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ABSTRACT

The GEO satellite maintains good synchronization with the ground, reducing the priority of acquisition
time in the establishment of the optical link. Whereas energy is an important resource for the satellite
to execute space missions, the consumption during the acquisition process rises to the primary
optimization objective. However, no previous studies have addressed this issue. Motivated by this
gap, this paper first model the relationship between the transmitted power and the received SNR
in the coherent detection system, with the corresponding single-field acquisition probability, the
acquisition time is then calculated, and the closed-form expression of the multi-field acquisition
energy consumption is further derived in scan-stare mode. Then for dual-scan technique, through the
induction of the probability density function of acquisition energy, it is transformed into the equivalent
form of scan-stare, thereby acquiring acquisition energy. Subsequently, optimizations are performed
on these two modes. The above theoretical derivations are verified through Monte Carlo simulations.
Consequently, the acquisition energy of dual-scan is lower than that of scan-stare, with the acquisition
time being about half of the latter, making it a more efficient technique. Notably, the optimum beam
divergence angle is the minimum that the laser can modulate, and the beaconless acquisition energy
is only 6% of that with the beacon, indicating that the beaconless is a better strategy for optical link
acquisition with the goal of energy consumption optimization.

Keywords Optical Link Acquisition · Coherent Detection · Platform Vibration · Multi-field Energy Consumption ·
Optimizations

The incorporation of big data in satellite communication has raised bandwidth demands of over 10 Gbps. Microwave
communication systems are no longer sustainable in high-speed communication due to their low bandwidth magnitude
and slow modulation rateToyoshima et al. [2007]. In contrast, free-space optics communication (FSOC) can effectively
be implemented as it provides several benefits, including a vast bandwidth, license-free spectrum, low power consump-
tion, and minimal space requirementsToyoshima [2005]. As a result, numerous satellite-to-ground laser communication
verification missions have gained significant success to date. From the LEO-to-ground laser communication experiment
of STRV-2 module in 2000Kim et al. [2001]. Then the first high data rate (5.625 Gbps) bidirectional link using 1064nm
coherent waveform between the NFIRE satellite and the optical ground station in 2010Fields et al. [2011]. To current
routine high-performance inter-satellite links between the Alphasat on GEO and the Sentinel-1A/1B on LEOBenzi et al.
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Figure 1: The diagram of beaconless acquisition. There is an error between the initial pointing and the LoS. The green
conical covers the LoS so that the beam can propagate to the receiver antenna by scanning. Analogously, the field of
view in blue conical covers LoS so that the received photons of the signal beam can fall on the photoelectric sensor. The
incident beam passes through an AP and is then expanded by the telescope system L1 − L2. It subsequently passes
through a BS and most of it is focused on an APD through L3 for signal processing. The remaining small portion of the
beam is detected by a 4QD or CCD through L4 for spot deviation measurement. L1, L2, L3, L4, lens; AP, aperture; BS,
beam splitter; APD, avalanche photo diode; 4QD, four-quadrant detector; CCD, charge-coupled device photodetector.

[2016]. And the future EDRS provides global coverage for fast data transmission between network nodes and offers
long-distance secure point-to-point communicationHauschildt et al. [2019].

The crucial step for establishing FSOC is optical link acquisitionYoung et al. [1986], which has also been employed in
precision measurement missions, such as GRACE FOWuchenich et al. [2014] for Earth gravitational field measurement,
as well as LISABarausse et al. [2020] and TAIJI programLuo et al. [2021] for space gravitational wave observation.
Herein, we provide a typical optical link acquisition process to refine the background informationGuelman et al. [2004]
. The transmitted and the received terminals on both sides of the optical link are defined as T1 and T2, respectively.
Firstly, T1 and T2 utilize an ephemeris table for initial pointing. Due to differences in attitude and ephemeris, as
well as thermal deformation and other factors, there is a certain angular deviation between the initial pointing and the
line-of-sight (LoS), which is distributed randomlyToyoshima et al. [2002], resulting in uncertainty for beam pointing.
Then T1 performs a scanning with the Archimedes spiralSteinhaus [1999] to cover the field of uncertainty (FOU) of T2,
while T2 maintains a staring posture. When T2 receives a laser signal with sufficient intensity, the distortion of spot on
photodetector is corrected with adaptive opticsYang and Li [2022a,b], the deviation of the spot is calculatedFu et al.
[2021], Qiu et al. [2021] and the pointing is adjusted slightly so that the spot moves to the center of the photodetector.
Subsequently, T2 feeds back the optical signal. After the response of the photodetector of T1 is triggered, T1 stops
scanning and the acquisition is completed The diagram is illustrated in Fig. 1.

However, the advantage of good security brought by the smaller beamwidth has been proven to be a major drawback
in the establishment of an optical link. Some studies adopted the beacon acquisition mode, where a wide beacon
beam with sufficient peak power is used for scanning initially, followed by switching to a narrow beam for precise
tracking when the two terminals are basically aligned. Yu et al. [2017] studies the constraint boundary conditions
for acquiring the beacon from the perspective of theory and experiment. A multi-parameter influenced pointing jitter
error structure for the low orbit communication experimental satellite system has been established inHu et al. [2022].
However, in addition to the signal light laser, this system also requires a beacon laser device, which is not conducive to
the miniaturization design of the system.

