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Abstract—A multi-access wireless network withV transmitting ~ (POMDP) [5], and dynamic programming (DR)_[12] can be
nodes, each equipped with an energy harvesting (EH) devicend  ysed to optimise the EH communication system numerically.
a rechargeable battery of finite capacity, is studied. At edt time In many practical applications, the state space of the cor-

slot (TS) a node isoperative with a certain probability, which may . .
depend on the availability of data, or the state of its channle The responding MDPs and POMDPs is large, and DP becomes

energy arrival process at each node is modelled as an indepgent  cOmputationally prohibitive[[13], and the numerical reswdf
two-state Markov process, such that, at each TS, a node eithe DP do not provide much intuition about the structure of the

harvests one unit of energy, or none. At each TS a subset of gptimal scheduling policy. In order to avoid complex numeri
the nodes is scheduled by the access point (AP). The scheddli .5 ontimisations it is important to characterize the bétayv

policy that maximises the total throughput is studied assurimg . . . . . .
that the AP does not know the states of either the EH processes of the optimal scheduling policy and identify propertieoab

or the batteries. The problem is identified as a restless mutt itS structure; however, this is possible only in some specia
armed bandit (RMAB) problem, and an upper bound on the cases|[5],[[8], [[9]. In the learning optimization framewprk

optimal scheduling policy is found. Under certain assumptns the knowledge about the system behaviour is further relaxed
regarding the EH processes and the battery sizes, the optiiy 54 even the statistical knowledge about the random presess

of the myopic policy (MP) is proven. For the general case, the ina th t . ¢ d d th timal poli
performance of MP is compared numerically to the upper bound governlng _e System IS n_o assumed, an € optmal poficy
scheduling is learnt over time [11].

Index Terms—Energy harvesting, myopic policy, multi-access, ~ We study online scheduling of low-power wireless nodes
online scheduling, partially observable Markov decision pocess, by an access point (AP). The nodes are equipped with EH
restless multi-armed bandit problem. devices, and powered by rechargeable batteries. At eagh tim
slot (TS) a node is operative with a certain probability, ethi
may depend on the channel conditions or the availability of
_ ) data at the node. The EH process at each node is modelled as

Low-power wireless networks, such as machine-to-machigg jndependent Markov process, and at each TS, a node either
and wireless sensor networks, can be complemented withests one unit of energy or does not harvest any. The AP
energy harvesting (EH) technology to extend the netwolk in charge of scheduling, at each TS, the EH nodes to the
lifetime. A low-power wireless node has a limited lifetime,yajlaple orthogonal channels. A node transmits only when i
constrained by the battery size; but when complemented Willischeduled and is operative at the same time. Hence, at each
an EH device and a rechargeable battery, its lifetime can $§ the AP learns the EH process states and battery levels of
prolonged significantly. However, energy availability #iet the operative nodes that are scheduled, but does not receive
EH nodes is scarce, and, due to the random nature of §ig information about the other nodes. The AP is interested i
energy sources, energy arrives at random times and in@witryayimising the expected sum throughput within a given time
amounts. Hence, in order to take the most out of the scalggrizon. This problem can be model as a POMDP and solved
energy, it is important to optimise the scheduling policyt®  nymerically using DP at the expense of a high-computational
wireless network. cost. Instead, we model it as a restless multi-armed bandit

Previous research on EH wireless networks can be grouquB) problem [T4], and prove the optimality of a low-
into three, based on the ir_n‘ormation available regardirgy F'&omplexity policy in two special cases. Moreover, by refaxi
random processes governing the systém [1]. In the offligge constraint on the number of nodes that the AP can schedule
optimization framework, availability of non-causal infeation 5t each TS, we obtain an upper bound on the performance of
on the exact realizations of the rando_m processes governjpg optimal scheduling policy. Finally, the performancetu
the system is assumed at the transmitter [2], [3]. In the opyy complexity policy is compared to that of the upper bound

line optimization framework [4}[11], the statistics gou@g  nymerically. The main technical contributions of the pager
the random processes are assumed to be available at & marised as follows:

transmitter, and their realizations are known only caysall
The EH communication system is modeled as a Markov . We show the optimality of a MP if the nodes do not
decision process (MDP)[4], or as a partially observable MDP  harvest energy and transmit data at the same time, and
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the EH process is affected by the scheduling policy. knowledge on the structure of the optimal policy for general
o We show the optimality of MP if the nodes do not hav&kMAB problem is limited.

batteries and can transmit only if they have harvestedRecently, the RMAB model has been used to study channel

energy in the previous TS. access and cognitive radio problems, and new results on the
» We provide an upper bound on the performance for ttoptimality of MP have been obtained [16]=[20]. The struetur

general case by relaxing the constraint on the numberarid the optimality of MP is proven in [16] and [17] for single

nodes that can be scheduled at each TS. and multiple plays, respectively, under certain condgiam
« We show numerically that MP performs close to the uppéine Markov transition probabilities. In 18] the optimaliof
bound for the general case. MP is shown for a general class of monotone affine reward

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Sedfibn I fgnctions, which include arms with arbitrary number of et
dedicated to a summary of the related literature. In Sefffibn The optimality of MP is proven i [19] when the arms’ states
we present the EH wireless multi-access network model. fm”OW non-identical Markov chains. The case of impel’feCt
Sections TV and"V we characterize explicitly the structurghannel detection is studied in_[20], and MP is found to be
of the optimal policy that maximises the sum throughplﬂptimm when the false alarm probability of the channelestat
for two special cases. In Sectid]VI, we provide an uppégtector is below a certain value.
bound on the performance. Finally, in SectionlVII we compare
the performance of MP with that of the upperbound through I1l. SYSTEM MODEL

numerical analysis. Secti¢n VIl concludes the paper. We consider an EH wireless network witi EH nodes and

one AP, as depicted in Figuié 1. Time is divided into TSs of
1. RELATED WORK constant duration, and the AP is in charge of schedulingf
he N nodes to theK available orthogonal channels at each
S. A node isoperativeat each TS with a fixed probability

nication systems, and in particular, in developing schedul . : . .
policies that exploit the scarce harvested energy in thd afes mdepend_ent over TSs anql n_odes, a ||nioerat|veothervx{|se.
We consider that a node is in the operative state if it has a

ficient manner. In large EH wireless networks, since nunaericd N ket to t it in its buff dits ch Lo the AP
optimization is computationally prohibitive, it is impartt to ata packet to transmit In Its buffer and its channetto the

characterise the optimal scheduling policy explicitlycertain IS1n a good state, while it is inoperative othe_rW|se evert if i
properties of it. is scheduled to a channel. The EH process is modelled as a

