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In this paper, we consider a secondary wireless powered communication network (WPCN) underlaid
to a primary point-to-point communication link. The WPCN consists of a multi-antenna hybrid access
point (HAP) that transfers wireless energy to a cluster of low-power wireless devices (WDs) and receives
sensing data from them. To tackle the inherent severe user unfairness problem in WPCN, we consider a
cluster-based cooperation where a WD acts as the cluster head that relays the information of the other
WDs. Besides, we apply energy beamforming technique to balance the dissimilar energy consumptions
of the WDs to further improve the fairness. However, the use of energy beamforming and cluster-based
cooperation may introduce more severe interference to the primary system than the WDs transmit in-
dependently. To guarantee the performance of primary system, we consider an interference-temperature
constraint to the primary system and derive the throughput performance of each WD under the peak
interference-temperature constraint. To achieve maximum throughput fairness, we jointly optimize the
energy beamforming design, the transmit time allocation among the HAP and the WDs, and the trans-
mit power allocation of each WD to maximize the minimum data rate achievable among the WDs (the
max-min throughput). We show that the non-convex joint optimization problem can be transformed to
a convex one and then be efficiently solved using off-the-shelf convex algorithms. Moreover, we simulate
under practical network setups and show that the proposed method can effectively improve the through-
put fairness of the secondary WPCN, meanwhile guaranteeing the communication quality of the primary
network.
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1. Introduction tion system, which may cause strong interference to each other.

To tackle this problem, cognitive radio technology [8] has been in-

Wireless powered communication network (WPCN) is an
emerging networking paradigm that attracts extensive research at-
tentions recently [1-4]. Specifically, the communications of wire-
less devices (WDs) in WPCN are powered by means of wireless
power transfer [5], which can effectively extend the battery life-
time of low-power WDs, such as sensors and radio frequency
identification tags. Compared with the traditional battery-powered
communication networks, WPCN does not require manual battery
replacement/charging, and thus can achieve more stable through-
put performance and lower network operating costs [2]. There-
fore, WPCN has found extensive applications, such as sensor net-
works,internet of things system, unmanned aerial vehicles com-
munications [6], and mobile edge computing [7], etc. Because of
the scarcity of wireless spectrum, WPCNs often need to operate
in the same bandwidth with conventional wireless communica-
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troduced to WPCN. Specifically, a cognitive WPCN (CWPCN) en-
ables the WPCN (as a secondary system) to transmit opportunis-
tically in the licensed spectrum of conventional primary wireless
system [9,10]. For efficient utilization of spectrum resources, Lee
and Zhang [11] considered a secondary WPCN both underlaid and
overlaid with a primary system. In particular, in an underlay case,
the secondary system is not aware of the channel state information
(CSI) of the primary system, thus it can only restrict the interfer-
ence power generated to the primary system, i.e., the interference
temperature constraint (ITC). In comparison, in an overlay case, the
secondary system knows the primary system’s CSI, e.g., via primary
system’s feedback, so it can control its own transmission to meet
the data rate requirement of the primary system, i.e., the primary
rate constraint. Under the ITC, Cheng et al. [12] considered a CW-
PCN that uses a harvest-then-transmit protocol based on time di-
vision multiple access for secondary system and proposed an al-
gorithm that optimizes the secondary system user throughput fair-
ness. Yin et al. [13] designed a cooperative spectrum sharing model
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of a CWPCN, which exploits the cooperation between primary and
secondary systems to maximize the energy efficiency of secondary
users. Xu and Li [14] investigated cooperative resource allocation
in a multi-carrier CWPCN, which the primary user harvests energy
from the information signals transmitted by the secondary users.