Ref.Hindman and Robertson [2004] proposed a beaconless acquisition method that achieves scanning acquisition and
LoS correction solely with the use of a narrow signal beam. Compared to the classical beacon, the beaconless method
simplifies the terminal structure and reduces power requirements, while maintaining performance levels. However,
the acquisition process poses significant challenges due to the narrow beam divergence angle and random vibration
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disturbanceHo [2007]. To address these challenges, analytic expressions and optimizations for multi-scan average
acquisition time were presented inLi et al. [2011]. In addition, an approximate mathematical model investigating the
influence of Gaussian random vibration on the acquisition probability was proposed inFriederichs et al. [2016]. Ref.Ma
et al. [2021] derived an approximate analytical expression for the scan loss probability with platform vibration, whose
influence on acquisition time was analyzed under both single-field and multi-field scanning scenarios. Furthermore,
Ref.Hechenblaikner [2021] assessed the probability of failing to acquire a link due to beam jitter and derived a simple
analytical model that allowed determining the maximum tolerable jitter for a given beam overlap and required probability
of success. These models assumed that the scanning beam was detected with a sufficiently high signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR). However, the actual transmitted power is limited and will also be affected by turbulenceKaushal and Kaddoum
[2016] and link losses, resulting in a significant attenuation of the power incident on the photodetector of the receiver.
Moreover, there is noise output caused by dark current or other factors on the sensorsLi [2015], making the receiver
SNR an important parameter that cannot be ignored.

The GEO satellite maintains good synchronization with the ground, and its satellite-to-ground communication window
is wide. Hence, the establishment of the GEO-to-ground optical link does not impose stringent requirements on
acquisition time. Rather, optimizing energy consumption, a crucial resource for satellites to execute space missionsChin
et al. [2018], Cui et al. [2023], should be the primary objective in the acquisition process. Nevertheless, to the best
of our knowledge, there is no work has yet studied on it. Spurred by this gap, this paper provides detailed studies
and discussions on the modeling and optimization of energy consumption for GEO-to-ground optical link acquisition.
Considering the combined effects of platform vibration following the Rice distribution and atmospheric turbulence
obeying the Gamma-Gamma distribution, we first model the transmitted power under a given average SNR at the
receiver. Then, with the corresponding single-field acquisition probability, the probability density function (PDF) of
multi-field acquisition time is derived. By integrating these components, the closed-form expression of the acquisition
energy consumption is obtained in the scan-stare mode. Additionally, we conduct parameter optimizations for spiral
pitch, beam divergence angle, coverage factor, and FOU. For the dual-scan mode, it is treated as two independent
scan-stare processes. Subsequently, the PDF of multi-field acquisition energy consumption is derived and generalized
to an equivalent scan-stare form, which enables to derive the expectation of multi-field acquisition energy consumption,
and carry out optimizations. Finally, the Monte Carlo (MC) simulations also including the analysis of platform vibration
and scanning speed are performed.

The structure of the remaining sections of this article is as follows: Chapter 2 presents the model for transmitted power.
Chapter 3 computes the energy consumption expectation for single-field acquisition. Building on this, Chapter 4 derives
the energy consumption expectation for multi-field acquisition in both scan-stare and dual-scan modes, and performs
optimization of acquisition parameters. Chapter 5 validates the theoretical derivations and optimization conclusions
through MC simulations. Lastly, Chapter 6 offers a summary of the paper.

1 Power Model

The average SNR of FSOC system isAndrews and Phillips [2005]:
Q̄ =

〈
i2s
〉
/
〈
i2n
〉

(1)

where is is signal current. in is noise current, which is additive Gaussian white noise with zero mean and σ2
n = N0

variance. Due to the long transmission distance of GEO-to-ground laser communication, it is difficult to meet the
demand of high communication rate by direct detectionPopoola et al. [2012] under the condition of limited power.
In contrast, the coherent detection offers advantages such as high receiver sensitivity, high communication rates, and
strong resistance to background light interference. Consequently, in the coherent detection system, the photocurrent
output by the balanced detector isPeppas and Mathiopoulos [2015]:

is = 2
√

PrPLRr cos(∆w · t+∆ϕ) (2)
where Pr = Pththc, Pt and Pr are the transmitter and receiver powers, respectively, ht represents the transmission
gain with vibration, hc represents the turbulence attenuation, the two are independentJurado-Navas et al. [2012]. Rr

is the photoelectric response efficiency, PL is the local oscillator power, ∆w is the frequency difference between the
signal and the local oscillator light, and ∆ϕ is the phase difference between the signal and the local oscillator light.
Therefore, the Eq. (1) is expressed as:

Q̄ = 2PtPLR
2
rE [ht]E [hc]/N0 (3)

ht denotes the ratio of received power to transmitted power in the absence of turbulence, which can be derived from
Gaussian beam diffraction propagation as follows:

ht(φ) =
2stsrss
πR2

1

ω2
exp

(
−2φ2

ω2

)
· π
(
Dr

2

)2

(4)
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where R is the far-field propagation distance, st and sr are the transmitted and received loss, respectively, ss is the
proportion of split beam for acquisition, Dr is the diameter of the receiver aperture, ω is divergence angle corresponding
to 1/e2 intensity radius of Gaussian beam. φ represents the random variable denoting the deviation angle between the
transmitter pointing and the LoS under the influence of vibration, as illustrated in Fig. 2. Ref. [13] has previously
demonstrated that φ follows a Rice distribution. Hence, E [ht] is obtained as:

