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Abstract

This paper considers two base stations (BSs) powered bywadhe energy serving two users
cooperatively. With different BS energy arrival ratesfractional joint transmission (JT) strategy is
proposed, which divides each transmission frame into twaframes. In the first subframe, one BS
keeps silent to store energy while the other transmits @ad,then they perform zero-forcing JT (ZF-
JT) in the second subframe. We consider the average sumaeadienization problem by optimizing the
energy allocation and the time fraction of ZF-JT in two stepisstly, the sum-rate maximization for
given energy budget in each frame is analyzed. We provehkeatptimal transmit power can be derived
in closed-form, and the optimal time fraction can be foural birsection search. Secondiyproximate
dynamic programming (DP) algorithm is introduced to determine the energy aliocaamong frames.
We adopt a linear approximation with the features assatiati¢h system states, and determine the
weights of features by simulation. We also operate the apmation several times with random initial
policy, named agolicy exploration, to broaden the policy search range. Numerical results shaiv
the proposed fractional JT greatly improves the perforraardso, appropriate policy exploration is

shown to perform close to the optimal.
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[. INTRODUCTION

Wireless communication with energy harvesting technaglegdyich exploits renewable energy
to power wireless devices, is expected as one of the progiisgmds to meet the target of green
communications in the future. The advantages of energyesting include the sustainability
with renewable energy source, the flexibility of network ldgment without power line to reduce
network planning cost, and etc. Recently, wireless celloktworks with renewable energy are
rapidly developing. For instance, China Mobile has builhattil 2,000 renewable energy powered
base stations (BSs) by 2014 [1]. However, due to the randssnakthe arrival process of the
renewable energy and the limitation on the battery capaeitgrgy shortage or waste will occur
when the energy arrival mismatches with the network traéfquirement. How to efficiently use
the harvested energy is a big challenge.

In the literature, a lot of research work has focused on tlerggnharvesting based commu-
nications. For single-link case, the optimal power allawratstructure directional water-filling,
is found in both single-antenna transceiver system [2],d83i multiple-input multiple-output
(MIMO) channel [4]. The research efforts have been furtheerded to the network case, and
the power allocation policies are proposed for broadcaaticél [5], multiple access channgl [6],
interference channel][7], as well as cooperative relay agtsv[E], [S]. Nevertheless, there lacks
research effort on the effect of energy harvesting on thetimatle cooperation, i.e., network
MIMO.

The network MIMO technology, which shares the user data drahmel state information
among multiple BSs, and coordinates the data transmissidrreception by transforming the
inter-cell interference into useful signals, has beenresitely studied in the literature [1L0], [11],
[12]. And it has already been standardized in 3GPP as CaatetinMulti-Point (CoMP)[[13].
By applying joint precoding schemes such as zero-forcirg) (4], [15] among BSs for joint
transmission (JT), the system sum-rate can be greatlydsete However, how the dynamic
energy arrival influences the performance of network MIMQ@Quiees further study. Specifically,
as the JT is constrained by the per-BS power budget, the rpaafece of the network MIMO
is limited if the power budgets are severely asymmetric agnB8s. For example, if a solar-
powered BS in a windless sunny day cooperates with a wincepaavBS, the latter will become

the performance bottleneck of cooperation, while the rsieg energy of the former is not



efficiently utilized. To deal with this problem, people hawvgroduced the concept of energy
cooperation[[16],[[17], where BSs can exchange energy Vferewired or wireless link with
some loss of energy transfer. In this case, the JT problern @nergy harvesting becomes a
power allocation problem with weighted sum power constramshown in[[18]. However, the
feasibility and efficiency of cooperation in energy domanosgly depends on the existence and
the efficiency of energy transfer link.

In this paper, we consider how to improve the utilization afuested energy with cooperation
between the wireless radio links. Intuitively, if the eneggnnot be transferred between BSs, the
BS with higher energy arrival rate should use more energyaia transmission to avoid energy
waste. While to use the energy more effective, BS cooperaticategy should be carefully
designed under the asymmetric energy constraints. Basethisnwe propose &ractional
JT strategy, where the network MIMO is only applied in a franotiof a transmission frame.
Specifically, we consider two BSs cooperatively serving twgers, and divide each transmission
frame into two subframes. In the first subframe, one of the 8&3ges one user while the other
stores energy. In the second subframe, the two BSs perforin ddoperatively serve the two
users. With the stored energy, the power gap between two B8s&isecond subframe is filled,
and hence, JT can achieve higher sum-rate. Such a strategisdhe potential energy waste
in the BS with higher energy arrival rate, and hence can ingithe energy utilization. The
objective is to maximize the average sum-rate for givenggnarrival rates, and the optimization
parameters include the fraction of time for JT and the powecation policy in each frame. Our
preliminary work [19] has studied the greedy policy tha¢drto use all the available energy in
each frame. In this paper, we further consider the optimatpas well as the low-complexity
policy. The contributions of this paper are as follows.

e We propose the fractional JT strategy, and formulate the-tenm average sum-rate
maximization problem using Markov decision process (MIZ®)][ The problem is divided
into two sub-problems, i.e., energy management among Bamed power allocation
problem for fractional JT in each frame.

e We prove that to solve the average sum-rate maximizatioblgno, in each frame, we
only need to solve the power allocation problem with equadibwer constraints, which
has closed-form expressions. Then the JT time fractionsaetiproblem is proved to be

a convex optimization problem, and a bi-section searchralgo is proposed to find the



optimal JT time fraction.

e We adopt thewpproximate dynamic programming (DP) [20] algorithm to reduce the com-
putational complexity of determining the energy allocatamong frames. The algorithm
runs iteratively with two stepspolicy evaluation and policy improvement. In the policy
evaluation, the relative utility function in the Bellmanéguation is approximated as a
weighted summation of a set of features associated wittesystates. The weights are
estimated by simulation. In the policy improvement, randoitial policies are periodically
selected to rerun the iteration to broaden the search rasigmerical simulations show

the remarkable performance gain compared with the corvaaltinetwork MIMO.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Secfibn |l less the system model and
Section Il describes the MDP problem formulation. In Sex{lV, the per-frame optimization
problem is analyzed. Then the approximate DP algorithm ép@sed in Section V. Simulation
study is presented in Sectign]VI. Finally, SectlonlVIl cami#s the paper.

Notations: Bold upper case and lower case letters denote matrices amorserespectively.
| - | denotes the absolute value of a scalar, arjd = max{z,0}. ()7 and (-)" denote the
transpose and transpose conjugate of a matrix, respgctivelis the non-negative real number

field. E represents the expectation operation.