In [6], the authors assume that the data packets arrive at Mgrkov chain, which can be either in the harvesting or in the

EH transmitter as a Poisson process, and each packet hag\c;é{}]-harvestlng state, denoted by stateand0, respectively.

intrinsic value assigned to it, which also is a random vaeiab ddenote btfij thf tranfrl]tlc;r_l ptrr? baEbl_'ll'ty from etateto_g ' |
The optimal transmission policy that maximizes the avera@g assume thak, > po1, thatis, the EH process is positively

value of the received packets at the destination is provdamato_to_"elateOI 'Iﬂk“lm et’ and henee, '{ tpetEH proeteie IS ![n stzhl;ate
a threshold policy. However, the values of the thresholdehd" 'S MOre lik€ly 10 remain in state han switching o the
er state. We denote b§y?(n) and E;*(n) the state of the

to be computed using numerical techniques, such as DP%E process and the amount of energy harvested by riode
linear programming (LP). Referendel [7] extends the pmblerespectively, in TSw. The energy harvested in TSs available

in [6] to the multi-access scenario. A
. . . . aor transmission in TS+ 1. We assume that one fundamental
Multi-access in EH wireless networks with a central sched- . .
@'& of energy is harvested when the Markov process makes a

uler, static channels and backlogged nodes has been stu " .
: B . ransition to the harvesting state, thati&! (n) = E$(n+ 1ﬂ.
in [B]-[10]. The central scheduler inl[8] does not know th ch node is equipped with a battery of capadityand we

battery levels or the states of the EH processes at the nodgs. b h ¢ q

Assuming that the nodes have unit size batteries, the syiste enote byB;(n) € {0.’ Bt € amount of energy store

modeled as an RMAB, and MP, which has a round robin (R the pattery of node_at the beglr_mlng of TS.. The state of

structure, is shown to maximise the sum throughput. Referen odei in TSn, Si(n), is given by its battery and EH process
) y (n),B;(n)) € {0,1} x {0,...,B}. The

. ) ; . ) states,S;(n) = (E?
[ considers nodes with batteries of arbitrary capacitgl WP I%(stem state is characterized by the joint states of all dlaes

is found to be optimal in two special cases. In contrast to t The system functions as follows: At the beginning of each
resent paper| [9] considers static channels and backdo : .
P paperL[9] 9 , the AP schedule&” out of N nodes, such that a single

nodes, and the optimality proof exploits the RR structure .
of MP. In [10] cgnsider?/ngp inﬁnite-F::apacity batteries a'J;1ode is allocated to each orthogonal channel. When a node
asymptotically (;ptimal policy is proposed " "is scheduled, if it is operative in that TS, i.e., it has data t

The problem studied in this paper is modeled as an RMAtéansm't and its channel is in a good state, it transmits a dat

problem. In the classic RMAB problem there are several ar acket as well as the current state of its EH process to the AP.
' ?’it is not operative it transmits a status beacon to the AP,

each of which is modelled as a Markov chdinl[14]. The states
of the arms are unknowr?’ and at each _TS an arm Is play_ed-Our results can be generalised to a broader class of twe-Statkovian
The played arm reveals its state and yields a reward, whieh processes in which the amount of energy harvested in eath is an
is a function of the state. The Objective is to find a poHCgldependent and identically ghstnbuted raqdom van_alaied the expected
hat .. the total d ti RMAB bl mount of harvested energy in the harvesting state is ldhger that in the
that maximises the total reward over time. pro emr§)n-harvesting state. However, the studied EH model capttite random

have been shown to be, in general, PSPACE hard [15], and aature of the energy arrivals, and is also consideredlin[8}],[9], [11].

There is a growing research interest in EH wireless com



POMDP. It can be shown that a sufficient statistic for optimal
decision making in a POMDP is given by the conditional
probability of the system states given all the past actions
and observations, which, in our problem, depends only on
the number of TSs each node has been idle for, and on the
realisation of each node’s EH state last time it was active.
Hence, we can reformulate the POMDP into an equivalent
MDP with an extended state space. The belief states, that is,
the states in the equivalent MDP, are characterized by all th
past actions and observations. We denotel,band h; the
number of TSs that nodé has been idle for, and the state
of the EH process the last time it was active, respectively.
and backs off. We say that a nodedstivein a TS if it is The belief state of nodg s;(n), is given bys;(n) = (I, hi),
scheduled by the AP and is operative; and hence, it transndtyd the belief state of the whole system is the joint belief
a data packet to the AP, otherwise we say that the noiieis States of all the nodes. In T8, the belief state of node
in this TS, that is, the node is not scheduled or it is schetjulés updated as;(n + 1) = (0, E7(n)), if i € £%(n), and as
but it is not operative. We denote §(n) and K%(n) the set si(n + 1) = (I; + 1, h;), otherwise. That is, at each T§,is
of nodes scheduled by the AP, and the set of active nodessgt to0 if node: is active, and increased by one if it is idle.
TS n, respectively, wherdC?(n) C KC(n). In principle, since the number of TSs a node can be idle is
We assume that the transmission rate is a linear functionbounded, the state space of the equivalent MDP is infinite,
of the transmit power, which is an accurate approximation and hence, the POMDP ifil(2) is hard to solve numerically.
the low power regime. When the power-rate function is linedn Sectiond IV and_V, we focus on two particular settings,
the total number of bits transmitted to the AP is maximiseahd show the existence of optimal low-complexity schedylin
when an active node transmits at a constant power throughpaticies under certain assumptions.
the TS, using all its energy. To simplify the notation we
norma”se the powel’—l’ate fUnCtion SUCh that the numbel’ Of |V NON S|MULTANEOUS ENERGY HARVEST|NG AND
bits transmitted within a TS is equal to the energy used for DATA TRANSMISSION
transmission. Then the expected throughput innTS
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Figure 1. System model wittv EH nodes with finite size batteries ard
orthogonal channels.