E [ht] =
stsrssD

2
r

2R2
Eφ

[
1

ω2
exp

(
−2φ2

ω2

)]
=

stsrssD
2
r

2R2

1

ω2 + 4σ2
exp

(
− 2τ2d2

ω2 + 4σ2

) (5)

where d is the distance between adjacent spiral arms, denoted as spiral pitch, σ is the standard deviation of the platform
vibration. Notably, 0 ≤ τ ≤ 1/2 is coverage factor, representing the ratio of maximum acquisition angle to spiral pitch
where the receiver meets lowest SNR level for a certain transmitted power. When the minimum distance between spirals
and the receiver exceeds τd, it implies that the received average SNR consistently falls below the threshold, resulting in
acquisition failure.

The atmospheric turbulence is modeled by the Gamma-Gamma distributionAl-Habash et al. [2001]. Then the first
moment of hc is given asWang and Cheng [2010]:

E [hc] =
Γ(α+ k)Γ(β + 1)

Γ(α)Γ(β)

(
γ

αβ

)
= γ (6)

where γ is the scale parameter, α and β are large-scale and small-scale effective numbersProkeš [2009], respectively.

Combining Eqs. (3), (5) and (6), the transmitted power Pt meeting the average SNR threshold at the receiver is derived
as:

Pt = B
(
ω2 + 4σ2

)
exp

(
2τ2d2

ω2 + 4σ2

)
(7)

where B = Q̄N0R
2

PLR2
rstsrssγD

2
r

.

2 Single-field Acquisition Energy

As depicted in scanning process Fig. 2, the polar coordinate of initial pointing error (or the position of the receiver)
is (ρr, θr), obeying the Gaussian distribution with zero mean and equal variance κx = κy = κ in the horizontal and
vertical directions. So the polar angle θr follows uniform distribution U(0, 2π) and the radial error ρr obeys Rayleigh
distribution as:

fρr (ρr) =
ρr
κ2

exp

(
− ρ2r
2κ2

)
(8)

The receiver (ρr, θr) is likely to be scanned within the FOU, and the corresponding probability is expressed as:

PU =

∫ U

0

fρr (ρr) dρr = 1− exp

(
− U2

2κ2

)
(9)

Given that κ, measured in milliradian magnitude, is significantly far greater than d in microradian magnitude, the PDF
of the coverage factor τ is approximated as:

fτ (τ) ≈
∞∑
k=1

[
exp

(
− (k − 1 + τ)

2
d2

2κ2

)
− exp

(
− (k + τ)

2
d2

2κ2

)

− exp

(
− (k + 1− τ)

2
d2

2κ2

)
+ exp

(
− (k − τ)

2
d2

2κ2

)]

= exp

(
−τ2d2

2κ2

)
+ exp

(
− (1− τ)

2
d2

2κ2

)
≈ 2

(10)

According to the description in Fig. 2, The probability that the average received SNR over the threshold is the CDF of
the coverage factor:

PSNR =

∫ τ

0

fτ (T )dT = 2τ (11)

4



arXiv Template A PREPRINT

Transmitter 

Receiver



( , ) 

( , )r r 

y

x

Spiral 
arm

O

d

d 

Vibration

Transmitter 

Receiver



( , ) 

( , )r r 

y

x

Spiral 
arm

O

d

d 

Vibration

( , )r r  

1

2

1Q

2Q

Q
U

d

( , )r r 

Figure 2: Scanning diagram. U is FOU, d is spiral pitch, and ω is beam divergence angle. Under the platform vibration,
φ is the random angle deviation between the transmitter pointing and LoS (the direction pointing towards the receiver).
µ = τd is the maximum acquisition angle between spiral arms and receiver meeting the SNR threshold. While µ′ = τ ′d
represents an alternative position, but acquisition fails due to µ′ > µ.

In addition, the signal is expected to be detected when the LoS falls within the field angle range of the receiver, and the
corresponding field detection probability is denoted as PV < 1. We refer to PR = PV ·PSNR = 2PV τ as the feedback
probability of the receiver. Consequently, the probability of successful acquisition in a single-field scanning is:

PS = PU · PR (12)

As shown in Fig. 2, the scanning usually adopts the Archimedean spiral to achieve an efficient search from high
probability to low probability regionsSteinhaus [1999]. For the radial distance ρr, the length of the spiral scan is πρ2r/d.

Then the acquisition time is calculated as tS = πρ2r/(vd), where v is scanning speed. Combined with Eq. (8), the PDF
of single-field acquisition energy consumption eS = Pt · tS is obtained as:

feS (eS) =
vd

2πκ2Pt
exp

(
− vd

2πκ2Pt
eS

)
(13)

Subsequently, when a single-field acquisition is successful, the energy consumption expectation ES is integrated as:

ES =

∫ EU

0

eS · feS (eS) deS =
2πκ2Pt

vd

[
1− exp

(
− U2

2κ2

)(
1 +

U2

2κ2

)]
(14)

where EU = πU2Pt/(vd) represents the energy consumption of scanning the entire FOU.