1. SYSTEM MODEL

We consider a wireless communication network consistingvof BSs powered by renewable
energy (e.g., solar energy, wind energy, etc.) and two wEeshown in Fig]l. Assume the BSs
are able to store the harvested energy in their battery tordwsage. All the BSs and the users
are equipped with a single antenna. The BSs are intercagthe@ an error-free backhaul link
sharing all the data and the channel state information, abtkiey can perform JT to eliminate
the interference. However, the energy cannot be transfér@eveen the BSs as we consider the
off-grid scenario. We consider the typical scenario forlgiog network MIMO, in which the two
users are located at the cell boundary. In this case, thage@hannel gains are comparable, and
hence cooperative transmission can achieve significafbrpggince gain. The wireless channel
is assumed block fading, i.e., the channel state is condtairig each fading block, but changes
from block to block. We define the transmission frame as a mblafading block with frame

lengthT;. The perfect channel state information is assumed knowhddSs at the beginning
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Fig. 1. System model for joint transmission with 2 BSs and &rsis

of each frame. If the backhaul capacity is limited, the twosB%&n exchange quantized data
and channel state information, and cooperate in the sameusiag the imperfect information.
In the ¢-th frame, if the JT technique is utilized, the received aigly; = [y:.1, v:2]" at the
users are
v = H/W;x; + ny, Q)

where H, is the channel matrix with component$, ;. = likﬁ[t,ik,l < i,k < 2 indicating
the channel coefficient from B% to user: with large-scale fading factak, and i.i.d. small-
scale fading factorﬁ[t,ik, W, is the corresponding precoding matrix with components;,

x; = [m;1,2:2)7 is the intended signals for the users willix;x/’) = diag(p:.1,pi2), Where
pei,t = 1,2 is the power allocated to usérandn, is the additive white Gaussian noise with
zero mean and variand&n;n!’) = 21, wherel is a2 x 2 unit matrix.

In this paper, the widely used ZF precoding scheme [14] igpttbto completely eliminate
the interference by channel inverse. Thus, the decodingegmoat the users can be simplified.
And its performance can be guaranteed, especially whennteeference dominates the noise.
In addition, ZF precoding is a representative precodingeseh Hence, the following analysis

can be easily extended to other schemes. For ZF precodimgssiwe have
W, =H; " 2

Hence, the data rate is
Ri; = logy(1 + 242 3)

2
On



with per-BS power constraint
2

D lwenil’pri < Pog,  k=1,2. (4)

=1
where P, ; is the maximum available transmit power of BSn framet¢. Notice that if the BSs
and the users are equipped with multiple antennas, ZF pireg@dheme should be replaced by
the multi-cell block diagonalization (BD) [11] scheme whialso nulls the inter-BS interference.
As the multi-cell BD scheme is a generalization of ZF prengdscheme from single antenna
case to multi-antenna case, it has similar mathematicgdepties with the latter. Hence, the
following results can be extened to multi-antenna case.

As the BSs are powered by the renewable endrgyis determined by the amount of harvested
energy as well as the available energy in the battery. It iatpd out in [8], [21] that in real
systems, the energy harvesting rate changes in a much sgpeged than the channel fading.
Specifically, a fading block in current wireless communmatystems is usually measured in the
time scale of milliseconds, while the renewable energy aagsolar power may keep constant
for seconds or even minutes. Hence, the energy arrival eaerdy harvesting power) is assumed
constant over a sufficient number of transmission framesotgel by F, k£ = 1, 2. In this case,
the key factor of the energy harvesting is the energy ardgealsality constraint, i.e., the energy
that has not arrived yet cannot be used in advance. In thisrpage mainly study the influence
of the energy causality on the network MIMO.

Notice that in practice, the optimization over multiple gyecoherence blocks is required as
the energy arrival rate varies over time. If the future epengival information is unknown (i.e.,
purely random and unpredictable), we can monitor the eneagyesting rate and once it changes,
we recalculate the optimal policy under the new energy caimt and then apply the new policy.
The policy optimization problem is considered in this pap#hile if the energy arrival rate is
predictable, the optimization should jointly consider tiplé blocks in the prediction window,

which is beyond the scope the this paper.

A. Fractional Joint Transmission Strategy

Notice that the energy arrival rates of different BSs may lier@nt due to either utilizing
various energy harvesting equipments (e.g., one with galael, the other with wind turbine) or

encountering different environment conditions (e.g.tlpaloudy). In this case, the conventional



network MIMO may not be sum-rate optimal as the harvestedggnie not efficiently utilized.
Specifically, if the channel conditions of the two users amglar, applying network MIMO with
on average the same energy usage can achieve the optimakratop efficiency. As a result, in
the asymmetric energy arrival case, the energy of the BS hgther energy arrival rate may be
not efficiently used. Hence, the performance of network MI@y be greatly degraded. Notice
that the above fact does not only hold for ZF precoding, bsb dlolds for other approaches
(such as the approach based on dirty paper coding [22], E31) is caused by the asymmetric
per-BS power constraints, rather than the precoding schiselé

To improve the utilization of the harvested energy, we pegpa fractional JT strategy to adapt
to the asymmetric energy arrival rates. Thanks to the enst@age ability, the BS can turn to
sleep mode to store energy for a while, and then coopenatikehsmits data with the other BS.
In this way, it can provide higher transmit power when applynetwork MIMO. The strategy
is detailed as follows. We divide the whole transmissiomiainto two subframes as shown in
Fig.[2. In the first subframe, named @8gle-BS transmission phase, one of the BSg; € {1, 2}
is selected to serve a user, while the other one, denotdd 8yk,, turns to sleep mode to store
energy. In the second subframe, name&BS/T phase, the two BSs jointly transmit to the two
users with ZF precoding scheme as explained earlier in #us®1. Denote byy, 7 the length
of the single-BS transmission phase, whérel «;, < 1, and hence, the length of the ZF-JT
phase is(1 — oy)T;. To get the optimal fractional JT transmission strategy,nged to choose
k, and o, carefully.

In the single-BS transmission phase, to be consistent wi&hobjective of maximizing sum-

rate, the active BS serves one of the users with higher itsstanus data rate. Specifically, the
PIHt,iktIQ

on

useri is scheduled when satisfying= arg max;<;<; log,(1 + ), i.e., the user with the
maximum expected data rate with transmit poves £, . In practice, the proposed fractional
JT transmission strategy can be supported by the CoMP [A3}hich all the data is shared by
the two BSs in both subframes. Notice that as only one BS igeatt the first subframe, the
data transferred to the inactive BS via the backhaul is aseknd such a backhaul data sharing
protocol is inefficient.

However, when the backhaul capacity is limited, the progdsactional JT strategy can make
use of the backhaul capacity in the first subframe to enhare@erformance. Since the shared

data is required only in the second subframe, the two BSserfitst subframe can proactively
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Fig. 2. Frame structure of fractional JT. The frame lengtif’js

exchange the data to be jointly transmitted later. Thusgtrentization noise of the shared data

can be reduced and the cooperation gain can be enhanced.

