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Abstract

We study a sensor node with an energy harvesting source. @herated energy can be stored in a buffer.
The sensor node periodically senses a random field and gesergpacket. These packets are stored in a queue
and transmitted using the energy available at that time. taiilo energy management policies that are throughput
optimal, i.e., the data queue stays stable for the largessilple data rate. Next we obtain energy management
policies which minimize the mean delay in the queue. We atsnpare performance of several easily implementable
sub-optimal energy management policies. A greedy poliadesitified which, in low SNR regime, is throughput

optimal and also minimizes mean delay.
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. INTRODUCTION

Sensor networks consist of a large number of small, inexpersensor nodes. These nodes have small
batteries with limited power and also have limited compatet! power and storage space. When the
battery of a node is exhausted, it is not replaced and the dade When sufficient number of nodes
die, the network may not be able to perform its designatekl teisus the life time of a network is an
important characteristic of a sensor network ([4]) and itiesl up with the life time of a node.

Various studies have been conducted to increase the life tifrthe battery of a node by reducing

the energy intensive tasks, e.g., reducing the number sftbitransmit ([22], [5]), making a node to go
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into power saving modes: (sleep/listen) periodically {J28sing energy efficient routing ([30], [25]) and
MAC ([31]). Studies that estimate the life time of a sensotwoek include [25]. A general survey on

sensor networks is [1] which provides many more referencethese issues.

In this paper we focus on increasing the life time of the bgtitself by energy harvesting techniques
([24], [21]). Common energy harvesting devices are soldls,cevind turbines and piezo-electric cells,
which extract energy from the environment. Among thesersiohrvesting energy through photo-voltaic
effect seems to have emerged as a technology of choice foy sersor nodes ([21], [23]). Unlike for
a battery operated sensor node, now there is potentiallyufanize amount of energy available to the
node. Hence energy conservation need not be the dominanetHeather, the issues involved in a node
with an energy harvesting source can be quite different. Sthece of energy and the energy harvesting
device may be such that the energy cannot be generated @mel {e.g., a solar cell). However one
may want to use the sensor nodes at such times also. Furtfeetherate of generation of energy can
be limited. Thus one may want to match the energy generatiofilg of the harvesting source with the
energy consumption profile of the sensor node. If the eneagybestored in the sensor node then this
matching can be considerably simplified. But the energyaggmdevice may have limited capacity. Thus,
one may also need to modify the energy consumption profilehefsensor node so as to achieve the
desired objectives with the given energy harvesting sodt@hould be done in such a way that the node
can perform satisfactorily for a long time, i.e., energyng&é#ion at least, should not be the reason for the
node to die. In [14] such an energy/power management schewedl€denergy neutral operation (if the
energy harvesting source is the only energy source at the, ig., the node has no battery). Also, in a
sensor network, the routing and relaying of data throughnéttevork may need to be suitably modified

to match the energy generation profiles of different noddschivmay vary with the nodes.

In the following we survey the literature on sensor netwarkth energy harvesting nodes. Early papers
on energy harvesting in sensor networks are [15] and [24]rdctral solar energy harvesting sensor
node prototype is described in [12]. A good recent contidsuts [14]. It provides various deterministic
theoretical models for energy generation and energy copsomprofiles (based ofv, p) traffic models
in [8]) and provides conditions for energy neutral opematilm [11] a sensor node is considered which is
sensing certain interesting events. The authors studynapsleep-wake cycles such that event detection
probability is maximized. This problem is also studied iih |8 recent survey is [21] which also provides

an optimal sleep-wake cycle for solar cells so as to obtai§ @o a sensor node.



In this paper we study a sensor node with an energy harvestingce. The motivating application is
estimation of a random field which is one of the canonical i@ppbns of sensor networks. The above
mentioned theoretical studies are motivated by other egidins of sensor networks. In our application,
the sensor nodes sense the random field periodically. Adtesisg, a node generates a packet (possibly
after efficient compression). This packet needs to be tratexinto a central node, possibly via other
sensor nodes. In an energy harvesting node, sometimesrtagr@ot be sufficient energy to transmit the
generated packets (or even sense) at regular intervalhhandhe node may need to store the packets till

they are transmitted. The energy generated can be storedilfpoin a finite storage) for later use.

Initially we will assume that most of the energy is consumedransmission only. We will relax this
assumption later on. We find conditions for energy neutraration of the system, i.e., when the system
can work forever and the data queue is stable. We will obtailicies which can support maximum

possible data rate.

We also obtain energy management (power control) policdesr&nsmission which minimize the mean

delay of the packets in the queue.