3 Multi-field Scanning Model

Acquisition success cannot be guaranteed with only once single-field scanning due to PS < 1. Therefore, the multi-field
scanning, which is a series of repetitive single-field scanning over the same FOU, is often employed instead.

3.1 Scan-stare

In the case of a single-field scanning failure, it is necessary to reinitialize the transmitter pointing based on ephemeris
table. In this process, reset energy Ea, which is not related to Pt, is strongly essential but ignored by previous analytical
models. Therefore, when the acquisition is achieved in n+ 1 single- field, the total scanning energy eM is:

eM = n (EU + Ea) + eS (15)

The PDF of eM is:
feM (eM ) = (1− PS)

n
PRfeS (eS) (16)

5



arXiv Template A PREPRINT

The CDF of eM is:

P (E ≤ eM ) = P (E ≤ n (EU + Ea)) + P (n (EU + Ea) < E ≤ eM )

=

n−1∑
k=0

(1− PS)
k
PR

∫ EU

0

feS (E) dE + (1− PS)
n
PR

∫ eS

0

feS (E) dE

= 1− (1− PS)
n

{
1− PR

[
1− exp

(
− vd

2πκ2Pt
eS

)]} (17)

There is n → ∞ and eS → EU for eM → ∞. Then the acquisition probability of Eq. (17) becomes:

lim
eM→∞

P (E ≤ eM ) = lim
n→∞

[
1− (1− PS)

n+1
]
= 1 (18)

Multi-field scanning can ensure acquisition success from an energy consumption perspective. According to Eq. (16),
the multi-field acquisition energy expectation EM is calculated as:

EM =

∫ ∞

0

eM · feM (eM ) deM =

∞∑
n=0

(1− PS)
n
PR

∫ EU

0

[n (EU + Ea) + eS ] · feS (eS) deS

=

∞∑
n=0

(1− PS)
n
PS

[
ES

PU
+ n (EU + Ea)

]
=

ES

PU
+

(
1

PS
− 1

)
(EU + Ea)

=
2πκ2Pt

vd

[
eηη (1− PR)

(eη − 1)PR
+ 1

]
+

Ea [e
η (1− PR) + PR]

(eη − 1)PR

(19)

where η = U2/(2κ2) > 0. Obviously, EM is a function of the parameters (d, τ, ω, U), which are optimized respectively
to minimize the acquisition energy.

3.1.1 Optimizations

The partial derivative of EM with respect to d is:

∂EM

∂d
=

2πκ2Pt

vd2 (ω2 + 4σ2)

[
eηη (1− PR)

(eη − 1)PR
+ 1

] (
4τ2d2 − ω2 − 4σ2

)
(20)

where the minimum is taken at ∂EM/∂d = 0, with the optimum dopt as:

dopt =

√
ω2 + 4σ2

2τ
(21)

Substituting it into Eq. (19) yields:

EM |d=dopt
=

2πe1/2 κ2B

v(ω2 + 4σ2)
−1/2

[
eηη (1− PR)

(eη − 1)PV
+

PR

PV

]
+

Ea [e
η (1− PR) + PR]

(eη − 1)PR
(22)

Then take the partial derivative concerning ω:

∂EM

∂ω
=

2πe1/2 κ2Bω

v
√
ω2 + 4σ2

[
eηη (1− PR)

(eη − 1)PV
+

PR

PV

]
(23)

which is always greater than zero, so the optimum beam divergence angle ωopt is the lower limit of the divergence angle
ωlimit that the laser can modulate.

Next, the partial derivative of Eq. (22) with respect to τ is:

∂EM

∂τ
= −4πe1/2 κ2B (eηη − eη + 1)

v(ω2 + 4σ2)
−1/2

(eη − 1)
− Eae

η

(eη − 1)PRτ
(24)

where eηη − eη + 1 is positive constantly. Thus EM decreases monotonically with τ , and the minimum EM is reached
at τopt = 1/2.
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Furthermore, the partial derivative of EM concerning η is calculated after taking τopt into Eq. (22):

∂EM

∂η
=

2πe1/2 κ2B (1− PV ) e
η
(
eη − η − 1− Êa

)
v(ω2 + 4σ2)

−1/2
(eη − 1)

2
PV

(25)

where Êa =
v(ω2+4σ2)

−1/2
Ea

2πe1/2 κ2B(1−PV )
. The minimum EM is taken at ∂EM/∂η = 0:

eη − η − 1− Êa = 0 (26)

However, the above equation has no analytical solution. When η is large, there is approximate η ≈ ln(Êa), which can
be employed as the variable to perform polynomial fitting with numerical solutions and effectively reduce the order.
In general, ω is 10−5 magnitude, v and κ are of the same order of 10−3 magnitude, (1− PV ) and Ea are the level of
10−2 and 102, respectively, and B is at 107 level. Therefore, Êa is about 10−1 ∼ 100 magnitude order. Without loss of
generality, we adopt polynomials to fit the numerical solutions, where the goodness of fit (GoF) is utilized as an index to
evaluate the fitting accuracy. We perform piecewise fitting in the interval [0.01, 10] for x = ln(Êa) with GoF = 0.999:

ηopt =


0.02785x2 + 0.3123x+ 0.9870, 0.01 ≤ Êa < 0.1

0.06049x2 + 0.4552x+ 1.1454, 0.1 ≤ Êa ≤ 1

0.07181x2 + 0.4713x+ 1.1455, 1 < Êa ≤ 10

(27)

Consequently, the optimum FOU is Uopt = κ
√
2ηopt.