B. Sum-rate Maximization Problem

Our objective is to optimize the sum-rate under the propésedional JT strategy. The power
constraints in each frame are detailed as follows. Theaviglenergy in the battery of the active
BS k; at the beginning of each frantds denoted byB; ,. Then the power in the first subframe

satisfies

By,
P < —=
OétTf

+ Ej,. (5)

At the beginning of the second subframe, the amounts of abailbattery energy in the two
BSs becomes, , + o, Ty By, — o Typ; and B; i, + a1 Ey,, respectively. As a result, the power

constraints[(4) for ZF-JT become

2 ~
Bk, + o Ti(Ex, —
Z Wt gy *Pei < Lk LBy = Pr) + By, (6)
Py (1 — )Ty
2
B, i, + o T E},
2 t,kt t+4 fHky
Wy ki 7 S ’ + Eft- 7
;| t,k¢ ‘ D, (1 — at)Tf k ( )
The battery energy states are updated according to
2
Bt+1,kt+1 :BtJi‘t +Tf(Ekt _atﬁt_(]-_at) Z |wt7k‘t’i|2pt,i)7 (8)
=1
2
Bt+1,/;:t+1 = BtJ;‘t +Tf(EEt - (1 _O[t) Z |wt,Eti|2pt,i)7 (9)

=1
with initial state B;; = By, = 0. In (B), (8), and[(I7), we havé < «; < 1 as the denominator

cannot be zero. In fact, by multiplying; on both sides of[{5) and — «; on both sides of



(@) and [[T), the special case thgt= 0 or 1 can be included in a unified formulation. Denote

by k = {kluk%“' 7kN}| o = {041,042,“' ,OZN}, 13 = {ﬁluﬁ%“' 713]\7}! P = {p17p27'“ 7PN})
wherep, = (p.1,p:2)", and N is the number of transmission frames. Our optimization fenob

can be formulated as

N 2
) 1 -
o, B B3 (000 2 0
B
s.t. Oétﬁt S bk + OétEkt, (11)
Ty
2 B
~ kit
(1—ay) ; |wt,kti|2pt,z’+atpt < jif +FEy,, (12)
2 B B
t,kt
(1— ) ; |wt715ti|2pt7i < T, + Ly, (13)
PrsPii D2 € RT, Vt=1,2,---,N. (14)
0<a, <1, (15)

where R, ; = log,(1 + j;|H, 3, |*/02), and R,; is expressed agl(3). The optimization parameters
include the transmit powes,, p, ., k = 1,2, the frame division parameter;, and the selection
of BSs k; for single-BS transmission phase. Notice thatvif= 0, the problem reduces to the
conventional power allocation problem for network MIMO;df = 1, the problem becomes
user selection and rate maximization problem for singlet&®smission. To find the optimal
solution, we need to calculate the integration of the chidistribution over all the frames
and exhaustively search all the possible power allocatiwh feame division policies, which
is computationally overwhelming. In the work, we aim to dgsi low-complex algorithm to

achieve close-to-optimal performance.

III. MDP MODELING AND OPTIMIZATION

In this section, we reformulate the stochastic optimizagiwoblem [[ID) based on the MDP
framework [20]. Specifically, in each channel fading bloale need to decide which BS should
turn to sleep to store energy in the first subframe, how losgatuld sleep, and how much power
should be allocated. The decision in each frame will inflgetite decisions in the future, as
it changes the remained energy in the battery. MDP is anteféfemathematical framework to

model such a time-correlated decision making problem. Dnedilation is detailed as follows.
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A. MDP Problem Reformulation

A standard MDP problem contains the following elementstestaction, per-stage utility
function and state transition. In our problem, the stagersgefo the frame. In each stage, the
system state includes the battery states of two BSs at thereg of the frame and the channel
states, i.e.s; = (B:1, B2, H;). Denote the state space I8 We model the action as the
power budget of each frame, i.@y(s;) = (A1, Ar2) Which satisfied) < A,; < BTL; + E; and

0< A< BT#jf + E5. We denote the state-dependent action spacely) = {(A:1, A:2)]|0 <

A < BTL: +E,,0< A, < BT#J;Q + E,}. The per-stage sum-rate function can be expressed as
pelH, i 2 & i
g(st,ar) = max aglog, <1+t‘7tékt‘) + (11— Zlog2 (1+p—té>, (16)
Un i=1 Un

ko, prpy

where the maximization is taken under the constralnis (@), (I5) and
2

(1— ) Z |wt,kzti|2pt,i +apr < Avg,s (17)
i=1
2

(1— o) Z |wt715ti|2pt,i < Ak, (18)

=1
The state transition of the battery energy is determinatimording to[(B) and {9). The channel
state of the next stage is obtained according to the chanaesition Pr(H,,,|H;), which is
independent with the battery energy state.

Consequently, the original problen_{10) can be reformdiate
N

ool at<st>>] . (19)

t=1

T N
The optimization is taken over all the possible policies- {a1, as,...}. It is obvious that for
any two states, there is a stationary polieyso that one state can be accessed from the other

with finite stepsl[2D, Sec 4.2]. Consequently, the optiméleds independent of the initial state

and there exists an optimal stationary policy= {a*(s)|s € S} .

B. Value Iteration Algorithm

According to [20, Prop. 4.2.1], there exists a scaldr together with some vectoh* =

{h*(s)|s € S} satisfies the Bellman’s equation

A* + h*(s) = Iéljl(x) g(S, a) + Zps—)s’|ah*<5/> : (20)
“ s s'eS
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whereA* is the optimal average utility, antl(s) is viewed asrelative or differential utiliryH. It
represents the maximum difference between the expectkty ti reach a given state, from
states for the first time and the utility that would be gained if thality per stage was the
average\*. Furthermore, ifa*(s) attains the maximum value df (20) for eaghthe stationary
policy a* is optimal. Based on the Bellman’s equation, instead of ¢dihg term average sum-rate
maximization, we only need to deal with {20) which only relmtwith per-stage sum-rat€a, s)
and state transitiop,_,,|,. The value iteration algorithni [20, Sec. 4.4] can effedtivaolve the
problem.

Specifically, we firstly initializeh?) (s) = 0,Vs € S, and set a parametér< 7 < 1, which is
used to guarantee the convergence of value iteration wbiigrmng the same optimal solution
[20, Prop. 4.3.4]. Then we choose a state to calculate taéivelutility. We choose a fixed state
so = (0,0,Hy), and denote the output of theth iteration ash™ = {h("(s)|s € S}. For the

(n+1)-th iteration, we first calculate

APt (s0) = ma so,a) + 7Y Pr(H|Hy)h™(s)], 21
(30) = mx | 9(s0,) +7 3 Pr(FH [Ho)h(<) (21)
wheres’ = (By, By, H'), and B}, B}, are calculated according tbl (8) arid (9), respectively. Then

we calculate the relative utilities as

h("+1)(8) = (1— T)h(n)(8> 4+ max [g(s,a) + TZPI(H/|H)]1(")(S/) — A(n-i-l)(so). (22)
H

acA(s)

Recall that the parameteris used to guarantee the convergence of the relative vauatian.
It can be viewed as replacing the relative utilitys) by 7h(s), which is proved not to change
the optimal value. As the optimal average utility is irr@latwith the initial state AV (s))
converges to\*.

Notice that the states and the actions are all in the contimgpace. By discretizing the state
space and the action space, the MDP framework can be applisalte the problem. However,
to make the solution accurate, the granularity of the diszaton needs to be sufficiently small,
which results in a tremendous number of states, especiatlyhie 2 x 2 MIMO channels (4
elements, each with two scalars: real part and imaginart).p&s a consequence, we need to

not only calculate the per-stage sum-rate functos a) that includes maximization operation

In the textbook[[2D] 4" (s) is defined aselative cost instead since the objective there is to minimize the avecage
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for all states, but also iteratively update all the relatin#ities i (s). In this sense, solving the
MDP problem encounters unaffordable high computationatmexity, which is termed as the
curse of dimensionality [20]. To reduce the computational complexity, on the onedhahe
maximization problem in the per-stage sum-rate functiooush be solved efficiently. On the
other hand, the complexity of the iteration algorithm slidog reduced via some approximation.