K orthogonal channels

In this section we assume that the nodes are not able to
harvest energy and transmit data simultaneously, and that i
R(Kmn)=E | Y Bi(n)| =pY_Bi(n). (1) nodeiis active in TSn— 1, then its EH state in TS, £ (n),

i€k (n) i€K(n) is either 0 or 1 with probabilitiesey, and e;, respectively,

The objective of the AP is to schedule the best set of nodéddependent of the EH state in 76~ 1, whereeo < =0

K(n), at each TS in order to maximizgl (1), without knowind-hese ass_umptions may accoun_t for n_odes equipped with eIeF:-
which nodes are operative, the battery levels, or the Et¢statifomagnetic energy harvesters in which the same antenna is
The only information the AP receives is the EH state of tHgsed for harvesting as well as transmission; and hencendtis
active nodes at each TS. Note that the AP also knows tB@ssible to transmit data and harvest energy simultangousl
battery state of the active nodes after transmission simeg t @nd the RF hardvv_ar(_e has to be reset into the harvesting mode
use all their energy. after each transmission.

A scheduling policy is an algorithm that schedules nodesSince the EH process is reset when a node transmits, the
at each TSn, based on the previous observations of the ERH process states of active nodes are not relevant. As a
states and battery levels. The objective of the AP is to fird t§onsequence, the belief state of a nodén), is characterized

scheduling policykC(n), Vn € [1, T, that maximizes the total Only by the number of TSs the node has been idle for,
discounted throughput, given by There is a one-to-one correspondence betwgeand the

. expected battery level of node therefore, we redefine the
_ belief state,s;(n), as the expected battery level of node
n—1
{K{E?)%:l Z:lﬂ RBkm)), ) in TS n, normalised by the battery capacity. The expected
St Bi(n + 1) = min{B;(n) throughput in[(ll) can be rewritten as
+ E!"(n), B} - Ligxca(n) + E'(n) - Lickce(n), R(K(n)) =pB_si(n). (3)

where( < 8 < 1 is the discount factor, anti, is the indicator iek(n)

function, defined ag, = 1if a is true, andl,, = 0, otherwise. Notice thats;(n) in (@) is normalised, i.e.s;(n) € [0, 1].

If the AP is informed on the current state of all the nodes Due to the Markovity of the EH processes, the future belief
at each TS, the problem would be formulated as an MDP, astte is only a function of the current belief state and the
solved using LP or DH [12]. However, in practice transmgtinscheduling policy. If a node is active in T:§ since it uses all
all the nodes’ states to the AP introduces further overhedsl energy and does not harvest any, the belief state is set to
and energy consumption; and hence, is not considered hér&é TS n + 1. If a node is not active in T&, then the belief
Accordingly, the appropriate model for our problem is atate evolves according to the belief state transition tfanc



7(+). The belief state of nodein TSn+ 1 is a vector is ordered if its elements are in decreasing order. W
ey [ £ ST DL P gt o v v
i 0 if i € K(n). fi Sy = Sl = = Sy
denote the vector operator that first orders the vegiaf ||

Property 1. The belief state transition functior(-), is @ components, and then applieg) to each of the components
monotonically increasing contracting map, thatigsi(n)) >  of the resulting vector b§l'(sg) £ (7(se ), ,7(ss . _.)),
7(s;(n)) if si(n) > s;(n), and ||7(s;(n)) — 7(s;(n))[| < . t) m(n
] k T ‘ ! ~  withII(4) € £,1 < i < |€|. Note that due to the monotonicity
[[si(n) —s;(n)ll. o R ;
o . _ of 7(-) the vectorT(s¢) is always ordered. Finally, we denote
Proof: The proof is given in AppendikJA. B the zero vector of length by 0(k).

Note that the assumptign, > pg; is a necessary condition
for Property 1. We denote by(n) = (s1(n),...,sn(n)) the
belief vector in TSn, which contains the belief states of all W, (sp) £ R(sK) + 5ZCI(|5|aK)Wn+1([T(SE) ,0(1END),

Definition 2. Pseudo value functioiV,,(sr1), is defined as

the nodes, and byg(n) the belief vector of the nodes in set £Csk

€. For the sake of clarity we drop thefrom s(n) andss(n) 17, (sy) £ R(sK),

when the time index is clear from the context. We denote the (7)
expected throughput byi(s¢) if the belief vector iss and where[., ] is the vector concatenation operator.

nodes in€ are scheduled. W, (+) is characterized solely by the belief vectoand its

The probability that a particular set of nodes¢(n) C initial permutationIl. In TS n, the first K nodes according
K(n), is active while the rest of the scheduled nodes remai permutationl1 are scheduled, and the nodes are scheduled
idle in TSn is a function of the cardinality ok“(n) and the according to MP thereafter. The belief vector in TS+ 1
probability that a node is operative, For a = |[K%(n)| we is se(n + 1) = [T(sg),0(|€])], where& is the set of active
denote this probability by nodes in TSn, and, sinceT(-) implicitly orders the output

A Kea a vector,s. (n + 1) is ordered. Hence, the nodes that are active
q(a, K) = (1 =p)" " ®) in TS nrh(ave b)elief staté) in TS n + 1, and are moved to

The AP is interested in finding the scheduling policy the rightmost position in the belief vector. If vectsy; is
which schedules the nodes accordingste), that isK(n) = ordered,[(IV) corresponds to the value function of MP, that is
n(s(n)), such that the expected throughput over the tingorresponds td_{6) where is MP.

horizonT is maximised. The associated optimization probIerBeﬁnition 3. A permutationl] is ani, j-swapof permutation

is expressed through the Bellman value functions, 1 if (k) = ﬁ(k), for Vk # {3, j}, andTI(j) = ﬁ(z’) and
Vi(s) = R(Sxs)) +ﬁZQ(|5|’K) (i) = ﬁ(_j). That is, all th_e noqies but those in positiohs
£Cn(s) ©) andj are in the same positions } andsg, and the nodes
XV ((s1(n+1),...,8;(n+1) =0, in positionsi and j are swapped. -
. siln+1) =7(si(n)),...)), A permutationII is an i, j-swapif II(k) = k, for Vk #

. ) ) {i,j}, andII(i) = 57 andIl(j) = i. That is, all the nodes but
where the sum is over all possible sets of active nodes, {hose in positions and j are in the same position is and

among the scheduled nodes(n) = w(s(n)), and nodesi ¢ and the nodes in positioisand j are swapped.
and: are active and idle, respectively. The optimal policy,

is the one that maximiseB] (6). Definition 4. A function f(x), f : R¥ — R andx =
(z1,...,2k), is said to beregular if it is symmetric, mono-
A Definitions tonically increasing, and_ de_composalﬂ_EI [19].
o f(x) is symmetric if f(...,z...,25,...) =

