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Abstract

We consider the optimal packet scheduling problem in a shugker energy harvesting wireless
communication system. In this system, both the data packetsthe harvested energy are modeled to
arrive at the source node randomly. Our goal is to adaptigkénge the transmission rate according to
the traffic load and available energy, such that the time bighvhll packets are delivered is minimized.
Under a deterministic system setting, we assume that thggharvesting times and harvested energy
amounts are known before the transmission starts. For tiaetiddfic arrivals, we consider two different
scenarios. In the first scenario, we assume that all bits haweed and are ready at the transmitter
before the transmission starts. In the second scenariopn&der the case where packets arrive during
the transmissions, with known arrival times and sizes. Weeld@ optimal off-line scheduling policies
which minimize the time by which all packets are deliverethte destination, under causality constraints

on both data and energy arrivals.
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I. INTRODUCTION

We consider wireless communication networks where nodeslale to harvest energy from
nature. The nodes may harvest energy through solar celigation absorption devices, water
mills, thermoelectric generators, microbial fuel cell&;.én this work, we do not focus on how
energy is harvested, instead, we focus on developing trigegm methods that take into account
therandomnes$oth in thearrivals of the data packetas well as in tharrivals of the harvested
energy As shown in Fig[1L, the transmitter node has two queues. ke gueue stores the data
arrivals, while the energy queue stores the energy haéste the environment. In general, the
data arrivals and the harvested energy can be represented aslependent random processes.
Then, the optimal scheduling policy becomes that of adajgtichanging the transmission rate

and power according to the instantaneous data and energse deregths.

E;

energy queue
data queue

LT O O

transmitter recelver

Bi

Fig. 1. An energy harvesting communication system model.

While one ideally should study the case where both data paekel energy arrive randomly in
time as two stochastic processes, and devisemaline algorithm that updates the instantaneous
transmission rate and power meal-time as functions of the current data and energy queue
lengths, this, for now, is an intractable mathematical fgwb Instead, in order to have progress
in this difficult problem, we consider an idealized versidntlee problem, where we assume
that we know exactly when and in what amounts the data packetsenergy will arrive, and
develop an optimabff-line algorithm. We leave the development of the correspondingine
algorithm for future work.

Specifically, we consider a single node shown in Eig. 2. Werassthat packets arrive at times

marked withx and energy arrives (is harvested) at points in time marked wiln Fig.[2, B;
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Fig. 2. System model with random packet and energy arriizdsa packets arrive at points denoted hyand energies arrive
(are harvested) at points denoted dy

denotes the number of bits in thil arriving data packet, anf; denotes the amount of energy
in theith energy arrival (energy harvesting). Our goal then is teettg methods of transmission
to minimize the time,I", by which all of the data packets are delivered to the destinaThe
most challenging aspect of our optimization problem is ¢hasalityconstraints introduced by
the packet and energy arrival times, i.e., a packet may noebeered before it has arrived and
energy may not be used before it is harvested.

The trade-off relationship between delay and energy has tedl investigated in traditional
battery powered (unrechargeable) systems. Referehtef6]ihvestigate energy minimization
problems with various deadline constraints. Referentceghliders the problem of minimizing
the energy in delivering all packets to the destination bygadiine. It develops Ezy scheduling
algorithm, where the transmission times of all packets are equaligeduech as possible, subject
to the deadline and causality constraints, i.e., all packetst be delivered by the deadline
and no packet may be transmitted before it has arrived. Tigisrithm also elongates the
transmission time of each packet as much as possible, heaaeaime)azy scheduling. Under
a similar system setting, [2] proposes an interesting noatulus approach to solve the energy
minimization problem with individual deadlines for eackcket. Reference [3] develops dynamic
programming formulations and determines optimality ctiods for a situation where channel
gain varies stochastically over time. Refererice [4] camrsi@nergy-efficient packet transmission
with individual packet delay constraints over a fading atelnand develops a recursive algorithm
to find an optimal off-line schedule. This optimal off-lineheduler equalizes the energy-
rate derivative function as much as possible subject to #allthe and causality constraints.

References [5] and [6] extend the single-user problem taimsér scenarios. Under a setting



similar to [1], we investigate the average delay minimizatproblem with a given amount
of energy, and develop iterative algorithms and analytsmdltions under various data arrival
assumptions in[[7]. References [8]]14] investigate delptimal resource allocation problems
under various different settings. Referendes [8]-[10]sider average power constrained delay
minimization problem for a single-user system, while![J1#} minimize the average delay
through rate allocation in a multiple access channel.

In this paper, we consider a single-user communication reglawith an energy harvesting
transmitter. We assume that an initial amount of energy adlavle att = 0. As time progresses,
certain amounts of energies will be harvested. While enamgiyals should be modeled as a
random process, for the mathematical tractability of thabfmm, in this paper, we assume that
the energy harvesting procedure can be precisely prediceedthat, at the beginning, we know
exactly when and how much energy will be harvested. For tha daivals, we consider two
different scenarios. In the first scenario, we assume thekgts have already arrived and are
ready to be transmitted at the transmitter before the trasssom starts. In the second scenario, we
assume that packets arrive during the transmissions. Haowas in the case of energy arrivals,
we assume that we know exactly when and in what amounts dditaanwwe. Subject to the
energy and data arrival constraints, our purpose is to nimeirthe time by which all packets
are delivered to the destination through controlling tlesmission rate and power.