In the next two sections, we will discuss these two aspectietail.

IV. PER-FRAME SUM-RATE MAXIMIZATION

In this section, we firstly consider the per-stage sum-ratetion ¢(s;, a;), i.e., the sum-rate
maximization problem in each frame for the current state= (B,,, B, 2, H;) and the given
actiona; = (Ai1, Ar2). We ignore the time index for simplicity. The per-frame optimization

problem can be formulated as

max  alog <1+M) +(1—q) 22: log (1—}—&) (23)
kaypp1,p2 2 o2 — 2 o2
B
st. ap< f]j + aFy, (24)
2
(1 _Q)Z|wki|2pi+aﬁ < Ay, (25)
i=1
2
(1—a) Y |wpl’pi < Ag, (26)
i=1
ﬁ7p17p2 S R+- (27)
0<a<l. (28)

As k € {1,2}, the optimization overt can be done by solving the problem for &l and
selecting the one with larger sum-rate. Thus, we only neembtmsider the problem for a given

k. Then the optimization problem can be rewritten as

max  alog, <1+M> +(1—q i log, <1+ﬁ> (29)
aAp1L,P2 o2 — o2

The problem[(29) with constraints (24)-(28) is not convexgeneral. However, as shown later,
given «, the power allocation problem is a convex optimization, émel optimization oveky
given the optimal power allocation is also convex. Accogdia these properties, we study the

optimization of power allocation and subframe division aepely.
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A. Power Allocation Optimization

If we fix the variablesk and « in (29), we obtain a power allocation optimization problem,
which has the following property.

Theorem 1. For given k and «, the problem

BP1,P2

_ 2
Pl Di

max «alog, <1—|—T?L> +(1—aq) ; log, <1+0'—,%) (30)

with constraints (24) - (22) is a convex optimization problem.

Proof: Once « is fixed, the objective function is the maximization of a suation of

concave functions, and all the constraints are linear. Assalt, the problem is convex. =
Theorent( 1 tells us that for a givénand «, the optimal solution can be found by solving a
convex optimization problem for power allocation. Accaglito the convex optimization theory

[24], we have the following observation.

Proposition 1. For a given k, when the optimal solution for the problem (29) with constraints

24)-28) is achieved, either (23) or (26) is satisfied with equality.

Proof: See AppendiX_A. [ |
However, Propositioh]1 cannot guarantee the equality halt®th [2%) and[(26). If both are
satisfied with equality, the problem can be simplified anddbkition can be given in closed-
form. As a matter of fact, an equivalent problem can be foatad which only needs to solve
the power allocation problem with equality held [n(25) al@); To get the result, we firstly

provide a useful lemma as follows.

Lemma 1. The relative utility h*(s) = h*(By, By, H) is nondecreasing w.r.t. By(or Bs) for given
Bs(or By) and H.

Proof: See AppendixB. [
Intuitively, more energy in the battery can support highetadate. Hence, the utility increases

with the increase of the battery energy. Based on Lemima 1,awve the following conclusion.

Theorem 2. Define (s, a) = g(s,a) where the optimization is under the constraints (24), (27),
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28) and the equality constraints

2

(1 — a) Z |wm~|2pi + ozﬁ = Ak, (31)
=1
2

(1—a)> |wil’pi = Az, (32)

we have

A" = max hm Ex

N
1
NZ St, At St))] = Imax hm EH

1 N
NZ Suat St ]

Proof: See Appendix L. [
Based on Theorernl 2, we only need to solve the maximizatioblgmo under the equality

constraints[(31) and (B2). The optimal power allocatiorusoh as follows.

Proposition 2. For a given k and 0 < o < 1, we denote

C!
ﬁmin = max {07 722}7 (33)
alwy, |

_ . Bk Cy }
max — T [T 34
! mm{an T g (34)

define the set Py o = {]5 Pmin < D < Pmax ), and denote py as the nonnegative root of

L (1 Y et

on +plHy > 07Co+ Cr — alugl’p  07Co + Ca + a|wl_cl|2~
where Co = (1 — a)(Jwpa]*lwa|* — [wial?|wia[*), Cr = Aplwia|* — Aglwpa]?, Co = Axwpa|? —
Aj|wpy |2, Then the solution for the problem ([BQ) with constraints (24), [22), (ﬂl) and (32)) is
o If Pro =10, the problem is infeasible.
e Otherwise, we have
(1) if po € Pra» p* = Do is the optimal power for the single-BS transmission phase;
(2) if Po > Pmax» D* = Pmax IS optimal;
(3) if Po < Pmin, P* = Pmin iS optimal;
and the optimal p},i = 1,2 can be obtained via
Pl :Cl - ngkQPﬁ*’
0
py _lun s = Cs
Co

(36)

(37)



15

Proof: See AppendixD. [

Notice the solutions forr = 0 anda = 1 are not included in the proposition as they are trivial.
For o = 0, ZF-JT is applied in the whole frame. Then= 0 andp;,i = 1,2 are obtained by
solving (31) and[(32). Far = 1, the problem is feasible only whety, = 0, thenp; = 0,i = 1,2
andp can be obtained by solving (31). According to Proposifibrio?2,0 < « < 1, the power
allocation problem[(30) for the fixe# and o« with equality constraintd (31) and (32) can be
solved by calculating and comparing the value$.Qf., p.max, @andpy. As they can be expressed in
closed-form, the calculation is straightforward and si@n the contrary, solving the original
power allocation problem with inequality constrairts](26)d [26) requires searching over the

feasible set via iterations such as interior-point mett@4l Chap. 11].

B. Optimization Over «

Besides the power allocation policy, we need to further ridetge optimal time ratiax. As a

matter of fact, the following theorem tells us that the ojtimion overa is also convex.

Theorem 3. For a given k, define a function

Pp1,p2

Pl Hy | - p

_ ik i

Fiy(a) = max alog, 1 +Tg) +1—a) ; log (1+ a_z) , (38)

where 0 < o < 1 and the maximization is constrained by (24)-(27). Fy(«) is a concave function.
Proof: See AppendiXE. [

Corollary 1. The function F,.(a) = Fy(a), where the maximization is under constraints (24,

22, B1), and 32), is a concave function.

Proof: The proof simply follows the lines of AppendiX E. [ ]
Since F(a) is a concave function, the optimal either satisfies//(a) = 0 or takes the
boundary valuesy,,;, or 1, wherea,,;, < 1 is presented in((50) in Appendix] D. However, the
closed-form solution fof7} () = 0 is not easy to be obtained as the expressiofj,ofith respect
to a is complex. Giving the condition that the value Bf(«) itself is easy to be computed, we

can adopt the bi-section search algorithm and in eachiiberaheck the monotonicity of},(«)

in a small neighborhood af. The bi-section search algorithm is detailed in Algorithin 1
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Algorithm 1 Bi-section search algorithm to find the maximur(«)
1: Initialize dar > 0, @ = i, @ = 1,1 = 0.