In WPCN, it is common to use hybrid access point (HAP) that
transfers wireless energy to a cluster of low-power WDs and re-
ceives wireless information from them. It is well-known that a
severe “doubly-near-far” user unfairness problem exists in WPCN
that the data rates of users that are farther away from HAP is sig-
nificantly lower than that of the adjacent users [1]. User cooper-
ation is a commonly used method to enhance the user fairness
issue, which in fact can potentially benefit all the participating
users. Intuitively, the remote users can improve the link quality
to the HAP with the help from near users. While for near users,
the data rate loss caused by helping the others can be made up
from the longer energy transfer time allocated by the HAP, be-
cause now the far users need less time to harvest energy when
cooperation is applied. A number of practical user cooperation has
been proposed for WPCNs [15-19]. For instance, a two-user co-
operation WPCN was firstly investigated by Ju and Zhang [16],
where the authors showed that close-to-HAP user can improve its
data rate by helping the far user, achieving a win-win situation.
Subsequently, Zhong et al. [17] considered a pair of distributed
end users first harvesting energy from an energy node, and then
transmit jointly their information to a destination node using dis-
tributed space-time code. Further, Chen et al. [18] first presented
a harvest-then-cooperate protocol in WPCNs for a three-node ref-
erence model, and latter extended to a general multiple user co-
operation scenario. In addition, Yuan et al. [19] proposed a multi-
antenna enabled cluster-based cooperation, where one WD acts as
the cluster head (CH), e.g., selecting the one nearest to the cluster
center, to relay the information transmission of the other cluster
members (CMs, the remaining ones except the CH) to the HAP.
Meanwhile, energy beamforming (EB) technique [20] is used at
the multi-antenna HAP to achieve directional energy transfer for
balancing the energy consumptions of different WDs. It showed
that the cluster-based cooperation can effectively enhance both the
user fairness and spectral efficiency of WPCN, compared to some
other representative benchmark cooperation methods. Therefore,
we adopt the cluster-based cooperative WPCN in this paper. How-
ever, the use of cooperation and EB, although effective in enhanc-
ing the throughput of WPCN, may also cause strong interference
to the primary link. The achievable throughput performance of
cluster-based cooperation is not known when interference is taken
into consideration.

As shown in Fig. 1, we consider in this paper a WPCN under-
laid to a primary communication link. The WDs in the WPCN use
a cluster-based cooperation to transmit to the HAP. The detailed
contributions of this paper are as follows.

» We consider a time division multiple access based protocol that
firstly the HAP broadcasts energy to a cluster of WDs and then
the WDs transmit their information back to the HAP using the
harvested energy. Here, one of the WDs is selected as the CH
that relays the messages of the other WDs. EB is applied at the
HAP for both enhancing the energy transfer efficiency in the
downlink and the spectral efficiency in the uplink information
transmission. We derive the throughput of each individual WD
under the interference from the primary communication link.
Meanwhile, to control the interference to the primary link in
the underlay scenario, we consider a peak ITC such that the in-
terference generated by the WPCN is limited to a prescribed
threshold.

» To improve the user fairness among the WDs, we jointly opti-
mize the beamforming of the HAP, the transmit time allocation

among the HAP and the WDs, and the transmit power alloca-
tion of the WDs to maximize the minimum data rate achiev-
able among the overall WDs (the max-min throughput) under
the peak ITC. We show that the non-convex joint optimization
problem can be transformed to a convex one and subsequently
solved using off-the-shelf convex algorithms.

We simulate under practical network setups and show that the
proposed method can significantly enhance the throughput fair-
ness of the WPCN under the peak ITC compared to the rep-
resentative benchmark method. In particular, the advantageous
performance is most evident under stringent ITC requirement.
Intuitively, this is because the cluster-based cooperation can ef-
fectively control its interference to the primary system by re-
ducing the communication range, and thus the transmit power,
when the secondary users transmit their information.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2,
we introduce the system model and the cluster-based coopera-
tion method. We analyze the secondary throughput performance
in Section 3. In Section 4, we formulate the maxi-min through-
put optimization problem and transform the non-convex problem
into the convex one. In Section 5, simulation results are provided
to evaluate the performance of the proposed cooperation, followed
by concluding remarks in Section 6.

2. System model
2.1. Channel model

As shown in Fig. 1, we consider a CWPCN coexisting with a pri-
mary link consisting of a pair of single-antenna primary transmit-
ter (PT) and primary receiver (PR). The CWPCN consists of one HAP
and N WDs. The HAP is assumed to be equipped with M anten-
nas and the WDs each has a single antenna. The HAP can imple-
ment EB in the downlink for directional energy transfer and MRC
in the uplink to enhance spectrum efficiency [20]. Specifically, the
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Fig. 1. A schematic of the considered cluster-based cooperation in an underlay CW-
PCN, where Wj is the CH and the rest (N — 1) WDs are CMs.
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HAP broadcasts wireless energy and receives wireless information
transmission (WIT) to/from the WDs. We assume that both the
primary and secondary systems operate over the same frequency
band. For the secondary system, a time division duplexing circuit
is implemented at both the HAP and the WDs to separate the en-
ergy and information transmissions. Meanwhile, the primary com-
munication link is active throughout the considered time interval.