Definition 1. At TS n the myopic policy (MP) schedules Flo gy, m,. ).

the K nodes that maximise the expected instantaneous rewarq f(x) is monotonically increasingn each of its com-
function, R(-). For the reward function ifi13) the MP schedules ponents, that is, ifz; < #; then f(...,zj,...) <
the K nodes with the highest belief states. Fo @)

MP schedules the nodes similarly to a round robin (RR) ° f(x) is decomposable if  f(...,z;,...) =

policy that orders the nodes according to the time they have o f(s L)+ (=) f(. 0,0,

been idle for, and at each TS schedules the nodes with thefinition 5. (Boundedness) A functiorf(x), f : R* — R
highest idle time values. If a node is active in this TS, it iand x = (zy,...,2;), is said to beboundedif A; <
sent to the bottom of this ordered list in the next TS. Ifanodg(...,1,...)— f(...,0,...)<A,.

is idle it moves forward in the order. Notice that due to the

monotonicity ofr(-) the order of the idle nodes is preservedf, W(E not? tthhatbtkll.efexp?cted r:hrkc])uhghp%(-) '3 3 Illnear t
We denote bysi = (sti(1). ., sx))» the permutation of unction of the belief vector, which has bounded elements,

the vectors, whereTI(-) is a permutation function, by’ — and all the nodes that are scheduled have the same coefficient
(5101 - .75”H(K}2 the vector containing the firsk ’elenglents hence,R(-) is a bounded regular function. The pseudo value

of sm, and byS;; = {II(1),--- ,II(K)} the set of indices of function, Wn(), is symmetric, that is,
the nodes in positions fromto K in vectorsy. We say that Wa(sn) = Wa(sq), (8)



whereTl is a i, j-swap permutation ofl, andj,i < K or 5;. If R(-) is a bounded regular function;(-) a monotonically
j,i > K. To see this we can use the symmetryRf), and increasing contracting map, and < 1, then we have
the fact thatT'(-) orders the belief vector in decreasing order.

Wi(sg) = Wn(8g) < Auls; — 5;)u(n), (10)

B. Proof of the optimality of MP T—n

We prove the optimality of MP under the assumptions théfere«(n) £ (B0 -p)"
7(-) is a monotonically increasing contracting apnd R(-) =0
is a bounded regular function. Hence, the results in this@ec Proof: See AppendixB. ]
can be applied to a boarder class of EH processes and rewarfihe result of LemmA]2 establishes that increasing the belief
functions than those studied in this paper. state of a nodg from 3; to s; may increase the value of the
The proof is structured as follows: Lemifla 1 gives sufficiemseudo value function, which is bounded by a linear function
conditions for the optimality of MP in TS, given that MP is of the increase in the belief; — 5;, and the functionu(n),
optimal from TSn+1 onwards. In Lemmal2 we show that thevhich decreases witm and corresponds to the maximum
difference between the pseudo value functions of two differ accumulated loss from T to TST.
vectors is bounded. In particular, we bound the differeni%
between the value functions of two belief vecte@s andso, . . o L
. . . ermutationll is an, j-swap, ands; > s; for somej < i.
which are both ordered, and differ only for the belief state : : ;
. ; .. If R(-) is a bounded regular functior;(-) a monotonically
nodei. In Lemma[3 we show that, under certain condmonsn . tracti nd< 1, th
the sufficient conditions for the optimality of MP given jn''creasing contracting map, and = %, then
Lemmall hold. (B(1 = p))T+!

mma 3. Consider two belief vectors and sp, such that

1—
Wi(s) — W, >0if Ar> A,
Lemma 1. Assume that MP is optimal from 75+ 1 until TS (s) (sm1) 2 12 Aufp 1-8(1-p)

T. A sufficient condition for the optimality of MP in T8is (11)
Proof: See Appendik L. [ |

Wn(s) > Wn (SH)a (9)
Theorem 1. If R(-) is a bounded regular function;(-) a

for anyII that is ani, j-swap, withs; > s; and j <. monotonically increasing contracting mag,< 1, and A; >
Proof: To prove that a policy is optimal, we need to sho@uﬁp%, then MP is the optimal policy.
that it maximizes [(6). By assumption MP is optimal from Proof: The proof is done by backward induction. We have

TS n + 1 onwards; and hence, it is only necessary to prmé'?ready shown that MP is optimal at T® Then we assume
that scheduling any set of nodes and following MP thereaf't%jlt MP is optimal from TS+ 1 until TS T, and we need to
is no better than following MP directly in TS. The value '

i . . show that MP is optimal at TS. To show that MP is optimal
function corresponding to the latter policy ¥ ([so, s5]), at TSn, using Lemm&]l, we only need to show tHat (9) holds.

wheresy contains theX' nodes with the highest belief statesll.hiS is proven in Lemmal3, which completes the proofm

in s, andsg contains the rest of the nodes not necessariy_l_he result of Theoreld 1 holds for a-) that is a bounded

is Wi, (fsu,s,]), wheresy contains thek' nodes scheduled regular function. The reward function studied here, i.bg t
in TS n émzé s;; is the set of the remaining nodes. Therg"™ expected throughput ill (3), is a bounded regular functio

exist at least a pair of nodes ands; such that,j € I/ and and we haved,, = A; = pB. Finally, we state the optimality
j¢ 0, iclandig O, ands, > s. By swapping each of MP for the EH problem studied in this section.

pair of such nodes, that is, swappijg U for i € U, we can  Theorem 2. For the reward functionk(-) defined in[(B), if the
obtain W, ([so, sp]) from W, ([sy, s;]) through a cascade of transition probabilities satisfy;; > po1 and eg < —Plo__
inequalities using((9). Accordingly¥,, ([so,sp]) is an upper then MP is the optimal policy. porTie
bound for anyW,, ([su. s;]), and, hence, MP is optimal. m

Lemmal[l shows that, under certain conditions, the opti-
mality of MP can be established through the pseudo valueV. SIMULTANEOUS ENERGY HARVESTING AND DATA
function. In particular, under the conditions of Lemfda 1, if TRANSMISSION WITHBATTERYLESSNODES
swapping a node in the belief vector with another node with a
lower position and a lower belief state does not decrease théNow we consider another special case of the system model
pseudo value function, then MP is optimal. introduced in Section Ill. We assume that the nodes cannot
store energy, and the harvested energy is lost if not used
immediately. This might apply to low-cost batteryless rmde
Energy available for transmission in TS is equal to the
energy harvested in T8 — 1, that is, B;(n) = El'(n — 1).