Our energy management policies can be used with sleep-wadtesc Our policies can be used on
a faster time scale during the wake period of a sleep-wakée cyhen the energy harvesting profile

generates minimal energy (e.g., in solar cells) then one schgdule the sleep period.

We have used the above energy mangement policies at a MACtigMuAccess Channel) used by

energy harvesting sensor nodes in [27].

We are currently investigating appropriate routing algornis for a network of energy harvesting sensor

nodes.

The paper is organized as follows. Sectidn Il describes tbhdanand provides the assumptions made
for data and energy generation. Section Il provides camult for energy neutral operation. We obtain
stable, power control policies which are throughput optirSaction IV obtains the power control policies
which minimize the mean delay via Markov decision theory. r&egly policy is shown to be throughput
optimal and provides minimum mean delays for linear trassion. Section V provides a throughput
optimal policy when the energy consumed in sensing and psitg is nonnegligible. A sensor node
with a fading channel is also considered. Secfioh VI provigsienulation results to confirm our theoretical
findings and compares various energy management poli@etof VI concludes the paper. The appendix

provides proof of the lemma used in proving existence of aimad policy.



II. M ODEL AND NOTATION

In this section we present our model for a single energy lsiing sensor node.
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Fig. 1. The model

We consider a sensor node (Fig. 1) which is sensing a randddh died generating packets to be
transmitted to a central node via a network of sensor nodas.system is slotted. During slét(defined
as time intervalk, k£ + 1], i.e., a slot is a unit of time),, bits are generated by the sensor node. Although
the sensor node may generate data as packets, we will alloitvaay fragmentation of packets during
transmission. Thus, packet boundaries are not importashtiwvan consider bit strings (or just fluid). The
bits X}, are eligible for transmission ik + 1)st slot. The queue length (in bits) at tinieis ¢,. The
sensor node is able to transmit7}) bits in slotk if it uses energyl). We assume that transmission
consumes most of the energy in a sensor node and ignore athses of energy consumption (this is
true for many low quality, low rate sensor nodes ([23])). SThssumption will be removed in Sectiofh V.
We denote byF). the energy available in the node at titheThe sensor node is able to replenish energy
by Y;. in slot k.

We will initially assume that{ X} and {Y};} areiid but will generalize this assumption later. It is
important to generalize this assumption to capture réalistffic streams and energy generation profiles.

The processe$q,.} and{ £} satisfy

1 = (@ —9(Te)" + X, 1)

Ewpr = (B —1Ty) + Y. (2)

whereT), < FE,. This assumes that the data buffer and the energy storatgr boé infinite. If in practice
these buffers are large enough, this is a good approximationot, even then these results provide

important insights and the policies obtained often proygded performance for the finite buffer case.



The functiong will be assumed to be monotonically non-decreasing. An ntgpd such function is

given by Shannon's capacity formula
1
9(Ty) = 5509(1 + BT)

for Gaussian channels whepeis a constant such that 7}, is the SNR. This is a non-decreasing concave
function. At low values of7}, g(7x) ~ 51 Tk, i.e., g becomes a linear function. Since sensor nodes are
energy constrained, this is a practically important caseisTin the following we limit our attention to
linear and concave nondecreasing functign¥Ve will also assume that(0) = 0 which always holds in
practice.

Many of our results (especially the stability results) viaé valid when{ X} and{Y}} are stationary,
ergodic. These assumptions are general enough to cover aghakse stochastic models developed for
traffic (e.g., Markov modulated) and energy harvesting.

Of course, in practice, statistics of the traffic and energgésting models will be time varying (e.g.,
solar cell energy harvesting will depend on the time of d&8yt often they can be approximated by
piecewise stationary processes. For example, energy disngeby solar cells could be taken as being
stationary over one hour periods. Then our results could dsel wver these time periods. Often these
periods are long enough for the system to attain (approe)retationarity and for our results to remain
meaningful.

In SectiorL Il we study the stability of this queue and idgnéasily implementable energy management

policies which provide good performance.

IIl. STABILITY

We will obtain a necessary condition for stability. Then wegent a transmission policy which achieves
the necessary condition, i.e., the policy is throughpuinogt The mean delay for this policy is not
minimal. Thus, we obtain other policies which provide loweean delay. In the next section we will
consider optimal policies.