In this paper, one of the WDs is selected as the CH that helps
relay the WIT of the other CMs, e.g., selecting the WD closest
to the cluster center. The impact of CH selection method will
be discussed in simulations. Without loss of generality, the CH
is denoted by Wy, and the CMs are denoted by Wy, ---, Wy_;.
All the channels are assumed to be independent and recipro-
cal and follow quasi-static flat-fading, such that all the chan-
nels coefficients remain constant during each block transmission
time, denoted by T, but can vary in different blocks. The chan-
nel coefficient vector between the HAP and W; is denoted by a; €
cMx1. where a; ~CN(0,071) and o denotes the average chan-
nel gain, i=0,1,---,N— 1. Besides, the channel coefficients be-
tween the jth CM and the CH are denoted by c; ~ CA (O, 813),
j=1,---,N—1. Meanwhile, the channel coefficients, between the
PT and PR, and between the PT and HAP, are denoted by Irg ~
CN(0,8%,) and Iy ~ CN(0, 82),), respectively. Denote b € CM*1 as
the interference channel coefficients between the HAP and PR,
where b ~ CN (0, o2I). Let lig ~ CN'(0, 83) and Iip ~ CN'(0,8%), i =
0,1,---,N—1, represent the interference channel coefficient vec-
tor between the PR and WDs, and between the PT and WDs,
respectively. Here, we use h;2|a;?, gi2|c|? hr2|ligl% hip2|lipl?,
hrr2|lg|%, and hyg2|ly|?> to denote the corresponding channel
gains, where |-| denotes the 2-norm operator.

2.2. Cluster-based cooperation protocol

The operation of the proposed cluster-based cooperation in a
transmission time block is illustrated in Fig. 2. At the beginning of
a transmission block, channel estimation (CE) is performed within
a fixed duration t. Through CE, we assume that the HAP has the
knowledge of CSI inside the WPCN, i.e., a;’s, and ¢'s, which are
acquired from pilot transmissions and CSI feedback from the WDs.
Besides, we assume that the operating protocol of the primary sys-
tem (including the transmit power of the PT and PR) is known,
e.g., through a separate control channel. Therefore, the interference
channels between the primary system and the secondary WPCN
can be estimated by the HAP and WDs (like in [12]), e.g., by esti-
mating the pilot signals sent by the PT and PR. However, the chan-
nel between the PT and PR is private information in our underlay
framework and unknown by the HAP.

After the CE stage, the HAP coordinates the secondary WPCN
to operate in three phases. In the first phase with time duration
71, the HAP broadcasts wireless energy to the WDs. In the sec-
ond phase, the N—1 CMs transmit its own information in turn
to the CH, where the ith CM transmits for 7,; amount of time,
i=1,.--,N—1. In the third phase, the CH transmits the decoded
messages of the N — 1 CMs along with its own message to the HAP,
where the time taken to transmit the ith WD’s message is denoted

P WIT
N-1 N-1
CE WET TZ - izzi‘rli T} - igoTi.i
CE HAP W1| Wzl ---|W\7| Wo | Wi | W2 | | Wh-1
To Ti T21 T22 T2N1 - T30 T3.1 T3z T3,N-1
| — —————— >
T

Fig. 2. The proposed cluster-based cooperation protocol in U-CWPCN.

as 734, 1=0,1,---,N—1. Evidently, the time allocations during a
transmission block satisfy the following inequality
N-1 N-1
To+T+ ) Tty wi<T (1)
i=1 i=0

Notice that 7 is a known parameter. Without loss of generality,
we assume T = 1 throughout this paper.