2: while I =0 do

3 Seta=3i(a+a).

4. if Fi(&) > Fi(a — da) and Fi,(&) > Fj.(a + éa) then
5: Set/ =1.

6: else

7: if (& — da) < Fi(a) < Fi(a& + da) then

8 Seta = &
9 else

10: Seta = a.
11: end if

12:  end if

13: end while

14: The optimal solution isf,(&).

In Algorithm[d], 0 should be carefully selected to balance the accuracy ofgitimal solution
& and the convergence speed of the iteration. Before runhi@di-section algorithm, we need
to firstly check if the optimal is obtained at the boundaryn®i Altogether, the algorithm for
calculatingg(s, a) is summarized in Algorithr]2.

V. APPROXIMATE DYNAMIC PROGRAMMING

In this section, we adopt the approximate DP|[20, Chap. 6teesthe policy optimization
problem and deal with the complexity issue due to the largmber of system states. The
basic idea of the approximate DP is to estimate the relatii#yu/(s) via a set of parameters
¢ = (c1,co,--+,cp)? rather than to calculate the exact value. In this way, we omgd to
train the parameter vectaer based on a small set of simulation samples. Specifically, ppdya
approximate policy iteration algorithm as the convergence property can be guaranteesilyFi
we briefly introduce thepolicy iteration algorithm and its approximation version. Then we will

implement the algorithm to solve our problem.
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Algorithm 2 Per-stage Utility Calculation Algorithm
1: Initialize g(s,a) = 0 andda > 0.

2: for all k=1102do

3 if Pro,.. # 0, and Fy(amin) > Fi(Qumin + 6a) then
Updateg(s, a) <+ max{g(s, a), Fi(ctmin)}

5. else if Py, # (), and Fy (1) > Fy(1 — 6«) then

R

6: Updateg(s, a) < max{g(s,a), Fp(1)}.

7. else

8: Run Algorithm[d1, and then updatfs, a) < max{g(s, a), F.(&)}.
9. end if

10: end for

A. Policy Iteration Algorithm

The policy iteration algorithm includes two steps in eaehation:policy evaluation andpolicy
improvement. It starts with any feasible stationary policy, and impretiee objective step by step.
Suppose in thex-th iteration, we have a stationary policy denotedddy) = {a(™(s)|s € S}.
Based on this policy, we perform policy evaluation step,, ivee solve the following linear

equations
)\(n) + h(n)( ) = g s, a + Zps—>sl|a(n) )(S,) (39)

s'eS

for Vs € S to get the average cost™ and the relative utility vectoh(™. Notice that the
number of unknown parametefs™, k() is one more than the number of equations. Hence,
more than one solutions exist, which are different with eattiter by a constant value for all
h(™) (s). Without loss of generality, we can select a fixed statso thath(™(s,) = 0, then the
solution for [39) is unique.

The second step is to execute the policy improvement to firtdtesary policya ! which
minimizes the right hand side of Bellman’s equation

a™V (s)=arg max (s,a +Zps_>5/|a ") . (40)
acA S'€S
If a(™1) = a(™, the algorithm terminates, and the optimal policy is otdin* = a(™.

Otherwise, repeat the procedure by replaaitty with a(™*1). It is proved that the policyloes
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improve the performance, i.e\{™) < A"V [20, Prop. 4.4.%, and the policy iteration algorithm
terminates in finite number of iteratioris [20, Prop. 4.4.1].

B. Approximate Policy Evaluation

For the policy evaluation step, the approximation DP treegpproximate the relative utility
h(s) by

W™ (s,e™) = ¢(s) e, (41)
whereg(s) = (¢1(s), ¢2(s), -, dn(s))T isanM x 1 vector representing the features associated
with states, andc™ = (cﬁ"), cé"), e ,cg\’}))T is an M x 1 parameter vector. Instead of calculating

all the relative utilities, we can train the parameter veet®?) using a relative small number
of utility values and then estimate the others byl (41). Basedhe estimated relative utility,
the approximation of parameter vector for the next iteratgobtained by minimizing the least

square error based on a weighted Euclidean norm, i.e.,

"™ = arg min [|A"T) — o[z, (42)
ceRM

where||J|[¢ = \/>_,cs&(5)J2(s) with a vector of positive weight§(s),Vs € S, > &(s) = 1,
RM represents thé/-dimensional real spac@,is a matrix that has all the feature vectars)?,
Vs € S as rows, and (") = F(de™), whereF (de™) = (F(¢p(s1)Te™), F(p(sy)Te™), .- )T
and for each state,

F(¢(5)7e™) = g(s,a" () = A+ " pogjaon9(s)e™, Vs €S (43)

s'eS

For simplicity, the mapping” can be written in matrix form as in [20, Sec 6.6], i.€(h) =
g — Me + Ph, where ) is the average utilityP is the transition probability matrix and is
the unit vector. Further more, the mappidg can be replaced by a parameterized mapping
F® = (1 - B)>S % gF*, where € [0,1), and F**'(h) = Fi(F(h)). The algorithm is
called least square policy evaluation with parameter 5 (LSPE(S3)) [20, Chap. 6]. The benefit
of introducing the paramete? is as follows. On the one hand, a higher convergence rate and

smaller error bound can be obtained by setting large®n the other hand, when simulation is

2For the average cost minimization problem discussed insBkas’s book, the direction of the inequality reverses.
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applied for approximation, larget results in more pronounced simulation noise. Hence, tuning
the parametep helps to balance these factors. Q&= 0, the mapping reduces tb.

Actually, we do not need to calculate sampleshf) to estimatec. Instead, the calculation
can be done by simulation. Specifically, we generate a lamglsited trajectory, si, - - - based
on the given actiora™, and updatec for each simulation realization according to the least
square error metric. The advantage of simulation is that nlg need a simulated trajectory
rather than the state transition probability for a givengpolin reality, it means that we can use
the simulated samples or the historical samples to directiyulate the estimated relative utility,
instead of firstly estimate the transition probability ahdrt estimate the utility. In the simulation-
based LSPE{) algorithm, c is updated iteratively according to each simulation samiplean

be expressed in matrix form [20, Sec 6.6] as for ik sample,

Cit1 = C + Bi_l(AiCZ' + bi)7 (44)
where
B 7 1 T T
Az - i+ 1Az—1 + i+ 1Z2(¢<52+1) d)(sl) )7
7 1 T
B; = i 1Bz—1 + H_—1¢(32)¢<5z) 5
) 1
b = ——bi + ——z(g(si,a"™)(s1)) = \),

141 1+ 1
zi = Bzi—1 + ¢(si),

1 i
- E . q(m)
)\z—i+1j:0g<837a

for all ¢ > 0 and the boundary valued_, = 0,B_; = 0,b_; = 0,z_; = 0. Note that there

are two iterations in the approximate DP. The outer iteratins policy evaluation and policy
improvement to update the policy, the inner iteration rums LSPE() algorithm to update
the parameter vectat. In the n-th policy evaluation, the policy™ is viewed as an input to
generate the simulation trajectory and calculgtaccording to[(44) in the inner iteration. When
the difference betweea;,; andc; is small enough, the policy evaluation process terminates a
we getc™ = ¢;. Then the policy is updated usirg”, i.e.,