2O_ur r_esults can al_so bg applieq to the case in whic_h the stasition \\e denote b)&' (n) the belief state of nodeat TSn, which
function is a monotonically increasing contracting magwgarametery, that . . . .
is, 7(s:(n)) > 7(s;(n)) if s:(n) > s;(n), and||r(s;(n)) — r(s;(n)) < 1S the expected energy available for transmission, thahs,
allsi(n) —s;(n)|, if 0 < a- B < 1. probability that the node is in the harvesting state. Théebel

ordered. The value function corresponding to the formeicgol

Lemma 2. Consider a pair of belief vectors and s, which
differ only in one element, that is; = 5; for Vi # j ands; >



state transition probabilities are can be used to prove the optimality of MP.

7(si(n)) it i ¢ K(n), Lemma 4. LetII be ani, j-swap, and consider a permutation
sin+1)=1 pn if i € K%(n) w.p. si(n), I, such thatll(k) = k — 1, for ¥k # 1 and II(1) = N. If
po1 if i € K%(n) w.p.1— Si(n)elz) s; > s, for somej < i, then we have the inequalities
where7(s) = (p11 — po1)s + po1, and sincep;; < po1, it is L+ Wi(s5)>Wa(s), (15a)
a monotonically increasing affine function. This impliegitth W, (s)>W,, (st1). (15b)
if s; > s; thent(s;) > 7(s;), that is, the order of the idle o
nodes is preserved. We note that K%(n) with probability Proof: The proof follows from the similar arguments as

p, if i € K(n). The problem is to find a scheduling policy,n [L7]. In particular, we use backward induction [n (15ajian
K(n), such that the expected discounted sum throughput@2H), and a sample-path argument. A sketch of the proof is

maximised over a time horizoh. provided in AppendiXxD. - -
We define the pseudo value function as follows Note that [I5a) and{Ibb) are similar 0 10) ahd](11),
respectively.
Wa(sn) = R(sff)+8) D hlle, K) o
scsKice{o,1}1€! Theorem 3. If the reward function isR(IC(n)) = p Z si(n),
X Wi (P (Blg) ,7(sg), Por (Zle)) iek(n)

andpi1 > po1, MP is the optimal policy.

Wr(sn) = R(sf),
(13) Proof: Theorem[B can be proven by using the same
where we denote the set of active nodes&ynd theith  arguments as in Theorem 1 and Lemmbs 1[@nd 4. m

active node by£(i). We definele = (leqr),--- le(en):  Remark 1. This problem is similar to the opportunistic multi-
such thatlg(;) = 1 if the EH process of the corresponding,p, el access problem studied fin][16]+[19], with impdrfec
node is in the harvesting state, ahg;) = Ol.otherW|se. We channel sensing, such that, at each attempt, a channel tan no
define the functiorh(lg, K) £ q(|€], K) [ 57 (1=5,)""""),  be sensed with probability — p, independent of its channel
state. While the MP has been proven to be optimal in the case
of perfect channel sensing, i.ea,= 1, [17], the case with
sensing errors, i.ep # 1, has not been considered in the
literature. We also note that this model of imperfect channe
— A , ee detection is different from that in_[20].

e = |5|—Zli.The operator(-) applies the mapping|(-) Remark 2. Using similar techniques as ir_[16] the MP

to all its conzlepfonents. The pseudo value function schedbtes pptimality results of Sectioris 1V aridV can be extended from

nodes according to permutati®hy and if s;; is ordered, then the finite horizon discounted reward criteria to the infinite

(I3) is the value function of MP. horizon with discounted reward, and to the infinite horizon
Swapping the order of two scheduled nodes does not changth average reward criteria.

the value of the pseudo value function, that is, the pseulieva

function is symmetric. This property is similar to that [0),(8 V1. UPPERBOUND ON THE PERFORMANCE OF THE

but only fori,j < K. Similarly to [16] and[[17], the mapping OPTIMAL SCHEDULING PoLICY
7(+) is linear, and hence, the pseudo value function is affine

in each of its elements. This implies that[llfis ani, j-swap
of II, then

jeE
where ¢(|€|,K) is defined in [(b). We denote b¥g;(a)
and Pi;(a) the vectors(poi,...,po1) and (pi1,...,p11)s
respectively, of lengthu, and we definells £ Zl“ and

Next we derive an upper bound on the performance of the
optimal policy for the general model in Section Ill under the
average reward criteria and infinite time horizon. The RMAB
Wi, (sm) — Wha(sg) problem with an infinite horizon discounted reward critésa
studied in [[21], and it is shown that an upper bound can be
=(sn) = SH(“)(W"(' o) = Loosn =000 computed in polynomial time using LP.
— Waley sy =0, .., 8m(i) = 17___))_ (14) The qlecision of scheduling a node in a T_S affects the
scheduling of the other nodes in the same TS, since ex&ctly
MP schedules the nodes whose EH processes are mgg@les have to be scheduled at each TS. Whitfle [14] proposed
likely to be in the harvesting state. Initially, nodes ardeved g relax the original problem constraint, and impose indtea
according to an |n|t|a| behef |f a node iS aCtiVe, |t iS saeot that the number Of nodes that are Schedu|ed at each TS is
the first pOSition of the qgueue if it is in the harvesting StatQ( on average In the relaxed prob'em, since the nodes are
and to the last position if it is in the non-harvesting stat@ymmetric, one can decouple the original RMAB problem into
The idle nodes are moved forward in the queue. Due to the RMAB problems, one for each node. As before, we denote
monotonicity ofr(-), MP continues scheduling a node until ityy ¢ — (I,h) € W the belief state of a node, whetds the
is active and its EH process is in the non-harvesting state. nymber of TSs the node has been idle for, arttie EH state
last time the node was scheduled, afdhe belief state space.
A. Proof of the optimality of MP We denote byr(s) the probability that a node is scheduled if
We note that the result of Lemnfid 1 is applicable in this is in states, by p(s) the steady state probability of state
case. If Lemm&l4 holds, the same arguments as in Thedrerant by p; ;(a) the state transition probability function from



states to s if action a € {0,1} is taken, whereu = 1 if In Figure [2(B) we investigate the effect of the battery
the node is scheduled in this TS, aad= 0, otherwise. The capacity, B, on the system throughput when the number of
optimization problem is nodes is fixed. Clearly, the larger the battery capacity ¢iesf
battery overflows will occur. The throughput increases with
F&;iﬁfs) R(s)m(s)p(s) the battery capacity, and due to the limited amount of energy
g that the nodes can harvest, it saturates at a certain vajue. B

st.p(s) = Y p(3)[(1 = 7(5))ps,s(0) + 7(s)pss(1)],  increasing the number of available channdis, which also
seEW reduces the battery overflow, the throughput saturates more
Z m(s)p(s) = 5’ and Z p(s) = 1, quickly as a function of the battery capacity,_b_ut at_higher
N values. The performances of the scheduling policies arigegim

seEW seEW
(16) to those observed in Figufe 2(a).