Let us assume that we have obtained an (asymptoticallyipstay and ergodic transmission policy
{T}} which makeq ¢, } (asymptotically) stationary with the limiting distriboti independent of,. Taking

{T,} asymptotically stationary seems to be a natural requiréreenbtain (asymptotic) stationarity of

{an}-



Lemma 1 Let g be concave nondeceasing ahll, }, {Y:} be stationary, ergodic sequences. Foy}
to be an asymptotically stationary, ergodic energy managerpolicy that makegq,} asymptotically
stationary with a proper stationary distributianit is necessary thab[X| < E:[g(T)] < g(E[Y]).

Proof: Let the system start withy = Ey = 0. Then for eachn, n ™' 37 T}, < n 'Y} YV, + 22,
Thus, ifn=' >, 7). — E[T)] a.s., thenE[T] < E[Y]. Also thenn™' Y ¢(T}) — E[g(T)] a.s.

Thus from results on G/G/1 queues [@][¢(T")] > E[X] is needed for the (asymptotic) stationarity of

{qx}. If ¢ is linear then the above inequalities imply that for steaidgty of {¢.} we need

EX] < Elg(T)] = g(E[T))

< g(E[Y]) = E[g(Y)]. 3)
If g is concave, then we need

E[X] < Elg(T)] < g(E[T]) < g(E[Y]). (4)

Thus E[X] < g(E[Y]) is a necessary condition to get an (asymptotically) statiprsequence g(7})}

which provides an asymptotically stationafw; } . [

Let

wheree is an appropriately chosen small constant (see statemenhedrem 1). We show that it is a
throughput optimal policy, i.e., using thig, with ¢ satisfying the assumptions in Lemma {lg} is

asymptotically stationary and ergodic.

Theorem 1 If {X,}, {Y,} are stationary, ergodigy is continuous, nondecreasing, concave then if
E[Xy] < g(E[Y]), (B) makes the queue stable (with> 0 such thatE[X]| < g(E[Y] — ¢)), i.e., it has
a unique, stationary, ergodic distribution and startirgnfrany initial distribution,g, converges in total
variation to the stationary distribution.

Proof: If we take T}, = min(Ey, E[Y] — ¢) for any arbitrarily smalle > 0, then from [(2),E, /" c
a.s. andl, /" E[Y] —e. a.s. If g is continuous in a neighbourhood &f]Y’] then by monotonicity ofy
we also gety(Tyx) " g(E[Y] — €) a.s. HenceE[g(Ty)] / g(E[Y] — €). We also getE[Ty] /" E[Y] — e.
Thus{g(T:)} is asymptotically stationary and ergodic. Therefore, flGi®/1 queue results [6], [19] for
T, = min(Ey, E]Y] —¢€), E[X]| < g(E[]Y] — ¢€) is a sufficient condition fofg,} to be asymptotically



stationary and ergodic whenevgk, } is stationary and ergodic. The other conclusions alsoviolince
g is non-decreasing angl0) = 0, E[X;] < g(E[Y]) implies that there is alm > 0 such thatE[X] <
g(E[Y] —e). u

Henceforth we denote the policyl (5) by TO.

From results on GI/GI/1 queues ([2]), {iX,} areiid, E[X] < g(E[Y]), T} = min(Ex, E[Y] — €) and
E[X*] < oo for somea > 1 then the stationary solutiofy,.} of (1) satisfiesE[¢*!] < cc.

Taking 7}, =Y, for all k& will provide stability of the queue iZ[X] < E[g(Y)]. If ¢ is linear then this
coincides with the necessary conditionglis strictly concave the[g(Y)] < g(E[Y]) unlessY = E[Y].
Thus T, = Y}, provides a strictly smaller stability region. We will be é&d to use this policy if there is
no buffer to store the energy harvested. This shows thahgtenergy allows us to have a larger stability
region. We will see in Section VI that storing energy can gisavide lower mean delays.

Although TO is a throughput optimal policy, if, is small, we may be wasting some energy. Thus, it
appears that this policy does not minimize mean delay. Iseful to look for policies which minimize

mean delay. Based on our experience in [26], the Greedyypolic

Ty = min(Ey, f(q)) (6)

where f = ¢!, looks promising. In Theorem 2, we will show that the stapitiondition for this policy
is E[X] < E[g(Y)] which is optimal for lineary but strictly suboptimal for a strictly concave We will
also show in Section IV that whegis linear, [6) is not only throughput optimal, it also minzas long
term mean delay.