(n+1) NT (n
a arg max |g(s,a)+ E Dsssla®(s
( ) gaE-A(S) s'eS | )
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Generally, the length of the simulation trajectory is snthkn the number system state.
Hence, the computational complexity of policy evaluatitéepscan be reduced, especially when
the number of states is large. Notice that the policy impnoset step still needs to go through

all the states due to the existence of the maximization ¢ipera

C. Implementation Issues

To get an efficient approximate DP algorithm, the featuregaxth statep(s) needs to be

carefully selected. In our problem, we consider the follogvfeatures.

e Energy-related features to indicate the influence of abkdla@nergy on the utility. As
the utility is represented in terms of data rate, the eneeipted features are defined as
logy (1 + 2L | =1,2.

e Channel-related features to indicate the influence of oblagain. Similarly, they are
defined adog,(1 + |Hyl?),i = 1,2,k =1,2.

e Cooperation features to indicate the influence of JT. As a MISstem, the eigenvalues
are the key indicator of the MIMO link performance. Hence, dedine this type of feature
aslog,(1 + p;),i = 1,2, wherep;,i = 1,2 are the eigenvalues of matrbiH".

e The 2nd-order features. As the actual data rate is calculagehe product of power and

(Bie/Ts+E)Hik*\ - _
2 )72 -

channel gain, we further consider the following features;, (1 +
1,2,k = 1,2 andlog, (1 + Ca/Trxbeloey 4 o

T

The second issue concerning the approximate DP is that asstiteated relative utility is
calculated based on the simulation samples generated fivea golicy. Thus, some states that
are unlikely to occur under this policy are under-represgniAs a result, the relative utility
estimation of these states may be highly inaccurate, cguysitentially serious errors in the
policy improvement process. This problem is knowniasglequate exploration [20, Sec. 6.2] of
the system dynamics. One possible way for guaranteeinguategxploration of the state space
is to frequently restart the simulation from a random statden a random policy. We call it as
policy exploration. We will show later in the next section the influence of polesgploration on

the performance.



21

4.5

35

—o—N,=10,N_=1
25| —o—N,=100,N_ =1
4 —<—N,;=1000,N_=1
——N=10,N_=10

Average sum-rate per unit bandwidth (bps/Hz)

Il Il Il Il Il Il Il Il
0.1 0.2 03 0.4 05 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1
Energy arrival rate of BS2 (W)

Fig. 3. The influence of number of iterations and number ofcgatxplorations on the sum-rate performance of approxémat

DP. The energy arrival rate of BS1 is 0.1W.

VI. SIMULATION STUDY

We study the performance of the proposed algorithms by sitiams. We adopt the outdoor
pico-cell physical channel model from 3GPP standard [2%le Pathloss iPL = 140.7 +
36.7log,, d (dB), where the distancé is measured in km. The distance between pico BSs is
100m. The shadowing fading follows log-normal distribuatiwvith variance 10dB. The small-
scale fading follows Rayleigh distribution with zero meardaunit variance. The average SNR
at the cell edge (50m to the pico BS) with transmit power 30dBiset to 10dB. We set the two
users are placed in the cell edge of the two pico BSs depiat&igi[d. Hence, they experience
the same large-scale fading. The BSs are equipped with emenyesting devices (e.g. solar
panels). The transmit power of pico BSs is around hundreds©\ and we set the energy
harvesting rate accordingly.

Firstly, we evaluate the influence of number of iterationsthe approximate DP on the
performance. We fix the energy arrival rate of BS1 as 0.1W duashge that of BS2. Denote the

number of iterations for policy improvement By;, and the number of policy explorations which
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Fig. 4. Average sum-rate comparison of different algorghifhe energy arrival rate of BS1 is 0.1W.

restarts the policy iteration by;. We set different values aV; and Ny to run the approximate
DP algorithm and compare the achievable sum-rate. Thetressshown in Fig[B. From this
figure, we can see that if policy exploration is not consideliee., Ny = 1, the approximate
DP reveals some random fluctuation. Solely increasing thebew of policy iterations is not
guaranteed to improve the performance. On the other hanohcogasing the number of policy
explorations, the fluctuation can be efficiently reduced #mel performance can be greatly
improved, even with relatively small number of policy iteoas. This validates the claim that
the simulation-based policy iteration may be inaccurate, iiis quite important to adopt policy
exploration in the approximate DP algorithm design.

Then we show the performance of approximate DP comparedtiétbptimal policy obtained
via DP optimal algorithm. And the following baselines arscatonsidered for comparison. In
the conventional network MIMO, the whole frame applies AFwithout sub-frame spitting.
In the greedy policy, we do not optimize the energy allocationong frames, but greedily use
all the available energy for sum-rate maximization in eaeme. Mathematically, we solve the
problem [28) under constrainfs {(24)-[28) with = ?—j’j + Ey, k = 1,2. Hence, instead of finding
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the policy for each state before the system runs, we can gedriline solution based on current
system state. According to Theoréth 1 and Theorém 3, the gmmololan be solved by firstly

applying bi-section search overand then for eacl calculating optimal power allocation via

convex optimization. Besides, we consider always selgdive BS with higher energy arrival

rate to transmit in the single-BS transmission subframeallyi, we also consider a more general
fractional JT scheme that divides each frame into threerant®s: Each BS transmits individually
in the first and second subframe, and then they jointly tréinsnthe third subframe. We also

solve the sum-rate maximization problem via DP.

By fixing the energy arrival rate of BS1 as 0.1W and changirgg tf BS2, the results are
shown in Fig[4. It can be seen that the generalized fradtidhacheme with three subframes
provides little performance gain compared with the schenit@ o subframes, even with
symmetric energy arrival rates. Intuitively, the frac@dT with three subframes may perform
better in symmetric case. However, the performance depaotdsnly on the energy arrival rates
of two BSs, but also on the channel states. When the energglaates are asymmetric, dividing
each frame into two subframes and letting the BS with higmergy arrival rate to transmit in
the first subframe is sufficient. When the energy arrivalgaee symmetric, the channel states
become the key factor. In fact, the case with asymmetric mélagains is analogous to the case
with asymmetric energy profiles. Hence, letting the BS witiher channel gain to transmit in the
first subframe is sufficient. The scheme with three subframayg be better in symmetric case,
which is however of low probability as it requires the eneaggival rates and the channel states
are jointly symmetric. In addition, the optimization forr¢le subframes is much more complex
than that for two subframes. Therefore, the fractional Jthwivo subframes is preferred.