3.2 Dual-scan

In this section, we investigate another type of acquisition process known as the dual-scan. This mode involves two
terminals simultaneously performing scan. Once one of the terminals acquires the other, both terminals stop scanning
and proceed to the pointing operation. Therefore, the dual-scan process can be visualized as two individual scan-stare
procedures.

We assume that the parameters of both terminals are the same. Two independent random variables E1 and E2 represent
the energy required for T1 to acquire T2 and T2 to acquire T1, respectively. The energy consumption of acquisition
first is lower, and the random variable for dual-scan acquisition energy consumption is represented byHechenblaikner
[2021]:

E = 2 ·min {E1, E2} (28)

For the energy consumption ẽM = n
(
ẼU + Ẽa

)
+ ẽS , the CDF is computed as:

Fmin (ẽM ) = Pmin (E ≤ ẽM ) = 1− Pmin (E > ẽM ) = 1− P

(
E1 >

ẽM
2

)
· P
(
E2 >

ẽM
2

)

= 1− (1− PS)
2n

1− PR

1− exp

−
vd
[
ẽM − n

(
ẼU + Ẽa

)]
2πκ2P̃t


2 (29)

where ẼU = 2EU , Ẽa = 2Ea, and P̃t = 2Pt. Then we get the corresponding PDF by taking the derivative concerning
ẽM :

fẽM (ẽM ) =
(
1− P̃S

)n
PRfẽS (ẽS) (30)

where P̃S = PS (2− PS). Eq. (30) shares a similar expression form with Eq. (16). Consequently, we are able to
transform the complex dual-scan into the simpler scan-stare, which has been previously analyzed albeit with distinct
parameters. The corresponding PDF of single-field acquisition energy is generalized as:

fẽS (ẽS) =
vd

πκ2P̃t

exp

(
− vdẽS

πκ2P̃t

)[
exp

(
vdẽS

2πκ2P̃t

)
(1− PR) + PR

]
(31)

Analogously, the probability P̃U of falling within the FOU is:

P̃U =

∫ ẼU

0

fẽS (ẽS) dẽS =
(
1− e−η

) (
2− PR + PRe

−η
)

(32)
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Then the single-field acquisition energy ẼS is obtained as:

ẼS =

∫ ẼU

0

ẽS · fẽS (ẽS) dẽS

=
πκ2P̃t

[
e2η (4− 3PR)− 4eη (η + 1) (1− PR)− PR (2η + 1)

]
vd · e2η

(33)

Consequently, the multi-field acquisition energy expectation ẼM is calculated:

ẼM =
ẼS

P̃U

+

(
1

P̃S

− 1

)(
ẼU + Ẽa

)
=

Ẽavd[e
η (1− PR) + PR]

2
+ πκ2P̃t ·H (η, PR)

vd (eη − 1)PR [eη (2− PR) + PR]

(34)

H (η, PR) = e2η
[
PR (4− 3PR) + 2η(1− PR)

2
]
− 4eηPR (1− PR)− P 2

R (35)

3.2.1 Optimizations

The partial derivative of ẼM with respect to d is:

∂ẼM

∂d
=

πκ2P̃t

(
4τ2d2 − ω2 − 4σ2

)
·H (η, PR)

vd2 (ω2 + 4σ2) (eη − 1)PR [eη (2− PR) + PR]
(36)

where H (η, PR) of Eq. (35) is rearranged as a quadratic equation of PR:

H (η, PR) = H1 (η)P
2
R −H2 (η)PR +H3 (η) (37)

where H1 (η) = 2e2η (η − 1) + 2eη − (eη − 1)
2
> 0, H2 (η) = 4e2η (η − 1) + 4eη > 0, and H3 (η) = 2η · e2η . The

axis of symmetry is H2(η)
2H1(η)

> 1, obtaining:

H (η, PR) ≥ H (η, 1) = e2η − 1 > 0 (38)

Therefore, the optimum spiral pitch dopt is same with Eq. (21). Analogously, we bring it into Eq. (34) and then get:

ẼM

∣∣∣
d=dopt

=
2πe1/2 κ2B

√
ω2 + 4σ2 ·H (η, PR)

v (eη − 1)PV [eη (2− PR) + PR]
+

Ẽa[e
η (1− PR) + PR]

2

(eη − 1)PR [eη (2− PR) + PR]
(39)

The partial derivative of Eq. (39) concerning ω:

∂ẼM

∂ω
=

ω√
ω2 + 4σ2

· 2πe1/2 κ2B ·H (η, PR)

v (eη − 1)PV [eη (2− PR) + PR]
(40)

It can be obtained from Eq. (38) that ∂ẼM/∂ω greater than zero constantly. Thereby the optimum beam divergence
angle ωopt is also equal ωlimit.