For concavey, we will show via simulations that{6) provides less mearagd¢han TO at low load.
However since its stability region is smaller than that o O policy, atE[X| close toE[¢(Y)], the
Greedy performance rapidly deteriorates. Thus it is wohilewo look for some other good policy. Notice
that the TO policy wastes energydf < g(E[Y]—¢). Thus we can improve upon it by saving the energy
(E[Y]—¢€—g '(qx)) and using it when the, is greater thamy(E[Y] — ¢). However forg a log function,
using a large amount of energyis also wasteful even wheq. > ¢(¢). Taking into account these facts

we improve over the TO policy as
T = min(g (qr), Ex, 0.99(E[Y] + 0.001(E; — cq) ™)) (7)

wherec is a positive constant. The improvement over the TO also ednoen the fact that ifE,, is large,



we allow T}, > E[Y] but only if g, is not very large. The constants 0.99 and 0.001 were chosénaby
and error from simulations after experimenting with diéfiet scenarios. We will see in Sectibn] VI via
simulations that the policy, to be denoted by MTO can indeexvide lower mean delays than TO at

loads aboveX[g(Y)].

One advantage of1(5) over](6) arid (7) is that while usidg (igra@ome timeTl}, = E[Y] —e. Also, at
any time, either one uses up all the energy or UsBs| — ¢. Thus one can use this policy even if exact
information aboutE);, is not available (measuring, may be difficult in practice). In fact {5) does not

need eveny, while (6) either uses up all the energy or ugés,) and hence needs only. exactly.

Now we show that under the greedy poli€y (6) the queueingge®ds stable whel'[X] < E[g(Y)].
In next few results we assume that the energy buffer is finitepugh large. For this case Lemma 1 and

Theorem 1 also hold under the same assumptions with slighifivettions in their proofs.

Theorem 2 If the energy buffer is finite, i.e £} < e < oo (buteé is large enough) andl[ X]| < E[g(Y)]
then under the greedy policyl(6), E) has an Ergodic set.

Proof: To prove that(q, Ex) has an ergodic set [20], we use the Lyapunov functiém e) = ¢ and

show that this has a negative drift outside a large enougbfsatte space

AZ{(ge):q+e> 5}

where 5 > 0 is appropriately chosen. If we take large enough, because< ¢, (¢,e) € A will ensure

that ¢ is appropriately large. We will specify our requirementstbis later.

For (¢q,e) € A, M > 0 fixed, since we are using greedy policy

Elh(qrsar; Evear) — P(ar, Bi)|(qr, Ex) = (¢, €)]
= Ellg—9(Tk) + X — 9(Th+1)) + Xpg1 — - .. (8)

oo = 9(Thrmr—1) + Xirnr—1 — ql(qr, Ex) = (¢, ¢)].

Becaus€l, < E, < e, we can take’ large enough such that the RHS bf (8) equals

k+M-1 k+M-1

Elg+ Y Xo— Y 9(Tn) —g(e) — al(a, Bx) = (¢.€)]

n=k n=k+1



Thus to have[(8) less thane, for somee, > 0, it is sufficient that

k+M-1

Z 9(T,)

n=k+1

MEX] < E +g(e).

This can be ensured for amybecause we can always take > min(e, Y,,—1) with probability > 1—0 (for
any givend > 0) forn = k+1,..., k+M —1 if in addition we also havé/E[X] < (M —1)E[g(Y)] ande
is large enough. This can be ensured for a large endddiecause?[X| < Elg(Y)]. [
The above result will ensure that the Markov chdify,, Fx)} is ergodic and hence has a unique
stationary distribution if{ (¢, Ex)} is irreducible. A sufficient condition for this i8 < P[X;, = 0] < 1
and0 < P[Y, = 0] < 1 because then the stafg,0) can be reached from any state with a positive
probability. In general{(qx, Ex)} can have multiple ergodic sets. Then, depending on thealirstate,
{(qx, Ex)} will converge to one of the ergodic sets and the limiting rilisttion depends on the initial

conditions.

IV. OPTIMAL POLICIES

In this section we chooség, at timek as a function ofy, and £}, such that

o0
Sl ]
k=0

is minimized whereé) < o < 1 is a suitable constant. The minimizing policy is calledliscount optimal.

E

Whena = 1, we minimize

lim sup —F

n—oo n

n—1
Z Qk] .
k=0
This optimizing policy is called average cost optimal. Bytle's law [2] an average cost optimal policy
also minimizes mean delay. If for a givepy, ¢;), the optimal policy7, does not depend on the past
values, and is time invariant, it is called a stationary Markolicy.

If {X} and{Y}} are Markov chains then these optimization problems are Mabkecision Problems

(MDP). For simplicity, in the following we consider theseoptems when{ X} and {Y,} areiid. We

obtain the existence of optimal-discount and average cost stationary Markov policies.