where 0 < 7(s), p(s) < 1, and R(s) is the expected
throughput of a node if it is in state. Note that the node ~ UpperBound
is scheduled everyﬁ— TSs on average. This implies that, for -z Myopic

p = 1, the maximum time a node can be idle is finite, and 'e‘gzindom
hence, the state spat® is finite. If p # 1, one can truncate 12

the state space by bounding the maximum time a node can b2 / 1
idle, i.e., imposing that is bounded. The probleni {1L6) has
a linear objective function and linear constrains, and tages
space is finite, therefore it can be solved in polynomial time
with LP.
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VIlI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section we numerically study the performances of
different scheduling policies for the general case deedrib
SectionIl. In particular, we consider MP which is optimal
for the cases studied in Sections] IV dndl V, the RR policy,
which schedules the nodes in a cyclic fashion according to
an initial random order, and a random policy, which at each 16
TS scheduled< random nodes regardless of the history. We
measure the performance of the scheduling policies as th
average throughput per TS over a time horizorf of 1000, 12
that is, we conside# = 1 and normalise{2) b¥". We perform
100 repetitions for each experiment and average the results. W1
assume, unless otherwise stated, a totaVof 30 EH nodes,
K = 5 available channels, and a probabilijty= 0.5 for a @
node to be operative in each TS. We assume that all the node 5 «f
and EH processes are symmetric, the batteries have a gapac =/
of B = 5 energy units, and the transition probabilities of the ~ %//2

ughput

e thro

. / - UpperBound
EH processes arg;; = poo = 0.9. Notice that, on average, 4 -&- Myopic
each node is scheduled eve}y TSs. Hence, i} is large the L/. oRR
nodes remain idle for larger periods. This implies that when U y 5 s m e e

is large, since the nodes harvest over many TSs without being
scheduled, there are more energy overflows in the system. In
the numerical result_s we hav_e included the in_finite horizqggure 2. (a) Average throughput vs. number of nodvs,with K = 5
upper bound of Sectidn VI, which for lardge is a tight upper channels, and battery capaciy = 3, 5, 10, and (b) average throughput vs.
bound on the finite horizon case. battery capacity/N' = 30, and K’ = 1, 5, 10.

In Figure[2(d) we investigate the impact of the number
of nodes on the throughput, when the number of availableFigure[3 shows the average throughput for different EH
channels, K, is fixed. The throughput increases with th@rocess transition probabilities. We note that the amodint o
number of nodes, and due to the battery overflows, saturageergy arriving to the system increases with and decreases
when the number of nodes is large. By increasing the battewith pyy. As expected, we observe in Figuké 3 that the
capacity, hence reducing the battery overflows, the thrpugh throughput increases with 1, and the values in Figufe 3[a) are
saturates with a higher number of nodes and at a higher valoetably higher than those in Figure 3(b). MP is a policy which
We observe that MP has a performance close to that of timaximises the immediate throughput at each TS, and does not
upper bound, the random policy has a lower performance thi@ake into account the future TSs. We observe in Figure] 3(b)
the others; and the gap between different curves increaies vior B = {5,10} and in Figurg 3(&) fo3 = 10 that, if the EH
the battery capacity. state has low correlation across TSs, thapis,= {0.5,0.6},

(b) Battery capacity B)



=¥ UpperBound -

22 3 Myopic == have almost optimal performance. This can have an impact on
-©-RR 4 =" the design of scheduling policies for large low-power wéss
20 Random =T . . . .
= sensor networks equipped with energy harvesting devices an
< 18 . e limited storage.
2, B-10 __-~—" -
§D16 /A/ ’’’’’’’ -
g — ( l ,,,,,,,,,,,, e APPENDIXA
émy """""" i, We denote the probability that the battery of a node is not
§1%r— _______ A p— B full if the node has been idle for the lastTSs byp, s(n). It
I B K-ea ---------- is easy to note thapt, ;(n) is a decreasing function of. If
- the node has been idle far TSs, we denote the probability

of the EH process being in stateand 1, by po(n) = pio +

po(n — 1)(p11 — po1) and pi(n) = 1 — po(n), respectively.

We Setpo(O) = €. Sincep11 > Ppo1 andeo < pofj—iﬁo’ po(n)

(@) p11 (poo = 0.5) monotonically increases to the steady state distributj@g,

Appendix B]).

14 % UpperBound A We denote the belief state of a node that has been idle for

- Myopic / TSs byz,. If the node has been idle far-1 TSs, the expected

oRR battery level isz, 11 = 7(z0) = 20 + 222 (po1po(n) +
Y p11p1(n)), which is a monotonically increasing function. If

/o n > m, thenz, > z, and 7(z,) > 7(zm,). By applying

e the definition ofp;(n), we getz,11 = 2z, + p"f—(")(pu —

= po(n)(p11 — poo)). If we assume that > m, we have

-
n

e
o
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- = IGen) = 7o)l = 20 = 2+ 22 o1y — () s — o)

Average throughput
b
&
\

_ %(pu —po(m)(p11 — por))

_________ < Zn—2Zm— pnfT@ (p11—po1)(po(n)—po(m))

1 i <zn—2
05 06 07 0.8 0.9 = m

o

(b) p11 (poo = 0.9) where the first inequality follows singg, s (n) < p,s(m), and

the second inequality follows singe)(n) is monotonically
Figure 3. Average throughput for different EH process fiteors probabili-  increasing angb;; > po1.
ties, N = 30, K =5, and B = 3,5, 10. -

APPENDIXB

the throughput obtained by MP is similar to that of the upper The proof uses backward induction. We denoteSdy and
bound. On the contrary, if it has high correlation across,TS§K the nodes scheduled fross and & respectively. We
that isp;1 = {0.8,0.9}, the throughput falls below the upper.. 1 I’ P y.