2.3. Cognitive underlay transmissions

All WDs are assumed to have no fixed power supplies, and thus
need to replenish energy by harvesting RF energy from the HAP’s
wireless energy transmission in the downlink; the harvested en-
ergy at each WD is stored in a rechargeable battery and then used
for its WIT in the uplink. The PT and the HAP are assumed to have
stable power supplies. We assume that the PT transmits with con-
stant power Pp, and the HAP’s maximum transmit power is Pnax.

With the CSI knowledge at the HAP, it jointly optimizes the sys-
tem resource allocation within the WPCN, e.g., transmission du-
rations, power, and the beamforming design, and coordinate the
transmissions of all the WDs. Specifically, we can maximize the
throughput of the secondary WPCN, meanwhile guaranteeing that
the resulting interference generated to the primary link is below a
predefined threshold. In the following, we formulate the through-
put maximization problem and propose an efficient method to
solve it optimally.

3. Secondary throughput analysis

In this section, we derive the throughput of each secondary WD
achieved by the proposed cluster-based cooperation protocol. The
results will be used in the next section to optimize the throughput
fairness of the U-CWPCN.

3.1. Phase I: energy transfer

During the WET phase, the HAP adopts EB to deliver different
levels of wireless power to distributed WDs to balance their dif-
ferent energy consumptions. Specifically, in the first phase of time
74, the HAP transmits w(t)e CM*1 random energy signals on the
M antennas, where the transmit power of HAP is constrained by
Py as

E[lw(®)*] = tr(E{w(O)w(6)"}) £ tr(Q) < Py. (2)

where tr(-) denotes the trace of a square matrix, (-} denotes the
complex conjugate operator, and Q>0 is the beamforming matrix.
Then, the received energy by the ith WD is [11]

H; =nt - tr(AQ), (3)

here, A; £ aiaf" and n€(0, 1] denotes the energy harvesting effi-
ciency, which is assumed equal for all the WDs. Accordingly, the
residual energy of the ith WD is

E; = min {EO,i + H;, Ernax}w (4)

where, Ey; is the known residual energy at the beginning of the
current time slot, and Enax is the battery capacity.

In the meantime, the interference power to the primary re-
ceiver is tr(bb"Q)2tr(HyzQ), where Hyr2bb".

3.2. Phase II: intra-cluster transmissions

In general, the CMs only use a part of the harvested energy to
transmit to the CH. The transmit power of the ith CM P,; is re-
stricted by

TiPi+e <E, i=1-.- N-1, (5)



4 L. Yuan, S. Bi and X. Lin et al./Computer Networks 166 (2020) 106853

where e; denotes the fixed circuit energy consumption of the ith
CM within a transmission block, e.g., on performing sensing and
data processing. The received signal at the CH is expressed as

2 2 2
Yol © = ciy/Pos® (© + 12 (©), (6)
where ni(z)(t) includes the receiver noise Ny and the interference
signal generated from the primary link hopPp. The total interfer-
ence plus noise power E[|ni(2)(t)|2] = Np + hopPp. In this paper,

we consider the worst-case interference in terms of the achievable
data rate given the noise power, where the interference distribu-
tion is cyclic symmetric complex Gaussian [21]. Then, the CH can
decode the ith CM’s message at the minimum achievable rate given
by!

RP — 1, ] 1 _ &t ) 1....
; Tyilog, [ 1+ No + hooP, N ,

Meanwhile, the HAP can also overhear the transmission of the
CMs, such that it receives

,N-1. (7)

2 2 2
Vi (0) = aiy/Pys? (0) + ] (), (8)
during the ith CM’s transmission, where i=1,---,N—1, and

n,(_lzl) (t) ~ CN(0. (N + hrpPp)I), hyyPp is the interference power to
the HAP from the primary link.

Meanwhile, the interference power caused by the ith WD to the
primary system is hjgPy;, i=1,--- ,N—1.

3.3. Phase III: cluster-to-HAP transmission

After decoding the CMs’ messages, the CH transmits the (N — 1)
CMs’ messages along with its own message one by one to the HAP.
Let P3; denote the power used to transmit the ith WD’s message.
Then, the received signal of the ith WD’s message at the HAP is

Yy () = ag/Ps s (1) +n® (1), (9)

where nl.(3)(t) ~ C/\/(O, (Ng + hTHPp)l), and i=0,1,---,N—1. The
total energy consumed by CH is upper bounded by its harvested
energy

N-1
> 13iPsi+eo < Eo, (10)
i=0
where eg is the total energy consumed by the other modules of
the CH within a transmission block, such as the central processing
unit, and the passive power on circuitry.