Theorem 3 If ¢ is continuous and the energy buffer is finite, i.@,,< € < oo then there exists an
optimal a-discounted Markov stationary policy. If in additiafi( X] < ¢g(E[Y]) and E[X?] < oo, then

there exists an average cost optimal stationary Markowyolihe optimal cost does not depend on the
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initial state. Also, then the optimal-discount policies tend to an optimal average cost policyas 1.
Furthermore, ifv,(q, e) is the optimala-discount cost for the initial statgy, ) then

lim(1 — o) inf(ge)valg,e) =v

a—1

Proof: We use Prop. 2.1 in [29] to obtain the existence of an optimdiscount stationary Markov
policy. For this it is sufficient to verify the conditiofi?”) in [29]. The actions possible in state., £y) =
(q,e) are0 < T, < e. This forms a compact subset of the action space. Also thigping is upper and
lower semicontinous. Under actign the next state becomés; — g(t))* + Xy, e —t + Yy). Wheng is
continuous, the mapping— ((¢ — g(t))™ + Xy, e — t + Y%) is a.s. continuous and hence the transition
probability is continuous under weak convergence topalbgfact it converges under the stronger topology
of setwise convergence. Also, the c@gte) — ¢ is continuous. Thus conditiofiV') in [29] is satisfied.
Not only we get existence af-discount optimal policy, from [10], we also get(q,e¢) — v(q,e) as

n — oo Wherew,(q, e) is n-step optimalx-discount cost.

To get the existence of an average cost optimal stationarskdWapolicy, we use Theorem 3.8 in
[29]. This requires satisfying conditiof3) in [29] in addition to condition1V). Let J,(4, (¢, ¢e)) be the

a-discount cost under policy with initial state(q, ). Also let

ma = iNfgyva(g, €).

Then we need to show that

Supoc<1(va(qv 6) - ma) < o0 (9)

for all (¢, e).

For this we use the TO policy described in Sectidn II. We hawean that for this policy there is a

unique stationary distribution and E[X?] < oo then E[q] < oo under stationarity.

Next we use the facts that,(q, ¢) is non decreasing in and non increasing in. We will prove these

at the end of this proof. Them, = v,(0, €).

Let 7 be the first timeg, = 0, £}, = € when we use the TO policy. Under our conditiof$r| < oo if

qo = 0 for any eq = e. Also, then

T—1

UQ<Q7€) <FE Z@k%mo =4q,e0=¢€| + Ua(ov é)
k=0
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Thus,

va(q,€) —v,(0,6) < E

T—1
> aklgo = q.e0 = 0] :

k=0
For notational convenience in the following inequalities wmit writing conditioning onyy = ¢, ey = e.

The RHS

IA
=

< qE[T]+ E[Tz]%E

Since[X,] are iid andr is a stopping timeF [(37, X,)?] < oo if E[r?] < oo and E[X?] < oo ([9]).
In Lemma 2 in the Appendix we will show thdt[r?] < co for any initial condition for the TO policy

when E[X?] < oo,
Thus we obtain

Sup(0§a<1)va(Q7 6) - Ua(()? é) <0

for each(q, e). This proves|[(9).
Now we show that,(q, e) is hon-decreasing in and non-increasing in. Let v,, be n-stepa-discount

optimal cost where, = ¢, a constant. Then,, satisfies
Vns1(q,e) = mingdq+ aEv,((g — g(t)T + X,e =t +Y)]}. (10)

To prove our assertion, we use inductiep(g, ¢) satisfies the required properties. kgf{q, ¢) also does.
Then from [(10) it is easy to show thaf,,;(q, e) also satisfies these monotonicity properties. We have

shown above that

valg,€) = lim v, (g, ¢).

Thusv,(q, ) inherits these properties. |

In Section[Ill we identified a throughput optimal policy whernis nondecreasing, concave. Theorem
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3 guarantees the existence of an optimal mean delay poticy.df interest to identify one such policy
also. In general one can compute an optimal policy numdyicéh Value Iteration or Policy Iteration
but that can be computationally intensive (especially &wgé data and energy buffer sizes). Also it does
not provide any insight and requires traffic and energy mrdfthtistics. In Section_1ll we also provided
a greedy policy[(6) which is very intuitive, and is throughpptimal for linearg. However for concave

¢g (including the cost functior%log(l + ~t)) it is not throughput optimal and provides low mean delays

only for low load. Next we show that it provides minimum meaglay for linearg.

Theorem 4 The Greedy policy[(6) isy-discount optimal for0 < o < 1 wheng(t) = ~t for some
~v > 0. It is also average cost optimal.