11 .
bound. This is due to the fact that when the state transitioWSc’t observe that{(10) holds for = 7' This follows from

have low correlation it is difficult to reliably predict thenpact 1'e_bounded regularity ofi(-), noting thatu(T’) = 1, and
of the actions on the future rewards, and no transmissigfptnguishing four possible gasgs. ) )
strategy can improve upon MP. Our numerical results indicat * Casel: j € Sflf andj € 5151(, i.e., nodej is scheduled in
that even in scenarios in which the MP cannot be shown to both cases.

be theoretically optimal, it performs very close to the uppe Wor(se) — Wr(Se)

; i ; I I
bound, obtained for an infinite horizon problem. R _ R(3 . ~

= (819[(1)""757""7819[(1()) — (81‘—’[(1)7"'75]7' ’Sﬁ(K))
VIIl. CONCLUSIONS :SjR(Slel(l)’ R P ’Sﬁ(K)) +(1- Sj)R(Slel(l)’ ..., 0,
We have studied a scheduling problem in a multi-access s Sfe) TS REBy s L8 )
communication system with EH nodes, in which the harvested —(1=35;)R(35, ,...,0,...,50 )
. (1) TI(K)

energy at each node is modeled as a Markov process. We (s, — 5,)(R(s 1 s )
have modeled the system as an RMAB problem, and shown 7 7/ o’ T TI(K)
the optimality of MP in two settings: i) when the nodes _R(Sl‘-’[(l)w~~707---7319[(K)))
cannot harvest energy and transmit simultaneously andtkhe E <(s; — 5;) Agu(T),

process state is independent of the past states after a siode i

active; ii) when the nodes have no battery. The results af thi ~Where the second equality follows from the decom-
paper suggest that although the optimal scheduling in large Posability of R(-). Since R(-) is symmetric and the
EH networks requires high computational complexity, in som ~ belief vectors are equal but for nodg we have
cases there exist simple and practical scheduling poltbiets R(sgpy-es8i = Fyenssp ) = R(Sg 00085 =



k..., Eﬁ(N)), which we use in the third equality. Finally, = ﬂZq(|E|, K) (Wnﬂ([T(Sg), o(IEN))
the inequality follows from the boundedness®f:). £CSE
Case2: j ¢ SK andj ¢ S¥, i.e., nodej is not scheduled ! B
in either casg. The same nodes with the same beliefs are o ”*1([T(S?)O(|5|)])) (19a)
scheduled in both cases, hensg,: ég andWr(sg) - < Ayu(s; —55)Bu(n+1) (19b)
WT(éﬁ) =0. T—n—1 )
Case3: j € Srﬁf andj ¢ SIII( In this case there exists a < Aulsj = 55)8 Z (6(1=p))* (19¢)
nodem € Sé{ such thats; > s, > §;, andm ¢ Séf < Au(sj - g,)u(;_)? (19d)
Wr(sg) — Wr(3g) where [I9h) follows since the value of the expected
—(s; — sm) (R(se Lose ) immediate rewards in T8 are the same. The belief state
Lo ()’ () vectors at TSn + 1 are equal but for the belief state of
—R(sg 00008 00)) nodej, that is,7(s;) and7(3;) are the beliefs of node
<(s; _Sj)(R(Sﬁ(1)7 1, __781%(}{)) j in T(sz) and T(sz), respectively. InI}Eg), similarly
to (I188), [18Y), and[(IBe), we apply the induction hy-
_R(Sﬁu)’“"o’ o '78ﬁ<x>)) pothesis, the contracting map property, and the fact that
<(s5 — 8;)Agu(T), the summation is equal to one, to obtdin ([19b). We use
B < 1 and the definition ofu(n) to obtain [Z9t) and
where the first equality follows similar to Cade the (I9d), respectively.

second equality from the fact that, > s;, and the last  , Case3: j € SX andj ¢ SX in @0), i.e., there exists
inequality from the boundedness &{-). Note that node I 1

m is the node with the highest belief state that is not X« « I )
scheduled if¥r(s¢ ), and the node with the lowest belief S - Hence,Sz andS. differ only in one element. To
state scheduled if/z (50 ). obtain [20h) we use the symmetry property of the pseudo
Case4: j ¢ SK andj EHSK This case is not possible value function and the fact that the belief vectors are equal
i i I I - but for nodej; in (200) we add and subtract a pseudo
since the vectors. ands. are ordered and; > 3, 2ds 1] : P .
hence. ifs. is scheduled them: must be schegjul_ed Jtoo value function, which has two nodes with the same belief
T J ' state s,,,, and one is scheduled while the other is not.

m € Slf; such thats; > s,, = 5, > §; and thatm ¢

Now, we assume thaf (10) holds from TSt 1 up toT’, and We can group the pseudo value functions, and apply the

« Casel: j € SK andj € SK in (I3), i.e., nodej is pseudo value functions in the first line 6 (20Db), the belief
scheduled in both cases. The first and second summations Vectors are equal but for; and s,,,, moreover; & 31%(

in the first line of [18R) correspond to the cases in  andm € S¥X, ands; > s,,, S0 we can apply the results of

which node;j € S¥ is idle and active, respectively,  casel. Similarly, for the two pseudo value functions in

in TS n. Similarly, first and second summations in the the second line of {20b) we can use the results of Qase

second line of[(18a) correspond to the cases in which

nodej € SX is idle and active, respectively, in T&. APPENDIXC

Note that the belief state vectso; includes the belief  we note that seS = {1,..., K} is the set ofK nodes
states of all the nodes iRg, but those in and 5;, scheduled froms, and that the seSK is the set of nodes
hence, it is equivalent to the belief state veckt;;.  scheduled fromsy, that is, the firstK nodes as ordered
We use this fact to gef (1Bb). Note that the belief statgecording to permutatiofi. We only need to study the cases
vectors in [(18b) differ only in the belief states of nodgn which S and SX are different, since the claim holds for
j, namely,7(s;) and 7(s;) are the beliefs of nodg in  the others due to the symmetric property of the pseudo value
vectors[T(sz), 0(|€])] and [T(sg), O(|€])], respectively; function, [8). We study the casg e S, i € SX, i ¢ S,

