small divergence angle θ1, the total received energy

over the detection area is significantly smaller than with θ2.

Note that, however, if the angle is higher than θ2, the laser

footprint will spread out further, and the total received energy

might reduce instead. Thus, the beam divergence angle θ has

a significant impact on the total received energy over the

receiver’s detection area (and hence the rate).

B. Time Horizon and Uncertainty

We consider a horizon of T time slots between two ac-

quisitions. Let T
∆
= {1, 2, ..., T }, and we use dt (t ∈ T )

to represent the distance between the center of the detector

disk and the origin in time slot t. We assume that there is

no target deviation immediately after acquisition. Over time,

deviation dt (t ≥ 1) may occur, resulting in a change in the

detector’s center. We denote the detector disk area in time slot

t as Dt. Note that even if dt is known, the position of the

detector remains unknown. However, the function I(x, y) is

centrosymmetric. Thus, without loss of generality, we assume

that the deviations only occur along the x-axis. Thus, Dt can

be expressed as:

Dt :
¶

(x, y) | (x− dt)
2
+ y2 ≤ r2

©

. (2)

We represent the deviations in time slots as d
∆
=

{d1, d2, ..., dT } (dt ≥ 0, ∀t ∈ T ). Robust optimization uses

an uncertainty set to account for uncertain parameters or

conditions. A common choice is the so-called “box” or “hyper-

rectangle” uncertainty set, where each uncertain parameter is

allowed to vary within a fixed range or interval. However, box

uncertainty is found to be too pessimistic [10]. A better option

is to use a “budget” constraint that limits the total uncertainty

or deviation allowed in the system. This is often motivated by

that all uncertain parameters reaching their worst-case bounds

simultaneously is extremely unlikely to occur in practice.

We use an uncertainty set U defined as follows, though we

remark that our algorithmic approach is not limited to this



particular definition.

U :











d1 ≤ dgap, (3)

|dt+1 − dt| ≤ dgap, ∀t ∈ T \ {T } , (4)
∑

t∈T
dt ≤ dtotal, (5)

• Constraint (3) state that the deviation can be at most dgap

in the first time slot.

• Constraint (4) imposes that the difference between the

deviations in two consecutive time slots is at most dgap.

This is motivated by that deviation does not change too

rapidly over neighboring time slots. In addition, this con-

straint also sets the worst-case deviation of any individual

time slot.

• Constraint (5) is the so-called budget constraint stating

the total deviation over all time slots is at most dtotal (with

dtotal < T · dgap).

C. Problem Formulation

In time slot t, the total received energy by the detector can

be calculated by
∫∫

Dt

I (L, θ, x, y) dxdy. (6)

Given transmitter power P , transmission optical efficiency τopt,

the achievable data rate of the receiver is computed by

Rt =
Pτopt

EpNb

∫∫

Dt

I (L, θ, x, y) dxdy, (7)

where Ep = hc
λ

is the photon energy and Nb is the receiver

sensitivity in photons/bit [11].

We would like to optimize the divergence angle to maximize

the sum rate Rsum
∆
=

∑

t∈T
Rt that can be guaranteed between

two acquisitions. The robust optimization problem can be

formulated as

R∗ = max
θ

min
d∈U

Rsum. (8)

An intuition for looking for a robust solution is to identify

a single “worse-case” scenario of the uncertainty set, and then

design the system with respect to that scenario. However, this

intuition fails for two reasons. First, even if there is such a

scenario (i.e., a vector d), identifying it may be very difficult.

Second, there may not even exists a single scenario that is the

“worst case”. For instance, one sub-range of θ may have worst-

case scenario d, while another sub-range may have worst-case

scenario d
′. Thus, it is not viable to approach the problem

with a “worst-case” mind. Additionally, the problem involves

integrals, which makes it intractable to model with explicit

mathematical equations. Therefore, it is not feasible to apply

the reformulation technique [12] of robust optimization.

IV. PROBLEM SOLVING

A. Overview

We propose an iterative solution procedure. The approach

begins by considering a finite subset of scenarios of the

uncertainty set. Next, the corresponding robust optimization

problem for this subset is solved. If the solution obtained is

robustly feasible, then we have found the optimal solution.

The term robustly feasible means that the performance of this

solution, even though obtained for the subset, can in fact be

guaranteed for the entire uncertainty set. If not, we need to

identify a scenario from the uncertainty set that is not robustly

feasible. Thus, we look for the scenario in the uncertainty

set that results in lowest performance of the current solution.

Once this scenario is identified, it is added to the subset, and

the expanded optimization problem is solved. This process

continues until a robustly feasible solution is found or until

a prescribed convergence tolerance is reached.

Specifically, the proposed approach comprises two modules.

That are alternately tackled. The first module involves solving

a decision maker’s problem (DMP) as follows, which is similar

to the original problem formulation but with a finite subset of

the uncertainty set.