Proof: We first prove the optimality fof < o« < 1 where the cost function is

£

for a policy §. Let there be an optimal policy that violatés (6) at some timee., ¢, # min (%, Ek).

Jo(0,q,¢€)

Clearly t;, < Ej. Also takingt, > ¢/~ wastes energy and hence cannot be optimal. The only pagsibil
for an optimal policy to violate[(6) is whet), < ¢x/v andq;/y < Ej. This is done with the hope that
using the extra energy, —t;, (Wheret, 2 qx/7) later can possibly reduce the cost. However thiseases

the total cost by at least

yak (B, — t) — v (E — t) = va¥ (G, — ) (1 — @) > 0

on that sample path. Thus such a policy can be improved bydaki = #,. This holds for anya
with 0 < a < 1. Also, from Theorem 3, under the conditions given therepastiscount optimal policy
converges to an average cost optimal policypas” 1. This shows that (6) is also average cost optimal.

The fact that Greedy is-discount optimal as well as average cost optimal implies this good not

only for long term average delay but also for transient mealays.

V. GENERALIZATIONS

In this section we consider two generalizations. First wi &dtend the results to the case of fading
channels and then to the case where the sensing and the gingcegergy at a sensor node are non-

negligible with respect to the transmission energy.
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In case of fading channels, we assume flat fading during a lsitlot & the channel gain i%,. The
sequenceg i} is assumed stationary, ergodic, independent of the tregfience{ X} and the energy
generation sequendg’. }. Then if T}, energy is spent in transmission in slatthe {¢q;} process evolves
as

QGer1 = (g — g(hTp)) " + X

If the channel state information (CSlI) is not known to thessemode, thefd, will depend only ongy., Ex).
One can then consider the policies used above. For exampbtewe usel;, = min(Ey, E[Y]—e¢). Then
the data queue is stable B[X] < E[g(h(E]Y] — ¢€))]. We will call this policy unfaded TO. If we use
Greedy [(6), then the data queue is stabl& ] < E[g(hY)].

If CSI hy is available to the node at timg then the following are the throughput optimal policies. If
g is linear, theng(z) = Bz for somes > 0. Then, if0 < h < h < oo and P(h = h) > 0, the optimal

policy is: T'(h) = (E[Y] — €)/p(h = h) andT'(h) = 0 otherwise. Thus if» can take an arbitrarily large

value with positive probability, theiw[27'(h)] = oo at the optimal solution.

If g(z) = Llog(1+ Bx), then the water filling (WF) policy

—2
1 1\"
Ty(h) = ——— 11
with the average power constrait|[7;] = E[Y] — ¢, is throughput optimal because it maximizes

5Epllog(1 + BAT(h))] with the given constraints.

Both of the above policies can be improved as before, by nstimgenergy when there is not enough

data. As in[(¥) in Sectioh lll, we can further improve WF by itak

1

o 1 "
Ti. = min <g Yaqw), B, (h— - 0.001(E), — ch)+> ) . (12)
0

We will call it MWF. These policies will not minimize mean @l For that, we can use the MDP

framework used in Sectidn ]V and numerically compute thenogit policies.

Till now we assumed that all the energy that a hode consumfes isansmission. However, sensing,
processing and receiving (from other nodes) also requgeifgiant energy, especially in more recent
higher end sensor nodes ([23]). Since we have been congjdeisingle node so far, we will now include
the energy consumed by sensing and processing only. Foligityypve will assume that the node is always

in one energy mode (e.g., lower energy modes [28] availairlsénsor nodes will not be considered). If
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a sensor node with an energy harvesting system can be apénaémergy neutral operation in normal
mode itself (i.e., it satisfies the conditions in Lemma 1¢rthhere is no need to have lower energy modes.
Otherwise one has to resort to energy saving modes.

We will assume thatZ,, is the energy consumed by the node for sensing and processisigt %.
Unlike T} (which can vary according tg,), {Z;} can be considered a stationary ergodic sequence. The
rest of the system is as in Section 1. Now we briefly descrilmargy management policy which is an
extension of the TO policy in Sectidnllll. This can provide @mergy neutral operation in the present
case. Improved/optimal policies can be obtained for thigesy also but will not be discussed due to lack
of space.

Let ¢ be the minimum positive constant such tldtX | < g(c). Then ifc+ E[Z] < E[Y] -4, (where
0 is a small positive constant) the system can be operatedarggmeutral operation: If we takg, = ¢
(which can be done with high probability for all large enough), the procegsg;} will have a unique
stationary, ergodic distribution and there will always bergy 7, for sensing and processing for &l
large enough. The result holds{if Xy, Yx, Z;)} is an ergodic stationary sequence. The arguments to show
this are similar to those in Sectignllll and are omitted.