This is similar to the energy minimization problem in [1], @re the objective is to minimize
the energy consumption with a giveleadlineconstraint. In this paper, minimizing the trans-
mission completion time is akin to minimizing the deadlime[1]. However, the problems are
different, because, we do not know the exact amount of enerdpe used in the transmissions,
even though we know the times and amounts of harvested erEngy/is because, intuitively,
using more energy reduces the transmission time, howesgry umore energy entails waiting
for energy arrivals, which increases the total transmisdime. Therefore, minimizing the
transmission completion time in the system requires a stiphted utilization of the harvested
energy. To that end, we develop an algorithm, which first iosta good lower bound for the

final total transmission duration at the beginning, andqrens rate and power allocation based
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on this lower bound. The procedure works progressivelyl afitiof the transmission rates and
powers are determined. We prove that the transmissionypohitained through this algorithm

is globally optimum.

[I. SCENARIO |I: PACKETS READY BEFORE TRANSMISSION STARTS

We assume that there are a total®yf bits available at the transmitter at time= 0. We also
assume that there i, amount of energy available at timte= 0, and at timessy, so, ..., Sk,
we have energies harvested with amouhits Es, ..., Ex, respectively. This system model is

shown in Fig[B. Our objective is to minimize the transmiastmmpletion time .
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Fig. 3. System model with all bits available at the beginniEgergies arrive at points denoted by

We assume that the transmitter can adaptively changeitsrrigsion power and rate according
to the available energy and the remaining number of bits. ¥¢eirae that the transmission rate
and transmit power are related through a functigfn), i.e., r = g(p). We assume thag(p)
satisfies the following properties: p)(0) = 0 and g(p) — oo asp — oo, ii) g(p) increases
monotonically inp, iii) g(p) is strictly concave i, iv) g(p) is continuously differentiable, and v)
g(p)/p decreases monotonically jn Properties i)-iii) guarantee that!(r) exists and is strictly
convex. Property v) implies that for a fixed amount of enethg number of bits that can be
transmitted increases as the transmission duration isese#t can be verified that these properties
are satisfied in many systems with realistic encoding/degostchemes, such as optimal random
coding in single-user additive white Gaussian noise chianvieere g(p) = 5 log(1 + p).

Assuming the transmitter changes its transmission poWetimes before it finishes the
transmission, let us denote the sequence of transmissimerpoasp;, ps, ..., pn, and the

corresponding transmission durations of each raté, a&, ..., Iy, respectively; see Fid. 4.
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Fig. 4. The sequence of transmission powers and durations.

Then, the energy consumed up to timelenoted adv(t), and the total number of bits departed

up to timet, denoted a$3(t), can be related through the functignas follows:

= Zpili + Piv1 (t - Z Zi) (1)

ngzlJrgml ( Zl> (2)

=1
wherei = max{i : Y, I; < t}.

Then, the transmission completion time minimization peoblcan be formulated as:

B(T) = By 3)
First, we determine the properties of the optimum solutiothie following three lemmas.

Lemma 1 Under the optimal solution, the transmit powers increasenatonically, i.e.,p; <

P2 < - < PN-

Proof: Assume that the powers do not increase monotonicallythat,we can find two powers

such thatp; > p;,1. The total energy consumed over this duratiop;is+ p;1l;+1. Let

/ / Pili + Dig1liza

pz p2+1 li + li-l—l ( )
/ / Pili + Dit1liva

TZ ,rl—i-l g ( ZZ + li.’.l ) ( )
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Then, we have) < p;, pi., > pi41. Sincep;l; < p;l;, the energy constraint is still satisfied, and
thus, the new energy allocation is feasible. We tise]_, to replacer;, r;; in the transmission
policy, and keep the rest of the rates the same. Then, thientaber of bits transmitted over

the duration/; + [;,; becomes

li +lisa
li

li + litq

ili + Div1li
rili + il =g (M) (li + lit1)

l;
L(li + 1)
L+l

> g (pi) (li +liv1) + g (Pis1)

=1l + rigaliza (6)

where the inequality follows from the fact thatp) is concave inp. Therefore, the new policy

;111 l;. Keeping the remaining transmission rates the same, the new

policy will finish the entire transmission over a shorteration. Thus, the original policy could

departs more bits by timg_

not be optimal. Therefore, the optimal policy must have ntonizally increasing powers (and

rates). &

Lemma 2 The transmission power/rate remains constant betweenggnearvests, i.e., the

power/rate only potentially changes when new energy astive

Proof: Assume that the transmitter changes its transmission eteelen two energy harvesting
instancess;, s;;. Denote the rates as,, r,.1, and the instant when the rate changes.asis
shown in Fig.[b. Now, consider the durati®#, s;.1). The total energy consumed during the

duration isp,,(s; — $;) + ppi1(Sis1 — s;). Let

o Pal(si = 8i) + Pus(Si1 — 5)

