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SOME NOTES ON THE SUBMITTED CONFERENCE PAPER

The following notes will be incorporated into the revised
version if accepted.

« Since the system is request-driven, we assume that 7 > .
As for the case < ), additional mechanisms may be
implemented to simulate user requests, thereby prevent-
ing energy overflow and ensuring that the excess energy
is utilized effectively.

o The time complexity in the eBSI case refers to that of
a general value iteration algorithm on the correspond-
ing MDP model, which is O(EQZQ) (see, e.g., [13,
Sec. III.B]).

o In practice, the block length n is set to be B/\ for
estimating the post-update value function.

« The set of allowable actions for a state z = (b, &) should
be Q, = Z[<L3+é—mu>0,§,1-,<L5+éj>§§,1]’ where ()4
clips the number x by the interval [a, b]. Correspondingly,
Ny = (b + ¢ — q)<nyy (defined after (20). This change
does not affect the simulation results in the paper.

e The numbers e; (¢ = —1,0, 1) in Definition 2 are the three
energy levels of the assumed three-point block-energy-
arrival distribution, i.e., nA and n\ £ o’.

e There is a typo in (20), which should be.
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APPENDIX A

Proposition 2: Suppose that B =
(Bi, Ay, 81) = 0:= (0,6,T).
(1) If A; = 0 (no update), then Oy 1 = (0,5 + 1,U) and
E(Bi11|0t41 = (0,6 + 1,U)) = E(B¢|O; = 0, Ay = 0) + .
(25)
2) If A, =1 but H; = 0 (update failure), then O, =
(0,6 +1,U U {6}) and
E(Bt+1|0t41 = (0,0 + 1, U U {6}))
_ (1 = &(E(B|Or =0, A =1) — 6) + A,
1—0:&
where 0; := P{B; > 0|0; = 0, A; = 1}.
(3) If A, =1 and Hy = 1 (update success), then Oy =
(By —1,1,0) and
E(Bi1+1|0t1 = (B —1,1,0)) = By — 1 + A,

oo and O; =

(26)

27

Sketch of Proof: The cases (1) and (3) are trivial. The
case (2) can be proved by the following observations:
E(B¢+1|0t =0,By > 0,A; =1, H; = 0)
=E(Bi4+1|0t = 0,B: > 0, A, = 1)
=EB;—1+E|0;=0,B;>0,A, =1)
_ E(Bi|O; =0,A; =1)
= 7,
E(Bi4+1|0:t =0,B; =0,A;, = 1,H; = 0)
=E(E|Or=0,B; =0,4;, =1) = ),

Y

P{B;>0,H; =0|0; = 0, A; = 1} = 0,(1 = &),
P{B;=0,H; =0[0; =0,A; =1} =1 — 0,
P{Ht = OlOt = O,At = 1} =1- Htf
|
Remark 1: Due to the possible dependence of A; on B,
it is not easy to compute E(B;|O; = 0, A = 0), E(B;|O; =
0,A; = 1), and 6, accurately. In practice, we just use the
following approximation:

E(B:|O: = 0, A; = 0) =~ E(Bt|O = o) (28)
E(B,|O; = 0, A, = 1) ~ E(B,|O; = o) (29)
0; ~ P{B; > 0|0; = o}
~ 1= (1—p)EBIO=0/A (30
where p; := P{E; > 0}. To make these approximations

precise, we need to reduce the dependence of A; on B;. There-
fore, we will minimize the use of battery level information in
decisions when B; = 0. By considering the equivalent time

for energy harvesting, E(B;|O;) can be expressed as

D, .= EBO)

A
We immediately obtain the concept of AoFBL.

APPENDIX B

Proof of Theorem 1: 1t is clear that the initial expected
sensor battery level is approximately by = (b + A\d) .5. Since
n < by, thei(N -step) total value under I'; can be estimated by

D €1 -V (bo,6,d) + (1 - &) W,

i=1
where V (b, 6, i) is the total value under I'; given that the first
successful update occurs at the i-th time slot with a request
(Proposition 3), and Wy is the total value under I'; given that
the first n updates all fail.

We denote by Ti the (one-based) step index of the ¢-th time

slot with a request, counted from the current time slot. In
particular, T 1 = 1. Then, Wy can be estimated by

Wy =~ E ( <5+Ti>§A+‘7NTn(bo—ﬁ+>\fna5+fnax)>

~ Y (6 +ET) 5 + Vy_gp, (bo — 7+ AETh, 6 + ET5, EX)

<



+ Vi —go(m)(bo — 7 + Ao (R), § + ¢o(R), EX)

= 1(7) + VN_gy(a) (b1, %0(d,7), EX), (31
where VN(b, d,x) is the estimated total value under I'; given
that the first successful update occurs at the z-th step (Propo-
sition 4), X :=Y — T}, with Y being the step index (counted
from the current time slot) of the first successful update, and
(a) follows from Lemma 1.