When the channel has fading, we neBX| < E[g(ch)| in the above paragraph.

VI. SIMULATIONS

In this section, we compare the different policies we hawelistd via simulations. The function is
taken as lineafg(z) = 10z) or asg(x) = log(1 + x) . The sequence§X,} and{Y,} are iid. (We have
also done limited simulations whenX, } and{Y}} are Autoregressive and found that conclusions drawn
in this section continue to hold). We consider the cases wXieend Y can have exponential, uniform,
Erlang or Hyperexponential distributions. The policiesnisidered are: Greedy, TG} = Y,, MTO (with
¢ = 0.1) and the mean delay optimal. At the end, we will also consa&nnels with fading. For the
linear g, we already know that the Greedy policy is throughput optiagawell as mean delay optimal.

The mean queue lengths for the different cases are plott€thm[2E10.

In Fig.[2, we compare Greedy, TO and mean-delay optimal (@Rgips for nonlineary. The OP was
computed via Policy Iteration. For numerical computatjcal quantities need to be finite. So we took
data and energy buffer sizes to be and used quantized versions @f and E. The distribution ofX
andY is Poisson truncated &t These changes were made only for this example. MO#{Y]) = 1 and

E[g(Y)] = 0.92. We see that the mean queue length of the three policies giigibée till F[X] = 0.8.
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After that, the mean queue length of the Greedy policy rgpiitreases while performances of the other
two policies are comparable till (although fromE[X] = 0.6 till close to 1, mean queue length of TO

is approximately double of OP). At low loads, Greedy has hesan queue length than TO.

Fig.[3 considers the case wh&handY are exponential and is linear. NowE[Y] = 1 andg(E[Y]) =
E[g(Y)] = 10. Now all the policies considered are throughput optimal betrtdelay performancetffer.
We observe that the policy, = Y, (henceforth called unbuffered) has the worst performaiet is

the TO.

Fig.[4 plots the case whenis linear andX andY are uniformly distributedE[Y] = 1 andg(E[Y]) =
E[g(Y)] = 10. Although the comparative performance of the four poliégeas in Fig[B, performances of
the three policies are somewhat closer for this case. Amdstiag observation is that although the mean
delay of the Greedy for exponential distribution is closahat of the uniform case, for the unbuffered

and the TO policies, the mean delay of the exponential is mumtse.

Figs.[B and b provide the above results fononlinear. WhenX andY are exponential, the results are
provided in Fig[ b and when they are Erlang (obtained by surgnbi exponentials), they are in Fig. 6.
Now, as beforel}, = Y}, is the worst. The Greedy performs better than the other igslifor low values
of E[X]. But Greedy becomes unstablef&fy(Y")] (= 2.01 for Fig.[8 and= 2.32 for Fig.[8) while the
throughput optimal policies become unstablg;@b'[Y']) (= 2.40 for Fig.[8 and Fig[B). Now for higher
values of £[X], the modified TO performs the best and is close to Greedy atH@i].

Figs.[TEL1D provide results for fading channels. The fadiracess{ ..} is iid taking value9.1,0.5,1.0
and 2.2 with probabilities0.1,0.3,0.4 and 0.2 respectively. Figd.]7,18 are for the lineaand Figs[ B[ 10
are for the nonlineay. The policies compared are unbuffered, Greedy, Unfaded@)Grid Fading TO
(WF) (11) . In Figs[® and 10, we have also considered Modifiefatded TO[(¥) and Modified Fading
TO (MWF) (12).

In Fig.[4, X andY are Erlang distributed. For this cade)Y| = 1, E[g(hY)] = 10 and E[g(hE[Y])] =
10. We see that the stability region of fading TOA$X] < E[g(hY)] (= 22.0) while that of the other
three algorithms i/[ X| < 10. However, mean queue length of fading TO is also larger fioarbeginning

till almost 10. This is because in fading TO, we transmit onlgen h = h = 2.2 which has a small

probability (= 0.2) of occurence.