and hence, we use the induction hypothesis in the sughd ; ¢ SK in @I). The summation in[{Z]la) is over all
mation of [18b) to obtair(18c). The summation[in (18cyperative/inoperative combinations of the nodes'ir{;j}. We

is over all possible operative/inoperative combinatiohs @enote the belief state of all nodes but thoseiand s; by

the nodes inS&\{;}, and it is equal to one. This facts. .. The belief state of nodé in TS n + 1, 7(s;), is in
together with the boundedness and the decomposabik'yyctorT(sg—uj)_ Similarly, the belief state of nodg in TS

of R(-) are used in[(I8c) to gef(IBd). The contracting + 1, 7(s;), is in vectorT(sz5;). The second pseudo value
property of7(-), and the definition ofu(n) are used in functions in the first and second lines [n_(R1a) cancel out, an
(18¢) and[(18f), respectively. (210) is obtained. We have applied the decomposability and
Case2:j ¢ S& andj ¢ S, i.e., the same nodes areboundedness of(-) to obtain [2Ik). Belief vectord (sz;)
scheduled frons. ands., and nodej is not scheduled and T(sg7;) in (21d) are ordered and only differ in one

in either case. Then element,r(s;) andr(s;), respectively, where(s;) < 7(s;),
and hence, we use Lemrh 2 to def (21d); (21e) follows since
Wa(sg) — Wa(Sg) 7(+) is a monotonically increasing contracting map, [21f) since
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Wn(Sﬁ) — Wn(éﬁ)

= R(sf) + (1-p)B)_q(I€[K-1)Wi1([T(sg), 0ED]) + 25y _a(1€l K1) Woir ([T (sz5), O(IE1)])
5csK\{7} ECSK\{J}
— R(E)~(1-p)BY_a(€[ K-)Wos1([T(8¢), 0(EN) — pBY_a(IELE-1)Woia([T (), 0(EHL)])  (18a)
scsK\{g} €C$K\{J}
— Rs) — REX) + (1-p)BY al1El K1) (W (T(sg),0EN]) — Wi (T(g).0(121))) (18b)
SCSK\{J}
< R(sE) - REE) + (1-p)8 Y a(11K-1)(Au(r(s;) = 7(5;))u(n + 1)) (180)
5C5K\{J}
< Au(sj —55) + (1—P)5Au(7(847) —7(5;))u(n +1) (18d)
< Au(sj = 35) + (1-p)BAu(s; — 5;)u(n +1) (18e)
T—n—1
< Auls = 5) (14 81-p) Y (B0-p))) (180)
i=0
= Au(s; — §)u(n), (189)
W sﬁ(l),...,sj,...,sﬁ(K),sm,...,sﬁ(N))—W ( By s Sms H(K+1)""’§j""’§ﬁ(N))
:W"(Sﬁ(l)""’Sj"'"Sﬁ(K)""’Sm""’ H(N)) Wn( 1)""’Sm"'"Slo‘[(K)"'"Sj""’slo‘[(N)) (20a)
= W"(Sﬁ(l)’ CSjs e SR ey Sma e SRy ) Wn( By e oS me e gy gy S Sﬁ(N))
—i—Wn(sﬁ(l),...,sm,...,sﬁ(K),...,sm,..., HN)) Wi (s fay "’Sm""’Sﬁ(K)""’Sj""’Sﬁ(N)) (20b)
< Au(s; — sm)u(n) + Ay(sm — §5)u(n) (20c)
= Ayu(sj — 55)u(n). (20d)

R(s") = R(sti) + 8 (€], K- 1(anH([T(Sm),O(IEIH)])+(1—p)WnH([T(Sg),O(IEI)])
ECS\{j}

— W1 ([T(s5), O +1)]) = (1 = p)Waia (T(s), 0(€D))) ) (212)

= R(s™) = R(sfy) = pB Y _a(|€], K ~1) (Wn+1 ([T(sgm7), O(IE1+1)]) = Wis1 ([T (s557), 0] +1))) (21b)
ECS\{j}

> Ai(s; = 50) = pB Y al(€l, K =1) (Wt ([T(sz5), 0(€1+1)]) = Was ([T(se5), 0(€1+1)]) ) (21¢)
ECS\{j}

> Ai(s; =50 =8 Y (allEl, K=1)Au(r(s)) = 7(s0))u(n +1)) (21d)
ECS\{j}

> Ay(sj — si) — pBAL(s; — si)u(n + 1) (21e)

> A(sj — 8i) — pBAL(s; — si)u(0) (21f)

_ _ \TH1
= (sj — s1) (Al - pﬁ%%) >0 (210)
u(n) is decreasing im; finally (21g) follows sincex(0) is the APPENDIXD

sum of a geometric series. We again use backward induction. Lemiia 4 holds trivially

for n = T. Note that in [I5a) the set of nodes sched-



uled in the pseudo value function¥, (s;) and W, (s) are

{1,...,K—1,N}and{l,..., K}, respectively. That is, node

K is scheduled iV, (s), but not inT,,(s); and nodeN is

scheduled iniV, (sg), but not inW,(s). To prove that[(15a)
holds at TSn we use a sample path argument similarly to
[17], and assume that the realizations of the EH processes [glf
nodesK and N are either0 or 1. There are four different
cases, but here we only consider one, since the others follo[\év

similarly.

We consider the case in which the EH processes have
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Now we prove the second part of Leminla 4, {15b). The

are three cases:

(1]

Casel: j,i < K, i.e., nodesj andi are scheduled on
both sides offl(I8b). The inequality holds since the pseudo
value function is symmetric.

Case2: j < K andi > K in (23), i.e., nodes

¢ and j are scheduled on the left and right handl7]

sides of [[IBh), respectively. To prove the inequal-
ity we use the linearity of the pseudo value func-
tion (I4). Sinces; >
need to prove thatW,(si,...,1,...,0,...,sy) —
Wa(s1,...,0,...,1,...,sn) > 0. We denote the
scheduled nodes in both sides df_(lL5b) Ky =
{1,..., K}\{j}, the set of nodes il that remain idle

by K = K\&, and the nodes that are not scheduled iag

either side of [(I9b) by<* = K U {j,7}. We denote the
belief vector(sy,...,s; =1,...,8, =0,...,sn) by §,
its 4, j-swap by, and defing® £ (51,...,5k). In 23)

(2318) and[(23c), respectively, and the fact that 1.
Case3: nodess; and s; are not scheduled. Inequality
holds in this case, by applying the definition bf}(13) and
the induction hypothesis of (1bb).
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