Next, we estimate EX. After the update failure at step T
(the n-th time slot with request), we still need 1/£ updates
on average for a successful update. Then, the expected value
x := EX satisfies the following equation approximately:

min{b+ Az, 1 +n(z -1}~ -,
where b is the initial expected sensor battery level. Solving
this equation, we obtain
1 b 1 1 1
AN '

A&n o
This combined with (31) gives (9).

Eq. (10) is an easy consequence of (9) because I'; can be
equivalently regarded as I'; with one additional energy unit
but failing at the first time slot with request. Note that a
slight adjustment (see Eqs. (10), (13), and (14)) of the initial
expected battery level by is required to take into account the
case where the harvested energy during the first 1/7 time slots
cannot be charged to the battery due to a close-to-capacity
initial battery level. u

Lemma 1: Let T; be the one-based step index of the ¢-th
time slot with a request, counted from the current time slot.
Then, ET; = ¢ (i), where ¢ (i) is defined by (17).

Proof: Let ATZ- = TZ — TAi,l for ¢ > 2. It is clear that
EATZ- = 1/n. Therefore,

I = Imax

(32)
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ET =€ | T+ AT =1+Z77 = o).
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APPENDIX C

Proposition 3 (The i-th-Request-Success Estimation): 1If
R, = 1, EBy = b and Ay = 4, then for any i < b,
the N-step total value under strategy I'; given that the first
successful update occurs at the i-th time slot with request can
be estimated by

Vi (b,8,7) = 1+, (8,i — 1)

+ (N = do(i))g™ + h(b — i+ Apo(i) — ), (33)
where 1)1 (0,) and ¢ (i) are defined by (15) and (17), respec-
tively.

Proof of Proposition 3: Since the first successful update

occurs at the i-th time slot with request, the N-step total value

under I'; can be estimated by
i—1

Vi (b,0,i) ~ E <Z<5 +T5)x + 1+ (N = T)g"

Jj=1

+h(b—i+ \NT; — 1)))

“
|
—

M"

(6 + ET}) &+ 1+ (N -EL)g"
j=1
+h(b—i+ AET; — \)
i—1

(a)

i

0+ d0())<a + 1+ (N = o(i)g"

+h(b—z+)\¢o() A)
=1+4+¢1(6,i— 1)+ (N — ¢o(i))g*

+ h(b—i+ Apo(z) — A),
where Ti denotes the (one-based) step index (counted from
the current time slot) of the ¢-th time slot with a request, and
(a) follows from Lemma 1. |

APPENDIX D

Proposition 4 (The x-th-Step-Success Estimation): If EB, =
b and A; = 4, then for any z > 1, the N-step total value under
strategy I'; given that the first successful update occurs at the
z-th step can be estimated by:

VN(bv 57 SL') ~1+ 771!}2((5,"E - 1)

+ (N —2)g" + h((b— ¢2(x) + Az — A)50), (34)

where
P2(6, ) = Y1 (5, [2]) + (z — [2]) (Yo (4, [z])) <z (35)
$2(z) == 1+n(x—1). (36)

Proof of Proposition 4: We first suppose that x a positive
integer. Since the first successful update occurs at the z-th step,
the IN-step total value under I'; can be estimated by

VN(bv 67 Z)

x—1
~E|Y Ri(6+4)x+1
j=1

+/~1<<b1:§Rj+/\(xl)> )]

1

~n) (0+i)ex+1+(N—-2)g"
Jj=1
+h((b— (1+n(z—1)) + Az — A)0)
=1+ n1(6,2) + (N — 2)g* + h((b — ¢2(x) + Az — M) >0),
where ¢ () is defined by (36).

As for a general number x > 1, we consider an interpolation
of the above estimation:

(1= t)Vn(b, 3, |z]) + tVn(b, 6, [x]),
where ¢t = 2 — |z]. Therefore, we have
Vn(b,6,2) = 14+ npo(x —1,6) + (N — z)g"
+ (1= h((b = d1([=]) + Az)0)
+th((b— ¢1([2]) + Az)>0)
~ 1+ ne(z—1,0) + (N —x)g*
+h((b— ¢1(2) + Az)>0),
where (b, §) is defined by (35). [ ]



APPENDIX E

Derivation of Equation (20): Let N, := (b+¢& — q)<nn
be the number of updates in a block (of n time slots), or
equivalently, the NV, units of energy consumed within the
block. Let N; be the number of requests in the block. It
is clear that N, < EN; = nn. Let N be the number of
successful updates in the block. It is clear that ENy, = £N,.
To simplify the complexity of estimation, we assume that
P{Ngy > N;} = 0.