Meanwhile the partial derivative with respect to τ is:

∂ẼM

∂τ
=

4πe1/2 κ2B
√
ω2 + 4σ2P 2

R · J (η, PR)− 4vẼae
2ηPV [eη (1− PR) + PR]

v (eη − 1)P 2
R[e

η (2− PR) + PR]
2 (41)

J (η, PR) = e3η
[
(3− 2η) (2− PR)

2
+ 2η − 4

]
+ eη (5PR − 4)PR

+ e2η
[
P 2
R (2η − 7) + 16PR − 2η − 8

]
− P 2

R

(42)

In addition, the partial derivative of J (η, PR) concerning PR is:

∂J (η, PR)

∂PR
= [eη (2− PR) + PR]

[
e2η (2η − 3) + 4eη − 1

]
> 0 (43)
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It is shown that J(η, PR) is monotonically increasing with respect to PR, with its maximum value achieved at PR = 1,
i.e., J (η, 1) = −

(
e2η − 1

)
(eη − 1) < 0. Therefore, J(η, PR) is always less than zero, and ∂ẼM/∂τ as well.

Consequently, the minimum ẼM is achieved at τopt = 1/2.

Furthermore, the partial derivative concerning η is calculated after taking τopt = 1/2 into Eq. (39) as:

∂ẼM

∂η
=

4πe1/2 κ2B (1− PV ) e
η [eη (1− PV ) + PV ] ·G

(
η, PV , Êa

)
(ω2 + 4σ2)

−1/2
v(eη − 1)

2
PV [eη (2− PV ) + PV ]

2
(44)

G
(
η, PV , Êa

)
= e2η (2− PV )− 2eη

(
η − PV η + Êa + 1

)
+ PV (45)

The partial derivative of the key term G
(
η, PV , Êa

)
with respect to η is:

∂G
(
η, PV , Êa

)
∂η

= 2eη
[
(2− PV ) (e

η − η − 1) + η − Êa

]
(46)

It can be seen that as η increases, G
(
η, PV , Êa

)
first decreases and then increases. Since G

(
0, PV , Êa

)
= −2Êa < 0

and G(Êa + 1, PV , Êa) > (2− PV )e
η(eη − 2η) > 0, G(η, PV , Êa) must have a unique zero point corresponding to

the minimum ẼM . However, it is hard to solve G
(
η, PV , Êa

)
= 0. We employ x = ln(Êa) and PV as variables and

perform polynomials fitting with numerical solutions, with Êa and PV within [0.01, 10] and [0.1, 1), respectively, as
well as GoF = 0.999. The piecewise fitted polynomials are:

ηopt =



0.0305x2 + 0.0115PV x+ 0.002P 2
V , 0.01 ≤ Êa < 0.1

+ 0.3279x+ 0.0487PV + 1.01

0.0701x2 + 0.0685PV x+ 0.0318P 2
V , 0.1 ≤ Êa ≤ 1

+ 0.4678x+ 0.1261PV + 1.147

0.0721x2 + 0.1384PV x+ 0.1485P 2
V , 1 < Êa ≤ 10

+ 0.4602x+ 0.0057PV + 1.168

(47)

Thereby Uopt = κ
√

2ηopt.

4 Discussion of the results

In this section, MC simulations are conducted to validate the derived analytical expressions. The simulation time step
aligns with the sampling interval of the photoelectric sensor. Following the methodology outlined in Ref.Kasdin [1995],
random amplitudes and phases are assigned based on the power spectral density of the platform vibration, yielding a
frequency-domain sequence. This sequence undergoes inverse Fourier transformation to generate a random time-domain
sequence representing platform vibration. This sequence is then superimposed onto the nominal spirals to obtain
the simulated scanning trajectory. The simulation process is depicted in Fig. 3, accompanied by the corresponding
simulation parameters listed in Table 1.

Fig. 4 shows the variation of the multi-field acquisition energy of (a) scan-stare and (b) dual-scan modes with spiral
pitch under different combinations of turbulence, beam divergence angle, and coverage factor, where U/κ = 1.3.
The simulation process is illustrated in Fig. 3. The theoretical values EM and ẼM are calculated according to Eqs.
(19) and (34), and the optimum spiral pitch dopt is obtained from Eq. (21). It can be observed that the theoretical
results are consistent with the corresponding MC results. When d < dopt, the scan time is longer, and while d > dopt,
the transmitted power that satisfies the received SNR threshold is larger, both of which lead to excessive acquisition
energy. In addition, as the beam divergence angle increases and the coverage factor decreases, dopt gradually increases.
Meanwhile, the increase of turbulence only increases the acquisition energy without changing dopt. Consequently, the
optimization conclusion regarding the spiral pitch is validated. It is observed that the energy of both modes is nearly
identical, and relevant quantitative analyses are subsequently conducted.

Fig. 5 shows the variation of (a) acquisition energy and (b) ratio of multi-field scan-stare and dual-scan modes with
coverage factor under different field detection probabilities, respectively, where ω = 25µrad, U/κ = 1.3, spiral pitch is
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Figure 3: Simulation process of Monto Carlo

calculated from Eq. (21), and the turbulence is medium. The acquisition energy decreases with the increase of coverage
factor, and this trend is also reflected in Fig. 4. In addition, an increase in field detection probability PV means a greater
single-field acquisition probability, which can effectively reduce the number of scans without changing the single-field
scanning time and reduce the acquisition energy. Therefore, it is advisable to select a photodetector with a larger field
angle as much as possible. Observing box plot (b), it is apparent that the median of the ratio is below one, suggesting
that the acquisition energy consumption of the dual-scan is statistically lower than that of the scan-stare mode.