We assume that the HAP uses MRC to maximize the received
signal to interference plus noise power ratio (SINR), where the
combiner output SINR of the ith WD is

@ _ |2l hoPy; 0 N1 1
Yi No +hruP,  No +hruPp’ T ’ (1)

where the numerator denotes the useful signal power for the ith
user, and the denominator is the sum of the interference power
generated by the primary link and the receiver noise power. At the
same time, the interference from the CH to the PR is hogPs;, i =
0,---,N—-1, owing to CH’s WIT.

We denote the time allocation as T =[t1,731, -, TaN-1,
730,731, -, T3N-1], and the transmit power as P=
[P, . Pon_1.P0. P31, . Psn_1], where [.] denotes the
transpose operator. Then, the data rate of the CH at the HAP is

hoPs o
— ). 12
NO + hTHPp) ( )

Ro(T,P) = 7:3,0 10g2 (1 =+

1 For simplicity of illustration in the following analysis, we use the term achiev-
able data rate to represent the minimum achievable data rate by treating the inter-
ference signal as cyclic symmetric complex Gaussian.

For each CM’s message, however, is received in both the sec-
ond and third phases. In this case, the HAP can jointly decode each
CM’s message across two phases at a rate given by [1]

Ri(r.P) = min {R® (z.P).V?(r.P) +V® (z.P)}. (13)

wherei=1,--- ,N—1, and R (z,P) is given in (7). V¥ (z,P) de-

notes the information that can be extracted by the HAP from the

received signal in (6) (in the second phase) using an optimal MRC
receiver, which is given by

hiP, ;

VP (1,P) = 11 14— L2 14

(T, P) =T1plog, | 1+ No + hraP, )’ (14)

Vi(3)(t,P) denotes the achievable rates of the transmissions from
CH to the HAP, which are given by

hoPs ; ) (15)

(3) — T, /LI
Vi (T,P) = 13,log, (1 + No + hunP,

An important performance metric of an U-CWPCN is the min-
imum achievable secondary throughput among all the WDs (the
max-min throughput), i.e.,

S= min R, (16)

0<i<N-1

which reflects the throughput fairness. The max-min throughput
has important practical implication. For instance, the max-min
throughput in a wireless sensor network reflects the accuracy of
data reported by the “bottleneck” sensor, which can directly affect
the overall sensing accuracy of the network. In the next section,
we formulate the max-min throughput optimization problem and
solve it optimally. In fact, our proposed method in this paper can
also be extended to maximize (weighted) sum throughput of the
WDs, which is omitted for brevity.

4. Max-min throughput optimization under the peak
interference constraint

4.1. Problem formulation

In this subsection, we require that the interference power from
the WPCN to the PR is no larger than a predefined threshold, de-
noted by Imax. Therefore, the interference constraints of the three
phases are, respectively,

tr(HHRQ) = Imax~ (17)
ll'CM:hiDPZYiSImaXv l=1, ,N—l (]8)
I" = hopP3; < Imax, i=0,--- ,N—1. (19)

Under this setup, we are interested in maximizing the mini-
mum (max-min) throughput of all WDs in each block, by jointly
optimizing the EB Q, the time allocation 7, and the transmit power
allocation P, i.e.,

(P1) : rrl}:é S:OSI};iNn_lR,-(r,P)
s. t. (1), (2), (4), (5), (10), (17), (18), and (19),
71>0 1;,>0,i=1,--- ,N-1,
73;,>0, P;>0,i=0,1,--- ,N—1,
Qx>0 (20)

By introducing an auxiliary variable S, problem (20) can be
equivalently transformed into its epigraphic form,
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s. t. (1),(2), @), (5),(10), (17), (18), and (19),
7>0,P>0 Q>0 S>0,

Ro(T.P) =S,

) 3) <

V@ (. P)+V®(z.P) =5,
R?(T.P)=Si=1,---,N-1. (21)

Notice that both the data rates expressions of intra-cluster com-
munication (i.e., R}z) (z,P) and Vl.(z) (z,P)) and cluster-to-HAP com-
munication (i.e., Ry(t,P) and Vi(3)(t,P)) are not concave functions.
Besides, the LHS of (5) is also not a convex function. Therefore, (P2)
is a non-convex problem in its current form, which lacks of effi-
cient optimal algorithms. In the next subsection, we transform the
above non-convex problem into a convex one through introduc-
ing some auxiliary variables, which can then be solved using some
known convex optimization techniques, e.g., interior point method
[22].