[DMP] max
θ

min
d∈U ′

Rsum(θ) (9)

where U ′ ⊂ U is finite.

Once we obtain the optimal solution θ∗DMP of the DMP

(9) and its objective function value Rsum(θ
∗
DMP), we move on

to finding the most unfavorable deviation scenario for θ∗DMP.

This task is called the adversarial problem (AP). The AP is

formulated as:

[AP] min
d∈U

Rsum(θ
∗
DMP,d) (10)

s.t. (3)-(5).

In the AP, we find d
∗
AP in U that is the worst-case deviation

sequence, i.e., leading to lowest sum rate, for angle θ∗DMP. If

Rsum(θ
∗
DMP,d

∗
AP) < Rsum(θ

∗
DMP), angle θ∗DMP is not robustly

feasible. Thus, we add d
∗
AP as a new scenario to U ′, and repeat

the process.

B. AP as a Resource Constrained Shortest Path Problem

We would like to highlight that finding the solution d
∗
AP to

AP is not an easy task, even if θ∗DMP is given. The sum rate

expression uses integrals, making the problem computationally

intractable. To overcome this challenge, we propose the use

of discretization and then reduce the problem to a resource-

constrained shortest path problem (RCSPP).

We first discretize the continued variables dt’s (t ∈ T ) of

AP by step size ∆, i.e.,

dt ∈ {n ·∆|n ∈ N} , ∀t ∈ T , (11)

where N contains non-negative integers. This leads to a discrete

approximate AP (AAP). The AAP has the same constraints (3)-

(5) but its optimization variables follow (11). We will show that

AAP maps to finding the shortest path with resource constraint

in a directed graph. The graph is illustrated in Fig. 2, and the

construction is detailed below.

1) Structure Overview: The graph consists of T sections

indexed by time slot t (t ∈ T ) except the source node Φ
and the sink node Ω. Node Φ represents the state immediately

before time slot one. For λ-nodes in time slot T , they all have
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Fig. 2. The graph for which finding the shortest path with resource constraint gives the optimum of the AAP.

an arc to the sink node Ω. Each λ-node represents a deviation

state, where the superscript indicates the associated time slot

and the subscript represents the deviation. For instance, node

λt
i represents that the deviation dt = i · ∆ in time slot t. In

time slot t, there are 1 + t × ⌊
dgap

∆ ⌋ λ-nodes. Arc (Φ → λ1
i )

denotes the deviation changes from 0 to i ·∆ in time slot one.

Similarly, Arc (λt
i → λt+1

î
) denotes that the deviation changes

from i·∆ to î·∆ of time slots t and t+1. Because the deviation

of two consecutive time slots is constrained by (3), any node

λt
i (1 ≤ t ≤ T −1) or source node Φ has at most 1+2×⌊

dgap

∆ ⌋
arcs to some λ-nodes in time slot t+1 (with t = 0 for node Φ
as a special case). Let î represent a subscript of these in time

slot t+ 1,then î is constrained by

î ∈

ï

i− ⌊
dgap

∆
⌋, i+ ⌊

dgap

∆
⌋

ò

∩N. (12)

2) Arcs Attributes: In RCSPP, an arc has two attributes, i.e.,

weight and resource consumption. For arc (λt
i → λt+1

î
), the

weight is calculated by

Pτopt

EpNb

∫∫

D
î

I (L, θ∗DMP, x, y) dxdy, (13)

where

Dî :
¶

(x, y) |(x− î ·∆)2 + y2 ≤ r2
©

. (14)

In addition, the resource consumption of the arc is set to be î.

For arc (λT
i → Ω), the weight and the resource consumption

are both zero.
3) Resource Constraint: In RCSPP, selecting an arc implies

to consume the associated amount of resource, and we need to

find the shortest path within a given resource limit. Considering

constraint (5), the resource limit in the corresponding RCSPP

is ⌊dtotal

∆ ⌋.

Theorem 1. For any given θ∗DMP, the AAP (10) can be solved

in pseudo-polynomial time as an RCSPP.

Proof. Suppose the optimal solution d
∗
AP = {d∗1, d

∗
2, ..., d

∗
T } =

{n∗
1 ·∆, n∗

2 ·∆, ..., n∗
T ·∆} is given. The corresponding path

is Φ → λ1
n∗

1

→ · · · → λT
n∗

T

→ Ω. According to our setting,

the resource consumption of the path must be less than the

resource limit. In addition, the total arc weight of the derived

path equals the sum rate for d
∗
AP because we set weights by

(13) that represents the rate of a time slot for a given deviation.