" (7)
Si+1 — 54
,r/ =g (pn(si — Si) +pn+1(8i+1 — 32)) (8)
Si+1 — 54

Now let us use” as the new transmission rate ovey, s;.1), and keep the rest of the rates the
same. It is easy to check that the energy constraints ardisdtunder this new policy, thus this

new policy is feasible. On the other hand, the total numbebitsf departed over this duration



Fig. 5. The rate must remain constant between energy harvest

under this new policy is

Pn(8; — i) + Dny1(8ie1 — 8
T/(3i+1 - Si) =g ( ( ) x ( x )> (3i+1 - Si)
Si+1 — Si

=rn(s; — 8;) + Tny1(Sig1 — 55) 9)

where the inequality follows from the fact thatp) is concave irp. Therefore, the total number
of bits departed under the new policy is larger than that umide original policy. If we keep
all of the remaining rates the same, the transmission wilkkdrapleted at an earlier time. This

conflicts with the optimality of the original policyll

Lemma 3 Whenever the transmission rate changes, the energy codsuméo that instant

equals the energy harvested up to that instant.

Proof: From Lemmd_R, we know that the transmission rate can chanlyeabrtertain energy

harvesting instances. Assume that the transmission radagels ats;, however, the energy
consumed bys;, which is denoted by(s;), is less thay_"_; E;. We denote the energy gap
by A. Let us denote the rates before and akgeby r,, r,.1. Now, we can always have two

small amounts of perturbations, ¢,,,; on the corresponding transmit powers, such that

p;L = Pn + On (10)
p/n+1 = Pn+1 — 5n+1 (11)
5nln - n+1ln+1 (12)



We also make sure thajf, andd,; are small enough such thatl,, < A, andp;, < . If
we keep the transmission rates over the rest of the durdt®same, under the new transmission
policy, the energy allocation will still be feasible. Thetabnumber of bits departed over the

duration (377 1;, S0 ) is
g(p;z)ln + g(p;z-kl)ln—i-l > g(pn)ln + g(pn+1)ln+1 (13)

where the inequality follows from the concavity @fp) in p, and the fact thap,,l,, + p,i1ln1 =
Poln + D ilntts Po < Pl < Phiq < put1, @s shown in Figll6. This conflicts with the optimality

of the original allocation.ll

Pn Py Phpr Dot p

Fig. 6. g(p) is concave inp.

We are now ready to characterize the optimum transmissidinypén order to simplify the
expressions, we lgt = 0, and lets,, . ; = 7' if the transmission completion tiniE lies between
Sy and s,,41.

Based on Lemmdd L] 2 afdl 3, we can characterize the optimay polthe following way.
For given energy arrivals, we plot the total amount of haieg&nergy as a function of which
is a staircase curve as shown in Hifj. 7. The total energy coedwp to timet can also be
represented as a continuous curve, as shown i Fig. 7. Im trdatisfy the feasibility constraints
on the energy, energy consumption curve must lie below tbeggrharvesting curve at all times.
Based on Lemmia 2, we know that the optimal energy consumptiore must be linear between
any two consecutive energy harvesting instants, and thee sibthe segment corresponds to the

transmit power level during that segment. Lemimha 3 implieg thhenever the slope changes,
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Fig. 7. An interpretation of transmission policies satisfyLemmas 1, 2 and 3.

the energy consumption curve must touch the energy hamngestirve at that energy harvesting
instant. Therefore, the first linear segment of the energysemption curve must be one of the
lines connecting the origin and any corner point on the gnéayvesting curve before=T.
Because of the monotonicity property of the power given imh&[1, among those lines, we
should always pick the one with the minimal slope, as showRign[4. Otherwise, either the
feasibility constraints on the energy will not be satisfiedthe monotonicity property given in
Lemma 1 will be violated. For example, if we choose the linglieg at the corner point at
sg, this will violate the feasibility constraint, as the engrgonsumption curve will surpass the
energy arrival curve. On the other hand, if we choose thedimging at the corner point at,
then the monotonicity property in Lemrha 1 will be violateéchuse in that case, the slope of
the following segment would be smaller. These propertiestrhald similarly forp,, ps, ..., pxy.
We also observe that, for giveR, the optimal transmission policy is the tightest stringdvel
the energy harvesting curve connecting the origin and tta bharvested energy by tinie. This

is similar to the structure ir [2].

We state the structure of the optimal policy formally in tledldwing theorem.

Theorem 1 For a givenBy, consider a transmission policy with power vecto= [py, ps, . . ., pn|

and corresponding duration vectdr= [l1, s, ..., ly]. This policy is optimal if and only if it has



the following structure:

N
Zg<pn)ln = By (14)
n=1
and forn=1,2,..., N,

. . S B

1, = arg Z';Iglgnj" {ﬁ (15)
8i>8i, —1 n—1
in—1
1

pn — ZJ—Z'!Lfl J (16)

Sin - Sinfl
ln = si, — Si,_, a7)

wherei, is the index of the energy arrival epoch when the poweswitches top,,.1, i.e., at

t = s;,, pn SWitches top,,41.

The proof of this theorem is given in AppendixX A.