Fig. 6 shows the variation of multi-field acquisition energy of (a) scan-stare and (b) dual-scan with FOU under different
combinations of turbulence, field detection probability, and reset energy, respectively, where ω = 25µrad, τ = 1/2,
and the spiral pitch is calculated from Eq. (21) as d = 32µrad. The theoretical optimum FOU Uopt for scan-stare
and dual-scan modes are fitted by Eq. (27) and (47), respectively. The theoretical results are observed to align well
with the corresponding Monte Carlo (MC) results. For small values of U , variations in reset energy significantly affect
acquisition energy consumption. AtU/κ = 0.4, the acquisition energy consumption of Ea = 3 increases by 38%
compared to that of Ea = 1. Conversely, for large values such as U/κ = 2.5, the acquisition energy consumption of
Ea = 3 increases by only 0.1% compared to that of Ea = 1. In this case, the impact of reset energy variation can be
neglected, and scanning energy consumption plays a dominant role. This is because with the increase of FOU, the
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Table 1: Simulation parameters

Parameters Value Unit

Link distance R 36000 km
Transmitter loss st 0.92 -
Receiver loss sr 0.92 -
Receiver aperture diameter Dr 30 cm
Proportion of split beam ss 0.1 -
Photoelectric response efficiency Rr 0.88 -
Std. of noise current σn 8 nA
Local oscillator power PL 0.1 mW
Receiver average SNR threshold Q̄ 10 dB
Statistical time for average SNR 1 s
Band-limited platform vibration 100 Hz
Sample frequency of photodetector 10 KHz
Weak turbulence scale γ 0.9 -
Medium turbulence scale γ 0.5 -
Std. of platform vibration σ 10 µrad
Std. of initial LOS error κ 1 mrad
Scanning speed v 10 µrad/s
Reset energy Ea 1 J
Field detection probability PV 0.95 -

(a) (b)

Medium turb.

Weak turb.

Medium turb.

Weak turb.

Figure 4: The variation of the multi-field acquisition energy with spiral pitch under different combinations of turbulence,
beam divergence angle, and coverage factor. (a) scan-stare and (b) dual-scan.

single-field acquisition probability increases, and the scanning time decrease, leading to a decrease in total reset energy.
On the other hand, the energy for scanning the entire FOU EU or ẼU is proportional to the square of U , which is a
high-order term compared to Ea. In addition, when U > Uopt, the acquisition energy almost does not change with the
variation of FOU in the case of PV = 0.99. Theoretically, when PR = PSNRPV = 0.99 → 1, the acquisition energy
for scan-stare and dual-scan are EM → 2πκ2Pt/(vd) and ẼM → πκ2P̃t/(vd), respectively, which are not related to
FOU. This means that the selection of FOU can be more flexible. Meanwhile, increasing Ea and PV or decreasing
turbulence leads to an increase in Uopt. Furthermore, the difference between the fitted Uopt and the corresponding
acquisition energy of scan-stare and dual-scan with the ground-truth values are within 1% and 10−3% as well as within
1% and 10−2%, respectively, validating the optimization conclusion about FOU.

Through the above quantitative analysis, it can be inferred that under the same parameters, the multi-field acquisition
energy consumption of both modes is almost identical. Consequently, Fig. 7 examines the variation of platform
vibration at different scanning speeds in the more complex dual-scan mode, where ω = 25µrad, d = 30µrad, τ = 1/2,
U/κ = 1.3, and the turbulence is medium. To maintain a consistent scan length for average SNR statistics, the duration
of the statistical time is set as follows: 1 second for v = 10µrad, 0.5 seconds for v = 20µrad, 0.25 seconds for
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(b)(a)

Figure 5: The results under different field detection probabilities vary with the coverage factor. (a) Multi-field acquisition
energy for scan-stare. (b) Ratio of energy consumption between dual-scan and scan-stare modes.

(a) (b)

Medium turb.

Weak turb.

Medium turb.

Weak turb.

Figure 6: The variation of multi-field acquisition energy with FOU under different combinations of turbulence, field
detection probability, and reset energy. (a) scan-stare. (b) dual-scan.

v = 40µrad, and 0.125 seconds for v = 80µrad. In Fig. 7 (a), it is evident that as the platform vibration intensity
increases, the acquisition energy consumption gradually rises. This is because the power required at the transmitter
increases to meet the SNR threshold at the receiver. Moreover, maintaining the same scan length at different speeds
ensures consistent expectations for statistically averaged SNR. However, increasing the vibration intensity and reducing
the SNR statistical time lead to increased variance, resulting in a flatter probability density curve. Consequently, this
results in a decrease in the probability of the average SNR exceeding the threshold, as depicted in Fig. 7 (b), leading
to a decline in single-field acquisition probability and causing the simulated energy consumption to deviate further
from the theoretical value illustrated in Fig. 7 (a). Notably, the consistency between simulation and theory is highest at
v = 10µrad.