It can be also seen in Figl 4 that the proposed approximatddaiithm with N; = 10, Np =
10 performs very close to the optimal one. In addition, the dygeolicy show a noticeable gap to
the optimal policy, which illustrates the necessity of iHitame energy allocation optimization.
Always choosing BS2 to transmit in the first subframe deggatiie performance compared
with the proposed algorithm, while the gap diminishes as e¢hergy asymmetry becomes
stronger. This is also due to the dependence of performandeoth the energy profiles and
the channel states. When the channel state of the BS with em@rgy is much worse than the
other, it would be preferred to sleep to wait for a better clghnAlso, the proposed fractional

JT algorithm dramatically outperforms the conventionatwaek MIMO algorithm, especially
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Fig. 5. Average sum-rate comparison of different algorghifhe energy arrival rate of BS2 is 1.2W.

when the asymmetry of energy arrival rate between two BSsrhes severe. Notice that the
performance gain is remarkable even for the symmetric caserqy arrival rate of BS2 is also
0.1W). As mentioned before, the gain comes from the asynynadtchannel states, which is
analogous to the asymmetry of energy arrival rates. Withitheease of energy arrival rate in
BS2, the sum-rate of conventional algorithm saturates ¢orat 2.5bps/Hz. The reason is that
according to the power constraifil (4), the power constrair8S2 associated with sufficiently
large budgetP, , is usually satisfied with strict inequality. Then, increasi, » does not affect
the optimization result. That is, the sum-rate does noteia®e as the higher energy arrival rate
of BS2 does not contribute. On the other hand, the sum-ratieedfractional JT increases in the
speed ofog function. It also shows the importance of applying fracibdiT in energy harvesting
system.

We further simulate the case that the energy arrival rateffecent for transmission. We set
the maximum transmit power per frame as 1.2W. The energyahmrate of BS2 is equal to
the maximum power per frame, and we vary the rate of BS1 toirolbhe curves in Figl]5. It

can be seen that the performance gain of the proposed fmattid strategy compared with the
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Fig. 6. Average time ratia for single-transmission phase of different algorithmse Bmergy arrival rate of BS1 is 0.1W.

conventional network MIMO decreases as the energy arratal of BS1 becomes closer to that
of BS2. And all the curves tend to be flat when the maximum trahgower can be satisfied by
energy harvesting. Besides, always choosing BS2 to tranantihe first subframe approaches
optimal then the energy asymmetry is strong. But it perfoewen worth than the greedy policy
in symmetric case when the maximum transmit power is actiavéoth BSs.

Fig.[8 shows the average time ratiofor single-transmission phase versus the energy arrival
rate of BS2. It can be seen that averagéncreases as the asymmetry of energy arrival rates
increases. Furthermore, the averagef DP optimal algorithm increases at the lowest speed, and
the approximate DP algorithm performs very close to it. Theedy policy can only increase
the time ratio for single-transmission to better utilize thigher energy arrival rate, and hence
increases at a higher speed w.r.t. the increase of enerngglaate of BS2. On the contrary, by
averaging the available energy over the transmission samée DP optimal and approximate
DP algorithms, relatively more time ratio can be used to yametwork MIMO to enhance the
sum-rate.

Finally, the cumulative distribution function (CDF) of usdata rate is depicted in Figl 7
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Fig. 7. Cumulative distribution function of user data ratghwdifferent algorithms. The energy arrival rate of BS1 i\,
and that of BS2 is 0.8W.

with energy arrival rates of the two BSs as 0.1W and 0.8W, aetsgely. It shows that the
proposed fractional JT algorithm greatly enhances the datr rate compared with the conven-
tional network MIMO, and the proposed approximate DP atpami achieves close-to-optimal
performance. Since the energy arrival rate of BS2 is mugelahan BS1, simply choosing BS2
to transmit in the first subframe also performs close to thterad. Notice that the greedy policy
reduces the percentage of zero data rate since it transntitsaivthe available energy in each
frame, with the sacrifice of channel fading diversity for opgpnistic inter-frame scheduling. As
a result, the ratio of low data rate is much higher than thebB&ed algorithms. For instance,
about 43% of users’ data rate is lower than 1bps/Hz. With B&el algorithms, the ratio reduces
by about 8%.

VIlI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have proposed a fractional JT scheme for &peration that divides a
transmission frame to firstly apply single-BS transmissod then adopt ZF-JT transmission to

enhance the average sum-rate. The MDP-based problem isultded and solved by firstly
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allocating energy among frames and then optimizing penérasum-rate. By analyzing the
convexity of per-frame sum-rate optimization problem, apglying approximate DP algorithm,
the computational complexity is greatly reduced. The psaegofractional JT scheme has been
shown to achieve much higher sum-rate compared with theerdimnal ZF-JT only scheme.
As the energy arrival asymmetry increases, the achievaldeaf ZF-JT saturates (2.5bps/Hz in
our settings), while the proposed scheme reveals a logadtincrease. The proposed approx-
imate DP algorithm can approach the DP optimal algorithmhsiifficient number of policy
explorations.

In this paper, fractional JT with two subframes is considesence we only consider the
transmit power consumption. If the non-ideal circuit powsiconsidered, more general frame
structure is required to further save energy. Specifictily,BSs may turn to idle mode to reduce

the circuit power consumption. This would be an interestegparch direction for future work.

APPENDIX A

PROOF OFPROPOSITION]

For any givena, the power allocation solution satisfies the Karush-KulkoKer (KKT)

conditions [24]. Define the Lagrangian function for any npliers A > 0, > 0,7 > 0 as
~ 2
Pl Hz|? Di . By

2 2
+u((1=a) Y lonilPpi+ap = A4) +0((1— ) 3 fwgPpi— 45)  (45)

i=1 i=1
with additional complementary slackness conditions

. B
)\(ozp— ?;j —ozEk) =0,

2
M((l — )Y Jwil*p; + ap — Ak) =0,

i=1
2
n((1= )Y wglpi - Ag) = 0.
i=1
Here, we ignore the non-negative power constraints in tlewvealfiormulation to simplify the
expression. It can be directly added to the result. We apgpdyKKT optimality conditions to
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the Lagrangian functiorl_(45). By settirii)C/0p = 0L /0p; = 0, we obtain

1 o2 1%
5 — _ 46
P L‘*‘M |Hik|2:| ’ (48)
1 +
* 2 .
g L\Wﬂwki\?n 7 1=l (1)

Notice that to guarantee the validity ¢f {47), eitheor n should be non-zero, which means

that at least one of (25) and_(26) is satisfied with equality.

APPENDIX B

PROOF OFLEMMA [1]

Sinceh*(s) = nl_lgloo h(™)(s), we prove the monotonicity property by induction. In adidiof
we only need to prove the monotonicity fét;. The proof for B, follows the same procedure.
Obviously, it is true forn = 0 as h(¥(s) = 0,Vs € S. Assume that™ (B, By, H) is

nondecreasing w.rB;, and the optimal action for state= (B, B2, H) is a* = (A}, A%), i.e.,

max [g(s, a)+ 7Y Pr(H'[H)AM(s)

acA(s) -

=g(s, A}, A5) + 7 Pr(H'|H)A™ (B, B, H).
Hl

Then consider the stat¢ = (B; + B, By, H), wheredB > 0. We have

h(n+1) (S//)

=(1—7)h"(s") + max [g(s”, a)+T1 Z Pr(H'|H)A™ (s) | — A™HD (s0)

acA(s") -

—

a

>(1—7)h(s") + g(s", A7, A3) + 7Y Pr(H'[H)A™ (B} + 0B, By, H') — At (s)
H/

N

b
>(1=7)h™(s) + g(s, A}, A3) + 7 ) Pr(H'H)A"(B], By, H') = A" (s0) = h" D (s),
Hl

—
=

where the inequality (a) holds as the actioft, A%) € A(s”), and (b) holds due to the following
two reasons. Firstlyy(s”, Ay, A3) > g(s, A3, A%) as the constrainf(24) for the latter is not looser
than the former. Secondly,"™ (B} + 6B, By, H') > h™) (B}, B, H') due to the monotonicity
of h™ (B, By, H) w.r.t. B;. As a result, we prove that"*! (B, B,, H) is also nondecreasing
w.r.t. By.