Therefore, we conclude that if the overall transmissioratian 7" is known, then the optimal
transmission policy is known via Theordm 1. In particulgsfimal transmission policy is the
one that yields the tightest piecewise linear energy copsiom curve that lies under the energy
harvesting cure at all times and touches the energy hangestirve at = 7". On the other hand,
the overall transmission timé is what we want to minimize, and we do not know its optimal
value up front. Consequently, we do not know up front whiclkrgg harvests will be utilized.
For example, if the number of bits is small, ahd is large, then, we can empty the data queue
before the arrival off;, thus, the rest of the energy arrivals are not necessaryefdre, as a
first step, we first obtain a good lower bound on the optimaigmaission duration.

We first illustrate our algorithm through an example in FigV& first compute the minimal
energy required to finish the transmission befeyeWe denote it asd,, and it equals

A =g (ﬁ) $1 (18)

51

Then, we compare it witliy. If A; < Ey, it implies that we can complete the transmission before

the arrival of the first energy harvest, this is not necessary for the transmission. We allocate
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> E;
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Fig. 8. Anillustration of the algorithm.

E, evenly to B, bits, and the duratiom; is the minimum transmission duration. On the other
hand, ifA; > E,, which is the case in the example, the final transmission ¢etiop time should
be longer thars;. Thus, we move on and compute, Az, A4, and find thatd, > E}ZO E;,

Ag > E?:o E;, and A, < 25’20 E;. This means that the total transmission completion timé wil
be larger thans; and energiedsy, ..., F5 will surely be utilized. Then, we aIIocatEf’:O E;
evenly to By bits and obtain a constant transmission poyerwhich is the dotted line in the
figure. The corresponding transmission duratiofjisBased on our allocation, we know that the
final optimal transmission duratidh must be greater thai,. This is because, this allocation
assumes that alt,, ..., F5 are available at the beginning, i.e., at time 0, which, in fact, are
not. Therefore, the actual transmission time will only beyéa. Thus, T} is a lower bound for
T.

Next, we need to check the feasibility ¢f. Observing the figure, we find that is not
feasible since it is above the staircase energy harvesting dor some duration. Therefore, we
connect all the corner points on the staircase curve beferél’; with the origin, and find the
line with the minimum slope among those lines. This corresisoto the red solid line in the
figure. Then, we updatg, with the slopep;, and the duration fop, is [, = s;,. We repeat this

procedure at = s;, and obtainp,, and continue the procedure until all of the bits are finished
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We state our algorithm for the general scenario as followst,Fwe compute the amounts of
energy required to finish the entire transmission befgore., .. ., sk, respectively, at a constant
rate. We denote these ak:

B
Aj=g! (—O)si, i=1,2,....K (19)

Si

Then, we comparel; with E;‘B E;, and find the smallestsuch that4, < E;;O E;. We denote

this 7 asi;. If no suchi; exists, we let;, = K + 1.
i1—1

Now, we assume that we can uj€;_; E; to transmit all B, bits at a constant rate. We

allocate the energy evenly to these bits, and the overalkingssion timel’ is the solution of

i1—1
1B
g <7ZJ_TO ]> Ty = By (20)
1
and the corresponding constant transmit power is
S B
== 21
P T (21)

i—1 . ~

Next, we comparep; with @ for everyi < i;. If p; is smaller than every term, then,
maintainingp; is feasible, and the optimal policy is to transmit at a comsteansmission rate
g(p1) with durationT?, which gives the smallest possible transmission compidtioe,s;, = s; .

Otherwise, maintaining; is infeasible under the given energy arrival realizatiomud, we update

i1
-1 B
11 = arg rrgn {@} (22)
1<t1 1
S B
p==" (23)
i1

i.e., over the duratiof, s;,), we choose to transmit with powgy to make sure that the energy
consumption is feasible. Then, at time= s;,, the total number of bits departed igp;)s;,,
and the remaining number of bits 8y — g(p1)s;,. Subsequently, with initial number of bits
Bo—g(p1)si,, we start froms;,, and get another lower bound on the overall transmissioatiur

T,, and repeat the procedure above. Through this procedurebteen p,, ps, ..., pyn, and the
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correspondings, i3, . . ., iy, until we finish transmitting all of the bits.

Based on our allocation algorithm, we know that is optimum up to time7;, since it
corresponds to the minimal slope line passing through tiginoand any corner point before
t = Ty. However, the algorithm also implies that the final transmois duration?” will be larger
thanT;. The question then is, whethgr is still the minimum slope line up to tim&'. If we
can prove thap, is lower than the slopes of the lines passing through theroagd any corner
point in [T, T, then, using Theorem 1, we will claim that is the optimal transmission policy,
not only betweeri0, 73], but also betweeifd, 7.

The fact that this will be the case can be illustrated throtighexample in Fig.18. We note
that, clearly,7; is a lower bound on the eventudl If we keep transmitting at power, if no
additional energy arrives, the energy harvested up uptili.e., ngl E;, will be depleted by
time 77. We will next prove thatl] is an upper bound off’. Because of the concavity of the
function g(p) in p, we can prove that under this policy, the number of bits deplanp to time
T} is greater thamB,. Therefore, since potentially additional energy will aei7] provides an
upper bound. Thus, we know that the optimfalies betweenl; and 7]. We next note that if
we connect the origin with any corner point of the staircasee betweer?; and77, the slope
of the resulting line will be larger thap,, thus,p; will be the smallest slope not only up to
time 77, which is a lower bound, but also up to tirfi&, which is an upper bound. This proves
that while we do not know the optimdl, if we run the algorithm with respect to the lower
bound onT', i.e., Ty, it will still yield an optimal policy, in that the resultingolicy will satisfy
Theorent1L.