Conversely, consider the shortest path complying with the

resource limit. For time slot t, if node λt
i is contained in the

path, we set d∗t = i · ∆. With this variable value setting, the

objective function has the same value as the path length (i.e.,

total arc weight). According to (12), d∗t and d∗t+1 must meet

constraint (4). Similarly,
∑

t∈T
d∗t must meet constraint (5) due

to the resource limit ⌊dtotal

∆ ⌋ in RCSPP. One can observe that

the solution constructed in this way satisfies the constraints of

the AAP. Since RCSPP is weakly NP-hard [13], the conclusion

follows.

C. DMP as a Series of Linear Programming Problems

After solving AAP, we add the corresponding unfavorable

scenario to U ′, and aim to solve the DMP under this new

subset. However, solving DMP can be challenging as it again

involves integrals. We propose a linear approximation method

to effectively tackle the DMP.

To start, we discretize variable θ into M equally sized

intervals. Specifically, for θ ∈ [α, ω], we discretize it into

M intervals. We use [αm, ωm] to represent the m-th interval

(m ∈M
∆
= {1, 2, ...,M}), where

αm = α+ (m− 1) ·
ω − α

M
, (15)

ωm = α+m ·
ω − α

M
. (16)

For the m-th interval, we use a linear function denoted by

Rd
sum(θ,m) to approximate the sum rate Rsum(θ) as a function

of θ under a given scenario d ∈ U ′. The function Rd

sum(θ,m)
is expressed by

Rd

sum(θ,m) =
Rsum(ωm)−Rsum(αm)

ωm − αm

θ +Rsum(αm). (17)

Note that the sum rates Rsum(αm) and Rsum(ωm) are easily

calculated as the divergence angle θ (i.e., αm and ωm) and the



Algorithm 1: Robust optimization for divergence angle

Input: L, r, T , dgap, dtotal, U , ǫ

Output: θ∗

1 Initialize U ′, Flag ← 0, LB ← 0
2 repeat

3 Solve DMP to obtain θ∗DMP and Rsum(θ
∗
DMP)

4 UB ← Rsum(θ
∗
DMP)

5 Solve AAP to obtain d
∗
AP and Rsum(θ

∗
DMP,d

∗
AP)

6 if LB < Rsum(θ
∗
DMP,d

∗
AP) then

7 LB ← Rsum(θ
∗
DMP,d

∗
AP)

8 if UB − LB ≤ ǫ then

9 Flag ← 1
10 else

11 Add d
∗
AP into U ′

12 until Flag = 1
13 return θ∗ ← θ∗DMP

deviation vector d are all given. Thus, we have the following

approximated DMP in the m-th interval:

max
θ∈[αm,ωm]

min
d∈U ′

Rd

sum(θ,m). (18)

With an auxiliary variable Rm, we transform problem (18) into

the following equivalent linear programming problem:

max
θ,Rm

Rm (19a)

s.t. Rm ≤ Rd

sum(θ,m), ∀d ∈ U ′. (19b)

We solve a series of problems (19) for all intervals. Let θ∗m
and R∗

m denote the optimal solution and the optimal sum rate,

respectively, for the m-th interval. The solution to DMP for

θ ∈ [α, ω] is given by

θ∗DMP = argmax
θ∗

m

{R∗
m|m ∈M} . (20)

D. Summary and Convergence

Note that solving DMP yields an upper bound (UB) that

monotonically improves over the iterations, while the AAP

yields a lower bound (LB). We solve the robust optimization

problem once the difference between UB and best LB reaches

a specified tolerance ǫ. The complete approach is summarized

in Algorithm 1.

Theorem 2. DMP and AAP provide UB and LB to the optimum

R∗ of (8), respectively, with UB improving monotonically

over the iterations. Additionally, Algorithm 1 is guaranteed

to converge.

Proof. For any θ > 0, we have mind∈U ′ Rsum(θ) ≥
mind∈U Rsum(θ) since U ′ is the subset of U . Therefore, for

DMP, Rsum(θ
∗
DMP) ≥ R∗. Next, for any θ∗ obtained from DMP,

we have mind∈U Rsum(θ
∗
DMP,d) ≤ R∗ by the definition of R∗.

Thus, Rsum(θ
∗
DMP,d

∗
AP) ≤ R∗ and the AAP provides LB to R∗.

Because U ′ grows over iterations, the UB obtained by DMP

improves monotonically. Furthermore, by the construction of

AAP, only a finite number of scenarios will be added to U ′ as

there is a finite number of paths in the graph. Thus, Algorithm

1 will converge. Hence the conclusion.

V. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

Table I provides details of the parameters used in the

simulation. Note that deviation in unit of centimeters meters

can be calculated by multiplying the angular deviations with

the distance L. We set the maximum total deviation change

dtotal to be proportional to the number of time slots T . We use

the no-deviation scenario (i.e., d = 0) to initialize the subset

U ′.

TABLE I
SIMULATION PARAMETERS.