In summaryh™ (B, B,, H) is nondecreasing w.r.B; for alln = 0,1,2, - - -. Hence, we also

have thath*(B;, B2, H) is nondecreasing w.r.13;. The same holds foBs.
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APPENDIX C

PROOF OFTHEOREM[2

Regarding the per-stage utiligy; the Bellman’s equation also holds for a scaldrand some
vector h* = {h*(s)|s € S}, and the value iteration algorithm works in the same way.dgen
we only need to prove by induction that™ (sy) = A™(sy) and ™ (s) = h™(s).

We initialize thatA© (sq) = A©(s5) = 0 and hV(s) = h9(s) = 0,Vs € S. Suppose
that A (sq) = A™(sp),h™W(s) = hM(s),Vs € S. For the (n + 1)-th iteration andvs =
(B1, B2, H),a = (A, A2), we have

g(s,a) + 7Y _ Pr(H'H)A"(B], By, H') (29(5, a)+ 7Y _ Pr(H'[H)A™ (B}, By, H')

H’ H'
(d)
<g(s,a) + 7Y _Pr(H'[H)L" (B}, By H)
H/
where B, = By, + TE;, — Ay, Yk = 1,2, while B/, k = 1,2 are calculated via[ {8) and](9),
respectively. Hence we have, > B, ,Vk = 1, 2. Inequality (c) holds as the maximization of
has larger feasible region than thatg@fwhile (d) holds due to the monotonicity of the relative

utility h(s). As a result, we have

max [g(s, 07y Pr(H'IH)h(")(s')] < max [g<s, A+7y Pr(H'|H>h<"><s'>] (48)

On the other hand, there exists an actiotf, A3) such that

max |g(s,a)+7 Y Pr(H|[H)AM(s)| =¢(s, A", A5 + 7Y Pr(H'|H)W™ (B, B, H'),
aEA(S)[g<) ;(‘)() 9(s, A7, A3) ;(|)(12)

9g(s, A7, A3) + 7 S Pr(HH)A™(B], By, HY),

H/

—~

f —
< max [g(s,a) +T§ Pr(H'|[H)A™(s')
H/

~

, (49)

acA(s)

where B;, = By, + TyE, — A;,Vk = 1,2, and hence, equality (e) holds. Inequality (f) holds
as (Ar, A3) € A(s). It can be seen by (#8)_(49) jointly with (21) arld{(22) that+"(sy) =
AT (s50) and A (5) = A1) (5),

In summary, we have\™ (s,) = A™(sq), h™(s) = h™W(s) for all n = 0,1,2,---. Hence,

we haveA* = max limy_.. Eg % Zivzl G(ss, as(sy))| = A*.
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APPENDIX D

PROOF OFPROPOSITIONZ

According to the equality constrainfs (31) afdl(32); = 1, 2 can be represented as functions

JU _ - 125 - 25— . -
of p, i.e.,p1 = %ﬁw,m = %f@ whereCy, O, C, are presented in the proposition.

As the elements oH are i.i.d., we have&’y # 0. Hence, the per-stage sum rate function can be

written as a function op:

Pl H | o Cy — alw|*p a|wi|*p — Cs
fr.a(p) = alog, (1+ — >+(1 Q) {log2 (1+—U,%Co ) + log, <1+—U§Co ) )

The constraints can be written as the feasible sei. dVithout loss of generality, we assume

n

Cy > 0. The feasible set fo€; < 0 can be derived in the similar way. With the non-negative

constraintsp; > 0,7 = 1,2, we have—-2 e <P < ke -. Jointly with (24) andp > 0, the

|
feasible set can be expressedras, = {p‘ Pmin < P < pmax}, wherep,.;, andp,,.. are expressed
as [33) and[(34), respectively. To guarantee Mgt # (), we havepmin < Pmax, Which results
1 Cy ﬁ
ina> 4 (‘wk1|2 Tf). We set
1 Cy By, }
Qmin = max < 0, — ( — —) . 50

0 (e 7 0

Hence, there are two cases so tiigt, = 0. The first iSa, > 1, and the second is that

0 < amin < 1 and0 < a < ap,. Otherwise, the per-frame optimization problem can be

reformulated as
max fk oc( ) (51)

pepk NeY

whose convexity still holds according to the following lemm
Lemma 2. The problem (31) is a convex optimization problem.

Proof: As thelog function is concave and the functions inside thg operation are linear
function ofp, the composition of a linear function with a concave funct®still concave. Hence,
fr.o(p) is a concave function. On the other hand, the feasiblésgtis convex. Therefore, the
considered problem is a convex optimization problem. [ |

Due to the concavity of the functioffi, ,(p), the optimal solution can be found by solving
fi.o(P) = 0, which is expressed ak {35). It can be transformed into argtiacequation, and

hence, the nonnegative root can be easily solved. Denotthgon for f; () = 0 by po. Then
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according to the concavity of the functigi,,, the optimal solution for the pr0b|e[1217§1}( fr.a(P)
p k,o
is eitherp, or the boundary points of the feasible 9&t, depending on whethey, € Py, or

not.

APPENDIX E

PROOF OFTHEOREM[3

For anya™,a® € [0, 1], we assume that

- P [ Hy, pY
Fi(a) = log2(1+ g ik ) 1—a ))Zlog2<1—l- - )

n

for j = 1,2, i.e.,ﬁ(”,p(j) 1 = 1,2 achieve the maximum sum-rate. For ahy. v < 1, we have

7 )

_ 2
P Hy | P}
YF(aM) + (1 = 4)Fy(a®) < a'log, <1+%> +(1—a) ; log, <1+a_%> (52)

n

where

o/ =yaV + (1 = 7)oV, (53)
ol ~(1) (1 =7)a® ~(2)

p=—_r +Tp ;
y(1=a) 4y (1= -a?) g :
L e A

and the inequality in[(B2) is due to the concavitylef function. In addition,

0/13/ :’ya(l)ﬁ(l) + (1 _ 7)04(2)25(2)

By By B
<A(Z+aVE )+ (1= (= +a?E, ) ==L +dE

i.e., p' satisfies the constraifi(24). Similarly, andp},: = 1,2 also satisfy the constraints (25)
and [26). Hencep',p},i = 1,2 is a feasible power allocation solution. AS («) is maximal

over all power allocation policies, we have

2
/ p ‘ zk| o p_; /
a'log, <1—|— = ) (1 a’);log2 <1+a%) < Fr(a). (54)
Combining [B2), [(BB) and($4), we have
VD) + (1 = 1) Fe(a®) < Fuya® + (1 = y)at),

As a consequence, is a concave function.
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