We prove the optimality of the algorithm formally in the foling theorem.
Theorem 2 The allocation procedure described above gives the opttraalsmission policy.
The proof of this theorem is given in AppendiX B.

[Il. SCENARIO Il: PACKETS ARRIVE DURING TRANSMISSIONS

In this section, we consider the situation where packeigeadiuring transmissions. We assume

that there is arf, amount of energy available at timie= 0, and at times, s», ..., sk, energy

13



is harvested in amounis,, Es, ..., Ex, respectively, as in the previous section. We also assume
that att = 0, we haveB, bits available, and at times, t», ..., t)s, bits arrive in amountd3;,

Bs, ..., By, respectively. This system model is shown in Higj. 2. Our cije is again to
minimize the transmission completion timE, which again is the time by which the last bit is

delivered to the destination.

Let us denote the sequence of transmission powens, bys, .. ., pn, and the corresponding
transmission durations by, I, ..., [y. Then, the optimization problem becomes:
min T

p,l

st. E()< Y E, 0<t<T

B8, <t

B(t)y< ) B, 0<t<T

ot <t
M
B(T)=)_Bi (24)
=0

where E(t), B(t) are defined in[{1) and]2). We again determine the properfi¢seooptimal

transmission policy in the following three lemmas.

Lemma 4 Under the optimal solution, the transmission rates inceeastime, i.e.;r; < ry <

<y

Proof: First, note that since the relationship between power atel ra= g(p), is monotone,
stating that the rates increase monotonically is equivalerstating that the powers increase
monotonically. We follow steps similar to those in the pradéfLemmall to prove this lemma.
Assume that the rates do not increase monotonically, hat, we can find two rates such that
r; > riy1, With durationl;, l;,1, respectively. Ifi + 1 # N, then, let
Yo rili +1ric1li
! il li +lisa

/ / -1 ril; + 7“z'+1lz+1
b; pz+1 g ( lz li . ) (2 )

(25)
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Sincer; > 1 = ri > i1, i > Py = Pi > pit1, it is easy to verify that the new policy
is feasible up to the end df.;, from both the data and energy arrival points of view. On
the other hand, based on the convexitygof', the energy spent over the duratignt [, is
smaller thamp;l; +p;+1l;41. If we allocate the saved energy over to the last transnrigimation,
without conflicting any energy or data constraints, thedraission will be completed in a shorter

duration. If1 + 1 = N, then, we let

/ / pili + pitiliva

pz pz—i—l ll + li+1 ( )
/ / pili + pitiliva

T TH—l g ( lz i li—i—l ) ( )

Then, from [(6), under the new policy, the last bit will deplefore the end of;, ;. The energy
and data arrival constraints are satisfied over the wholestngssion duration. Consequently, the
original policy could not be optimal. Therefore, the optinpalicy must have monotonically

increasing rates (and powerdi

Lemma 5 The transmission power/rate remains constant between teatespoches, i.e., the

rate only potentially changes when new energy is harvestedreew packet arrives.

Proof: This lemma can be proved through a procedure similar to theemma 2. If power/rate

is not constant between two event epoches, then, by equalize rate over the duration while
keeping the total departures fixed, we can save energy. &lfog this saved energy to the last
transmission duration, we can shorten the whole transomsguration. Thus, if power/rate is

not constant between two event epoches, the policy cannoptaal. B

Lemma 6 If the transmission rate changes at an energy harvestingclgpthen the energy
consumed up to that epoch equals the energy harvested umt@ploch; if the transmission
rate changes at a packet arrival epoch, then, the number okgta departed up to that epoch
equals the number of packets arrived up to that epoch; if theneepoch has both energy and

data arrivals at the same time, then, one of the causalitystraints must be met with equality.
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Proof: This lemma can be proved through contradiction using teghes similar to those used
in the proof of Lemma]3. When the transmission rate changas anergy harvesting epoch, if
the energy consumed up to that time is not equal to the totaluamharvested, then, without
conflicting the energy causality constraint, we can alwaysease the rate before that epoch
a little and decrease the rate after that epoch a little wkeleping the total departures fixed.
This policy would save some energy which can be used to ghaoni transmission durations
afterwards. Thus, the energy constraint at that epoch messdbisfied as an equality. The
remaining situations can be proved similarilf.

Based on Lemmdsd ] 5 arid 6, we can identify the structure afriftpie optimal transmission
policy as stated in the following theorem. In order to siffypthe notation, we define; to be

the time epoch when th&h arrival (energy or data) happens, i.e.,

Uy = min{sl, tl} (29)

ug = min{s;, t; : s; > uy,t; > uy} (30)
and so on, until the last arrival epoch.