Given N, and N, the block can be divided into Ng,
segments, each ending with a successful update. Let LY+ :=
(Li)X be the lengths of the segments in the block. Then, the
total on-demand AoCSI over the block given (N;, Ny, LY)
is

N
&(Ne, Now, LN) =Y " &(Ny, Naw, Li)
=1

where ¢(N;, Ny, L;) is the total on-demand AoCSI over the
i-th segment given (V;, Ny, L;).

Next, we focus on the total on-demand AoCSI over a
segment. Noting that the total requests in time slots with no
successful update is N; — Ng,, we have

n— Ng —1
(5 )
P{R, =1}~ (n—Nsu> ’
N; — Ng
0, Ny = Ny,

Nr - Nsu

NSU < Nf’

for any time slot ¢ with no successful update. Therefore, for
any ¢ > 1,

-1
&Ny, N, 0) = E (Z Ri(i+ 1)z + 1)
=1
l—1

=140 (i+1)5

i=1

14
=1—ﬁ+ﬁz<i>gz
—1—n+nzzl{J<A}

=1 j=1
4 L
=1-h+7y Hj<A}) 1
Jj=1 =]
<Z>§Z
=1—h+9 Yy ((—j+1)
j=1
2— () 5 +1
=1-7+i{l) 5 <>25A
0 x(20— () 5 +1) —2
:1+ﬁ<>§A( <2>§A )
0 ~x((l) 5 —1
:1+ﬁ{€<€><A_<>§A(<2>§A )_1

Note that &(N;, Ny, £) is a convex function of £ for £ € [0, A]
and fixed (V;, Ny,). Therefore, the optimal total on-demand
AoCSI over the whole block given (NN;, Ny,) can be estimated
by the approximate lower bound

&(N;, Ny) = Z (Ni, Nous L;)
=1

(a) N n
Z Ng,c (Nh N, N)

i(n? + nNg — 2N2) n _
N. <A
su t 9N, ) No = ’
= NSL\ + nﬁz
-9 —
NNy (A™ — A+ 2 —
~ Nw( + )7 "R
2 N
i(n? + nNg — 2N2) n _
N. <A
2N5u + suy Nsu — ?
— NG+ R - 2)
2
+ (B — NB') + N, > B,

where (a) follows from Jensen’s inequality. Replacirié N, and
Ny, with EN,. = nn and ENy, = €Ny, respectively, we obtain
the estimation (20). [ |

APPENDIX F

Proof of the Lower Bound © in Definition 3: Suppose
that A = oco. Suppose that the number of successful updates
over the first n time slots is Ny, (n). The first n time slots can
be divided into Ny, (n) + 1 segments. Except the last segment
(which may degenerates to an empty segment), each segment
ends with a successful update. In the sequel, we will write Ny,
in place of Ng,(n) for simplicity.

The total on-demand AoCSI over an ¢-length segment with
distinct AoCSIs can be bounded below by

L Y4V
regardless of the initial AoCSI of the segment, where 1 <
Y < [ is the number of requests within the segment. Then,

the expected total on-demand AoCSI over the first n time slots
is bounded below by

Ny+1 Y: Y2 1| Natt (ZNqurl Y)2
- -|— “” i=1 i
E > _E Y+ ~>~— 7
S e S
2
:fE N,
(% )

where Y is the request number of the i-th segment, and 1V; is
the total request number during the first n time slots.
On the other hand, we have
n
Nr>
Nr)

E(Na|N:) =E (> H,
= ¢E (Z A{B; > 1}

i=1
i=1




Nr>
t=1

< E(B+nh). (37)
Therefore, the average on-demand AoCSI over the first n
time slots is bounded below by

N?2 1 N?
E —r— | =—E|E[( N+ ——|V
e (% ) = 2eE [ +Nw+1\ )]

<¢E <B1+ZEt

2 13 (B + n)\ )+1

ﬂ L

2§ (B+n\) +2

where (a) follows from Jensen s inequality for conditional

expectation, (b) from (37), and (c) from Jensen’s inequality.
Letting n — oo, we obtain the lower bound © defined by (24).
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Fig. 3. The additive gaps of the CN, OFT, and eBSI-Opt policies for n = 0.7,
& =1, and 0-1 Bernoulli distributions with A € {0.1,0.12,...,0.3}.
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Fig. 4. The additive gaps of the CN, OFT, and eBSI-Opt policies for n = 0.7,
& = 0.4, and 0-1 Bernoulli distributions with A € {0.1,0.12,...,0.3}.