Parameter Value

Divergence angle (θ) [0.01, 1000] µrad
Distance (L) 40 km
Radius of the detector (r) 15 cm
Transmit power (P ) 70 mW
Transmission optical efficiency (τopt) 0.01
Laser wavelength (λ) 850 nm
Receiver sensitivity (Nb) 100 photons/bit
Number of time slots (T ) {6, 8, 10, 12, 14}
Maximum deviation change in a time slot (dgap) 1µrad
Maximum total deviation (dtotal) 40%× T × dgap µrad

Convergence tolerance (ǫ) 10−4

In our simulation, the robust angle (RA) obtained by our

approach is compared to the following two reference schemes:

• Small angle (SA): This scheme transmits the laser using

the smallest possible angle; SA is optimal for the no-

deviation scenario.

• Average-deviation Angle (AA): This scheme splits the

maximum possible total deviation evenly over T time slots

(i.e., dtotal

T
) and then finds the optimal divergence angle for

this averaged deviation by the method in [3].

For each scheme, we compare its worst-case performance,

i.e., the scenario in U leading the lowest sum rate. Note that for

RA, the worst-case performance is at most ǫ lower by algorithm

construction. For SA and AA, the worst-case performance is

derived by solving the corresponding instances of AAP.

We also examine the performance in an average sense. To

this end, we generate randomly scenarios from set U . For

t ∈ T , dt is randomly and uniformly generated in [0, dtotal].
The scenario is accepted if it satisfies the constraints of the

uncertainty set U (i.e., it is indeed in uncertainty set U). A total

of 1000 such random scenarios in U are used for simulation.

Fig. 3 shows the rate per time slot of the three schemes

under their respective worst-case scenarios. In other words,

the results represent the performance that can be guaranteed

by the schemes no matter which scenario in the uncertainty

set materializes. The SA scheme always has a rate being close

to zero, as it has no safeguard against any deviation. The AA

scheme is significantly better in robustness, whereas we obtain

about 10% higher performance guarantee via RA. The rate of
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Fig. 4. Box plot showing the sum rate results obtained from 1000 randomly
generated cases with T = 10. The numbers on the right of the boxes indicate
the average sum rate for each individual scheme.

both RA and AA decreases gradually in the number of time

slots as the (total) deviation accumulates.

In Fig. 4, we present box plots of the simulation results of

1000 random scenarios in U , where outliers are classified using

the 1.5 interquartile range rule. SA remains inferior, both in

terms of average and the number of outliers of low rate. Note

that for some “lucky” scenarios (i.e., if the deviation happens

to be very small), SA does provide very good rate. For RA

and AA, one can observe that the latter has a slightly better

average rate, with the price of being less overall robustness (as

shown in the previous figure), and outliers associated with the

unfavorable scenarios.

In Fig. 5, we illustrate algorithm convergence. The plot

demonstrates that the proposed method has a satisfactory

convergence speed; the UBs and LBs meet after a small number

of iterations.

VI. CONCLUSION

We proposed a robust optimization approach for maximizing

the sum rate for in inter-satellite laser communication under
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Fig. 5. Convergence behavior of the proposed approach with upper and lower
bounds as functions of the number of iterations when T = 8.

uncertainty of the target deviation. The approach enables a

solution that provides the best possible performance guarantee

for all scenarios in the uncertainty set. From the simulation

results, the average performance of the robust solution is very

good (and stable). Thus robust optimization does open new

perspectives for satellite laser communications.
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[10] B. L. Gorissen, İ. Yanıkoğlu, and D. den Hertog, “A practical guide to
robust optimization,” Omega, vol. 53, pp. 124–137, 2015.

[11] A. K. Majumdar, “Free-space laser communication performance in the
atmospheric channel,” Journal of Optical and Fiber Communications

Reports, vol. 2, no. 4, pp. 345–396, 2005.
[12] I. Averbakh and Y.-B. Zhao, “Explicit reformulations for robust op-

timization problems with general uncertainty sets,” SIAM Journal on

Optimization, vol. 18, no. 4, pp. 1436–1466, 2008.
[13] “The shortest route problem with constraints,” Journal of Mathematical

Analysis and Applications, vol. 14, no. 2, pp. 191–197, 1966.


	I Introduction
	II Related Works
	III System Model and Formulation
	III-A The Gaussian Beam Model
	III-B Time Horizon and Uncertainty
	III-C Problem Formulation

	IV Problem Solving
	IV-A Overview
	IV-B AP as a Resource Constrained Shortest Path Problem
	IV-B1 Structure Overview
	IV-B2 Arcs Attributes
	IV-B3 Resource Constraint

	IV-C DMP as a Series of Linear Programming Problems
	IV-D Summary and Convergence

	V Performance Evaluation
	VI Conclusion
	References