Theorem 3 For a given energy harvesting and packet arrival profile, trensmission policy

with a transmission rate vector = [ry,r,...,7y| and the corresponding duration vector
1=, ...,Iy] is optimal, if and only if it has the following structure:

N M

> rili =Y B (31)

i=1 =0

eeu Lj S
o= min {g (EJ j<u; J) ’Z].tj< i J} (32)
i <T U; U;

Let 7; be the index ofu associated with-. Then, with updated amount of bits and energy

remaining in the system at= w,,, r» is the smallest feasible rate starting from, and so on.

The proof of this theorem is given in Appendix C.
For a given optimal transmission duratidf, the optimal policy which has the structure in

Theoren B is unique. However, since we do not know the exansmnission duration up front,
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we obtain a lower bound of first, as in the previous section. In this case also, we devalo
similar procedure to find the optimal transmission policheTbasic idea is to keep the transmit
power/rate as constant as possible throughout the engéinsrtrission duration. Because of the
additional casuality constraints due to data arrivals, wednto consider both the average data
arrival rate as well as the average power the system can duppdeasibility.

If s < tu, 1.€., bits have arrived after the last energy harvest, tlainof the harvested
energy will be used. First, we assume that we can use thesgien& maintain a constant rate,

and the transmission duration will be the solution of

K 1 M
g (Z:TOE> T=3B (33)
=0

Then, we check whether this constant power/rate is feasWite check the availability of the

energy, as well as the available number of bits. Let

i—1 i1e—1
—FE e B
i1 = arg min {723_0 ’ } . P = 723_0 ’ (34)
u; <T U; U;
i1 ip—1
. B: B
i1 = arg min {723_0 ’ } . = 723_0 ! (35)
u; <T U; U;

We comparemin(p;, g~*(r;)) with @ If the former is greater than the latter, then the
constant transmit powe?r% is feasible. Thus, we achieve the minimum possible trarsons
completion time7. Otherwise, constant-power transmission is not feasie. choose the
transmit power to be the smaller pf andg~'(r,), and the duration to be the one associated
with the smaller transmit power. We repeat this procedutd at of the bits are transmitted.

If s, > ty, then, as in the first scenario where packets have arrivedaemdeady before
the transmission starts, some of the harvested energy niayendtilized to transmit the bits. In
this case also, we need to get a lower bound for the final tressgon completion time. Let,,
be the energy harvesting epoch right aftgr. Then, starting fromu,,, we compute the energy
required to transmiE;.Vio B; bits at a constant rate hy;, v, < u; < ugiy, and compare them

with the total energy harvested up to that epoch, }é E;. We identify the smallest

Jlsi<ug
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such that the required energy is smaller than the total bseteenergy, and denote it by. If
no suchi, exists, we let; = M + K + 1.

Now, we assume that we can use,

.8j<u§1

E; to transmity_ | B; bits at a constant rate. We

allocate the energy evenly to these bits, and the overalstngssion timel; is the solution of

Zj:3j<u~. Ej M
g (T T = ZBj (36)
7=0
and the corresponding constant transmit power is
Zj:s:<u~. Ej
p=—— (37)

T

Next, we compare); with M andg~! (M) for everyi < 4. If p; is smaller
than all of these terms, then, maintainingis feasible from both energy and data arrival points
of view. The optimal policy is to keep a constant transmisgiate atg(p;) with duration7,
which yields the smallest possible transmission compietiime,i; = ;. Otherwise, maintaining
p1 is not feasible under the given energy and data arrivalzai@dins. This infeasibility is due to
the causality constraints on either the energy or the dabheahror both. Next, we identify the
tightest constraint, and update the transmit power to b@dlesr associated with that constraint.

We repeat this procedure until all of the bits are delivered.

Theorem 4 The transmission policy obtained through the algorithmediégd above is optimal.

The proof of this theorem is given in Appendix D.

V. SIMULATION RESULTS

We consider a band-limited additive white Gaussian noisenghl, with bandwidthiV =
IMHz and the noise power spectral density = 10~°W/Hz. We assume that the distance
between the transmitter and the receiver is 1km, and the Ipathis aboutl 10dB. Then, we
have g(p) = W log, (1 + ]\,’(’)—hw> = log, (14 &2 )Mbps. It is easy to verify that this function
has the properties assumed at the beginning of Selfion titHeoenergy harvesting process,

we assume that at times= [0,2,5,6,8,9, 11]s, we have energy harvested with amoukts-
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(10,5, 10,5, 10,10, 10]mJ, as shown in Fid.]9. We assume thatt at 0, we have5.44Mbits
to transmit. We choose the numbers in such a way that theicolig expressable in simple
numbers, and can be potted conveniently. Then, using owritdg), we obtain the optimal
transmission policy, which is shown in Fig. 9. We note tha gowers change only potentially
at instances when energy arrives (Lenitha 2); when the povwasrges, energy consumed up to
that point equals energy harvested (Lenitha 3); and poweresegus monotonically increasing
(Lemmall). We also note that, for this case, the active tr&sssom is completed by time
T = 9.5s, and the last energy harvest at time 11s is not used.