In Fig.[8, X andY have Hyperexponential distributions. The distributionref X is a mixture of 5

exponential distributions with mearis[X|/4.9,2F[X]/4.9,3E[X]/4.9,6 E[X]/4.9 and 10E[X]/4.9 and
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probabilities0.1,0.2,0.2, 0.3 and0.2 respectively. The distribution df is obtained in the same way. Now
ElY]| =1, E[g(hY)] = 10 and E[g(hE[Y])] = 10. We observe the same trends here as in [Hig. 7 except
that the mean queue lengths of the different algorithms wawgh more in Figl I8 when compared to Fig.
[7. Also, except for Fading TO the mean queue lengths in[Eige8mauch more than in Fidl 7. This is

expected because the Hyperexponential distribution hasmmeore variability than Erlang.

Figs.[9 and_10 consider nonlinear In Fig.[9 X, Y are Erlang distributed and in Fig. |18, Y are
Hyperexponential as in Figsl 7 ahd 8. In Fig.BY] = 1, E[g(hY)] = 0.62, E[g(hE[Y])] = 0.64 while
in Figl10, E]Y] =1, E[g(hY)] = 0.51 and E[g(hE[Y])] = 0.64. Now we see that the stability region of
unbuffered and Greedy is the smallest, then of TO and MTOeMF and MWF provide the largest
region and are stable faE[X] < 0.70. MTO and MWF provide improvements in mean queue lengths

over TO and WF. The difference in stability regions is snrallte Erlang distribution.
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VIlI. CONCLUSIONS

We have considered a sensor node with an energy harvestimgesadeployed for random field
estimation. Throughput optimal and mean delay optimalgnaranagement policies are identified which

can make the system work in energy neutral operation. Thenrdekays of these policies are compared
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with other suboptimal policies via simulations. It is foutlét having energy storage allows larger stability

region as well as lower mean delays.

We have extended our results to fading channels and whegyeatthe sensor node is also consumed

in sensing and data processing. Similarly we can includealga/wastage of energy when it is stored in
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0.64; WF, Mod. WF stable for[X] < 0.70

the energy buffer and when it is extracted. Suitable MACssfaech sensor nodes have also been studied
in [27].
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IX. APPENDIX

To avoid trivialities we assume@[X;, > 0] > 0. For the following lemma we also assume t#jtX; =
0] > 0.

Lemma 2 When { X}, {Y,} are iid, E[X] < g(E[Y] —€),e < &, and E[X?]| < oo for somea > 1
then

T2 inf{k>1: (q, Ex) = (0,8)}

satisfiesE[t%] < oo for any (qo, Eo) = (g, €).

Proof: Let

A={(ge) - q+e<p}

where 3 is an appropriately defined positive, finite constant. Wd fiist show that starting from any
initial (qo, Eo) = (¢, e) the first time7 to reachA satisfiesE[7%] < oo. Next we will show that with a

positive probability in a finite (bounded) number of stépg £)) can reach fromA to (0,¢). Then by a

standard coin tosing argument, we will obtdifir®] < occ.
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To showE[7%] < oo, we use a result in [[13], pp.116]. Then it is sufficient to shtbat forh(q, e) = q,
sup(geigals [M(qu, E1) — (g, e)|lqo = q, By = €] < —6 (13)

for somed > 0 and

E[h(q1, E1) — h(g,e)|*|(q0, Eo) = (g,€)] < o0 (14)

for all (¢, e).

Instead of using [(13),[.(14) on the Markov chaifig;, E.)} we use it on the Markov chain
{(qmk, Emr), k > 0} where M > 0 is an appropriately large postive integer. Thus for] (14) veseh

to show that

Ellgyr — q|%|q0 = q] < 00

which holds if E[X?] < oc.

Next we show[(13). Taking# large enough, sincé; < e, we get for(q,e) ¢ A,

Eh(qm, En) — h(qo, Eo)|(q0, Eo) = (g, €)]

= E g+ (Xa—9(T2) — dl(a0, Eo) = (g,€)
Thus, [13) is satisfied if
BIX)) < 3" Eg(T)] (g0, o) = (g.)] = 6 (15)

But for TO,
=S Blg(T)l a0, Bo) = (1,6)]

= S Bl(T)|E = o] — g(EY] o

and thus there is an/ (choosing one corresponding ¢o= 0 will be sufficient for othere) such that if

E[X] < g(E[Y] — ¢), then [15) will be satisfied for some> 0.

Now we show that from any poirtt, e) € A, the process can reach the stéiez) with a positive prob-
ability in a finite number of steps. Choose positiyee,, €3, €4 such thatP[ X = 0] = ¢, > 0 and P[Y}, >

es] > €4, g(e3) = €2, where such positive constants exist under our assumptidren with probability
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€

> (6164)<[£]+[;3]>, (qx, E) reacheq0, e) in [g] + [é] steps wheréz| denotes the smallest integer
T. |
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