Subsequently, Fig. 8 presents simulation on the variation of scanning speed under different spiral pitches, where
ω = 25µrad, τ = 1/2, U/κ = 1.3, and the turbulence is medium. In Fig. 8 (a), as the scanning speed increases,
the scanning time decreases, leading to a reduction in multi-field acquisition energy consumption. Additionally, the
simulated energy consumption gradually deviates from the theoretical value as the scanning speed increases. This is
because the increased scanning length within the 1-second period for average SNR statistics causes some trajectory
points to be significantly farther from the receiver, resulting in a significant decrease in received power and consequently
reducing the average SNR at the receiver, as shown in Fig. 8 (b), causing a decrease in single-field acquisition probability.
Moreover, in Fig. 8 (b), the PSNR located on the curve of d = 30µrad corresponding to v = 10µrad is 0.992, which is
annotated with a black dashed line. Subsequently, the speeds on the curves for d = 50µrad and d = 70µrad, where the
consistency between simulation and theory is 99.2%, are recorded as 16.9µrad/s and 23.2µrad/s, respectively. Given
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(a) (b)

Figure 7: The results of dual-scan under different scanning speeds as the platform vibration increases. (a) Multi-field
acquisition energy consumption plotted on a logarithmic scale. (b) Probability of average SNR exceeding the threshold.

(a) (b)

0.992

10 16.9 23.2

17.7
29.0 41.5

Figure 8: The results for dual-scan under different spiral pitches as the scanning speed changes. (a) Multi-field
acquisition energy consumption plotted on a logarithmic scale. (b) Probability of average SNR over the threshold.

that the maximum acquisition angles τd satisfying the SNR threshold for three spiral pitches are 15µrad, 25µrad, and
35µrad, respectively, the ratios of scanning length within the 1-second statistical time to maximum acquisition angle
(denoted as ε) are calculated as 0.67, 0.68, and 0.66, respectively, indicating their close proximity. To validate this
quantitative relationship, the speeds where the consistency between simulation and theory is 96% on three spiral pitches
are identified as 17.7µrad/s, 29.0µrad/s, and 41.5µrad/s, respectively, then the corresponding ε are 1.18, 1.16, and
1.19, respectively, demonstrating their close proximity. Furthermore, the simulation consistencies corresponding to
different ε are listed in Table 2. It is apparent that to hold good simulation consistency, the selection of ε should be less
than one.

Finally, Fig. 9 describes the changes in multi-field acquisition energy consumption for two modes with increasing beam
divergence angle, where the turbulence is medium, U/κ = 1.3, d = 30µrad, τ = 1/2, and v = 10µrad/s to hold
99% simulation consistency. The corresponding acquisition time is also plotted in Fig. 9. It is evident that the energy
curves of the two modes almost overlap. Moreover, as ω increases, although the acquisition time decreases, the energy
increases. This is because the transmitted power required increases significantly to guarantee that the received average
SNR is greater than the threshold. In particular, the typical divergence angle of the beaconless is about 10 ∼ 50µrad,
highlighted in the orange region, and the average acquisition energy is 107J . While the divergence angle of the beacon
is typically 10 ∼ 30 times greater than the beaconless, shown as the red region, and the average acquisition energy is
1881J , which is about 18 times greater than that of the beaconless. Furthermore, the minimum energy consumption
is achieved at minimum beam divergence angle ωlimit, which is also the divergence angle during the APT tracking

13



arXiv Template A PREPRINT

Table 2: The Relationship between ε and Simulation Consistency

The ratio ε Simulation Consistency (%)

0.5 99.63
1 97.64

1.5 92.6
2 85.3

2.5 75.88
3 63.86

ε is the ratio of scan length within the time for average
SNR statistics to maximum acquisition angle.

Beacon

Beaconless 

Figure 9: The variations of acquisition energy consumption and time with the beam divergence angle. The beaconless
and the beacon are represented with orange and red regions, respectively.

phase. This quantitatively concludes that the beaconless is superior to the beacon for APT with the goal of minimizing
energy consumption. Given that the acquisition time of the dual-scan is about half that of the scan-stare, thus the former
outperforms the latter in terms of acquisition efficiency.

5 Conclusion

This paper conducts a detailed and comprehensive study of energy consumption, an important resource for the satellite
to execute missions, based on the received average SNR with multi-field scanning for GEO-to-ground optical link
acquisition. We first establish a link model from transmitted power to received SNR under the coherent detection
system, involving factors such as turbulence, platform vibration, beam divergence angle, spiral pitch, coverage factor, as
well as various losses. This model is applicable to various photodetectors, thus holding practical guidance significance.
Combined with the acquisition time and the essential reset energy preparing for the next single-field scanning, we
derive the closed-form expression of multi-field acquisition energy and perform optimization in the scan-stare mode.
Subsequently, we discuss another mode called the dual-scan, where two terminals synchronously scan until one acquires
the other. Through simulations, we find that the acquisition energy of the dual-scan is lower than that of scan-stare.
Meanwhile, the acquisition time of the former is about half of the latter, which further enhances the advantage of
dual-scan in acquisition efficiency. Moreover, simulation results regarding platform vibration and scanning speed
variations indicate that when the ratio of scan length within the time for average SNR statistics to maximum acquisition
angle is less than one, the consistency between the theoretical model and simulation results exceeds 97%. Notably, the
proposed model can be extended to optical link acquisition scenarios between satellites in the same orbit due to the
consideration of turbulence effects. Finally, we compare the acquisition energy of the beaconless and the beacon in
their typical range, and observe that the energy consumption with beaconless is only 6% of that with beacon, indicating
that the beaconless is a better strategy for optical link acquisition with the goal of energy optimization, providing strong
theoretical support for FSOC system miniaturization.
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