Next, we consider the scenario where data packets arriviegitire transmissions. We consider
a smaller time scale, where each unit consistfofis. We assume that at times- [0, 5, 6, 8, 9],
energies arrive with amounts = [5,5,5,5,5] x 1072mJ, while at times = [0, 4, 10], packets
arrive with equal size Okbits, as shown in Fig._10. We observe that the transmittangs its
transmission power during the transmissions. The first gharappens at = 5 when energy
arrives, and the energy constraint at that instant is sadisfith equality, while the second change
happens at = 10 when new bits arrive, and the traffic constraint at that tisyeatisfied with

equality.

10 10 10 10

o

CHRCORERE

5.44 1 T2 T3 ; T4
20
P 10
5 5
T=95 t

Fig. 9. Optimal transmit powerp = [3, 5, 10, 20]mW, with durationsl = [5, 3,1, 0.5]s.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we investigated the transmission completiime minimization problem in an

energy harvesting communication system. We considereddifferent scenarios, where in the
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Fig. 10. Optimal transmit powens = [1,2, 10jmW, with durationsl = [5, 5, 1] x 10~ ?s.

first scenario, we assume that packets have already arrivedaege ready to be transmitted
at the transmitter before the transmission starts, and ensétond scenario, we assume that
packets may arrive during the transmissions. We first aedlythe structural properties of the
optimal transmission policy, and then developed an algorito obtain a globally optimal off-line

scheduling policy, in each scenario.

APPENDIX
A. The Proof of Theoref 1

We will prove the necessariness and the sufficiency of thiedtstructure separately. First,
we prove that the optimal policy must have the structure rgi@bove. We prove this through
contradiction. Assume that the optimal policy, which dasLemmas]i]2 arld 3, does not have
the structure given above. Specifically, assume that thenappolicy over the duratiofD, s; )
is the same as the policy described in Theorem 1, howevetrahemit power right aftes; .,
which is p,, is not the smallest average power possible starting fsgm, i.e., we can find
anothers; < s;,, such that

=1
Z‘7':7;77,71 E] FANW)

Pn > P (38)

Syt — Sin71
Based on LemmBl 3, the energy consumed up;to is equal tozzi;};‘l E;, i.e., there is no

energy remaining at = s;_

1"
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We consider two possible cases here. The first case issthats;,, as shown in Fig. 11(g).
Under the optimal policy, the energy required to maintainaagmit powerp,, over the duration
S5, _1s i) IS pu(sy — s, ,). Based on[(38), this is greater than the total amount of gnerg
harvested durings;, ., s»), which is Z;.':_Z.Ll E;. Therefore, this energy allocation under this
policy is infeasible.

On the other hand, ik, > s;,, as shown in Fig[ 11(b), then the total amount of energy
harvested ovefs;, , s;/) is Z;f:—i E;. From [38), we know

b — S B - S B - S E (39)

Sip T Sin_1 Sit — Sip_y Sir — S

Thus, under any feasible policy, there must exist a durdatians;, , s;/), such that the transmit
power over this duration is less thap. This contradicts with Lemmia 1. Therefore, this policy

cannot be optimal.

E; E; Ein+1 Ein E’in+1 E;
! Si, LS D Sini t ! S, D Sing LSt t
| Dn 1 | Dn 1 l
— | = |
(a) Sit < Siy, (b) Sit > Siy,

Fig. 11. Two different cases in the proof of Theorem 1.

Next, we prove that if a policy with power vectgr and duration vectot has the structure
given above, then, it must be optimal. We prove this throughtradiction. We assume that
there exists another policy with power vectpr and duration vectot’, and the transmission
completion time7” under this policy is smaller.

We assume both of the policies are the same over the dufatien) ,), however, the transmit
policies right afters; ., which arep,, andp!,, with durationd,, and!,, respectively, are different.
Based on the assumption, we must haye< p/,.

If 1,, < [,, from Lemmd_B, we know that the total energy available dvgr ,, s;,) is equal to

pnln. Sincep,, < pl, p, is infeasible overfs; ,,s; ). Thus, policyp’ cannot be optimal. Then,
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we consider the case whép > I/. If 7" > s, , then, the total energy spent ovet, ,,s;,)
underp’ is greater tharm,l,, sincep,, > p,, andp,,_, > p, based on Lemmal 1. " < s;_,
since the power-rate functiom is concave, the total number of bits departed ower |, s;,)
under p is greater than that undgy¥. Thus, policyp’ cannot depariB, bits over7”’, and it
cannot be optimal.

In summary, a policy is optimal if and only if it has the stue given above, completing

the proof.

B. The Proof of Theoreid 2

Let 7" be the final transmission duration given by the allocatioocpdure. Then, we have
B(T) = By. In order to prove that the allocation is optimal, we need howvs that the final
transmission policy has the structure given in Theorém 1.fivde prove thatp, satisfies[(16).
Then, we can similarly prove that, ps, ... satisfy [16).

We know that ifT" = T3, then it is the minimum possible transmission completiometi We
know that this transmit policy will satisfy the structuraioperties in Theorer 1. Otherwise, the
final optimal transmission tim#&’ is greater tharf;, and more harvested energy may need to be

utilized to transmit the remaining bits. From the allocatjgrocedure, we know that

i—1
E; -
p1 < Zinobi =, Vi<q (40)

Si

In order to prove thap, satisfies[(16), we need to show that

i—1
E;

E ;o Viis; <5 <T (41)

S

i1—1 .
If we keep transmitting with power,, then at7] = # the total number of bits departed
will be
S B
g(p)T7 > g <% T, = By (42)
1

where the inequality follows from the assumption thé&p)/p decreases ip. Then, [4D) guar-
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antees that this is a feasible policy. Thus, under the opfpokcy, the transmission duratich

will be upper bounded b¥7, i.e.,

i1—1
Sl
e &
which implies
S E
m< = (44)

If T" < s;,, as shown in Fig._12(h), no future harvested energy is atlior the transmissions.
Then, [44) guarantees that [41) is satisfied.

If 7" > s; , as shown in Fig. 12(b), additional energy harvested afteshould be utilized to
transmit the data. We next prove thhtl(41) still holds thfoegntradiction. Assume that there

existsi’ with s; < sy <T, such that[(41) is not satisfied, i.e.,

i'—1
N
P> % Ly (45)
Then,
i'—1
R
@ < sy (46)
b1

Combining this with[(4B), we hav& < s;;, which contradicts with the assumption that< 7.
Thus, [41) holdsp, satisfies the requirement of the optimal structure ig (40).
We can then prove using similar arguments thatps, ... also satisfy the properties of the

optimal solution. Based on Lemma 1, this procedure givediesuhique optimal policy.

Ey E; E; E;
Eo E;, Eil—l i1 J{ i /i( )L
(l( )L ; )L ! i Siy T1 S5, i S ‘ T t
! ; 5i1 S'"il—l T1 T é“ t : P ‘ :
T ;m ! P ‘
@ T <s; (0) T > s;,

Fig. 12. Two different cases in the proof of Theorem 2.
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C. The Proof of Theorem 3

First, we prove that for the optimal transmission policy,must satisfy[(32). We prove this

through contradiction. If; does not satisfy{ (32), then, we can always find anotheisuch that

155 u-/E' B2 u-/B'
> min {g (EJ <u; J) 7 Zg.tj< i J } (47)
(7% (7%

Zj:5j<ui/ EJ) < Zj:tj<ui/ B;

. Then, ifuy < u;,, clearlyr; is not feasible

Wyt Wyt

First, we assume th@t(
over the duration0, u;), because of the energy constraintulf > u;,, then, the transmitter

cannot maintain a transmission rate that is always greb#srt, over [u;, u;), from the energy
Zj13j<ui/ EJ) > Zj:tj<uz., Bj

, the

W,r W,r

point of view. This contradicts with Lemnid 4. Similarly, gf(
“bottleneck” is the data constraint. We can prove thats not feasible. Thus;; must be the
smallest feasible rate starting frotn= 0, as in [32). We can also prove that, 73, ... must
have the same structure, in the same way. Next, we can praveatly policy has the structure
described above is optimal. We can prove this through cdiafiian. Assume that there exists
another policy with a shorter transmission completion tiBased on Lemmdd 4 arld 6, we can

prove that this policy could not be feasible.

D. The Proof of Theoreml 4

First we prove that; obtained through this procedure satisfies (32). & T3, i.e., the constant
rate is achievable throughout the transmission, then ihésshortest transmission duration we

can get, thus, it is optimal. If" ## T}, from the procedure, we have

S O b B
r < min {g (Z“ — ) Lty } (48)
1<i<iy Uu; Uy
We need to prove that
R O teu B
r1 < min {g (Zj e j) , Z]'t”< ‘ j} for u; <wu; <T. (49
U; U;
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i1 =1
Considering the policy with a constant power = ¢~*(r1), then, atT] = # the total
number of bits departed will be
ZZ]_ 1 E
9T} = g <7 Z B (50)
i 1" 22161 B;
while at 7} = FCy , the total energy required will be
Zzl lE Zzl 1 ) 21 1
T < E; 51
pl 1 = Tl Zjl 01 ] Z ( )
g\ — =

where the inequality follows from the assumption th4t) /p decreases ip. Therefore, main-
taining a transmission ratg until the last bit departs the system is feasible from boéhehergy
and data arrival points of view. Thus, under the optimal @plihe transmission duratidi will

be upper bounded by; andT7, i.e.,

e S B e >y B (52)
b1 (81
which implies
Z?:_ol E; E?:_ol B;
1 < — N < — 7 (53)

If no future harvested energy is utilized for the transnaissi (53) guarantees that [32) is satisfied.

If T > u; , additional energy harvested after should be utilized to transmit the data. We next
prove that[(4B) still holds through contradiction. Assurhattthere exists’ with u; < uy < T,
such that[(49) is not satisfied, i.e.,

i'—1 i'—1
E; ' B.
P> 20 B — or r; > LJ;? ! (54)
Then, we have
i —1 i —1
T F. B
b1 T
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Combining this with[(GR), we hav& < w,;, which contradicts with the assumption that < 7.
Thus, [49) holdsy, satisfies the requirement of the optimal structurd in (32.dah then prove
using a similar argument thag, 3, ... also satisfy the structure of the optimal solution. Based

on Theoreni 3, this procedure gives us the unique optimastnéssion policy.
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