4.2. Convex transformation of (P2)

The basic idea of the convex transformation is to introduce
auxiliary variables to replace the multiplicative terms in (5) and

(10). Specifically, we first define W, ; £ Q'TPZ' i=1,---,N-1and
W= [W,, ,\PZ’N,]]/. Accordingly, (5) can be re-written as a
function of W,

e, _E

U, +—-—<—i=1,---,N-1. 22
ut s (22)

Meanwhile, R® (z,P) and V% (z.P) in (7) and (14) can be re-
expressed as functions of T and W, respectively,

[\
R® (T,¥) = 15, log, (1 +7; 12*'>, (23)
2.
@ Wy
V9 (T, W) = 15,l0g, (1 o ) (24)
N
where p; 2 nNo++iopPp’ i 2 nN()++fTHPp are parameters, and i=
1,---,N—1.
Subsequently, we define 6;; = %’TP“ i=0,1,---,N—1, and

0 =[030.---.03n_1]" then Ro(z.P) and V®(z.P) in (12) and
(15) can be reformulated as functions of T and 0, i.e.,

%
Ro(T,e) =130 lOgZ (l + pol_jg), (25)
V2(1,0) = 13,log, (1 + o 6;3’) (26)
3,

P A ho
wherei=1,..-,N-1, and p0_7N0+hTHPp. .
Next, we define W27,Q>0. With the sum transmit power con-
straint in (3), we have

tr(W) = tr(7:Q) < 71 Py. (27)
Accordingly, we change the variables as

Z; = T]U‘(A,‘Q) = tr(A,‘W), (28)
for i=0,.--,N—1. Thus, the power constraint given in (10) can
be re-expressed as

N-1 e

> 65+ ;" <z (29)

i=0

At the same time, (17), (18), and (19) can be reformed as, respec-
tively,

tr(HurW) < T1lmax, (30)

\Ilz,iftzvilﬁax,izl, - ,N-1, (31)
i

Gg_igrg,ilr"—“",izo,l,...,N-1, (32)
oo

where ¢ = nhgp, and ¢; = nhjpp, i=1,--- ,N—1.
Accordingly, problem (21) can be transformed into the following
equivalent problem.

(P3):
max S
7.0,¥,zSW>0
s. t. (22), (28), (29), (30), (31), and (32),

7>0,0>0,5S>0 Wx>0, tr(W) < 11Py,
Ro(7,6) =S, VP (t, W) +V?(1,0) = §,
R?(x, W) =S i=1,---,N-1,

N-1 N-1
To+Ti+ Y T+ T3i<1,
i=1 i=0

Ei<Epi+nz, i=0,1,--- ,N-1,
EifEma)(s iZO,l,"',N—l.

Furthermore, our proposed method in this paper can also be ex-
tended to be under the average ITC, which is omitted for brevity.
From [19], both Rl.(z)'s in (23) and Vl.(z)‘s in (24) are concave func-
tions in (z,W¥)’. Besides, Ry in (25) and Vi(3)'s in (26) are also
concave functions in (t,0)’. Therefore, the first three sets of con-
straints in (P3) are convex constraints. Meanwhile, the rest of the
constraints are affine. It follows that the objective and all the con-
straints of (P3) are convex, therefore (P3) is a convex optimization
problem, which can be efficiently solved by off-the-shelf optimiza-
tion algorithms, e.g., interior point method [22]. Let’s denote the
optimal solution to (P3) as {z*,6* \IJ*,Z*,§*,W*}. Then, the opti-
mal solution 7* of (P1) is the same as that in (P3). The optimal
Q* and P* of (P1) can be restored by letting Q* = W*/t}, P,; =
nr/ty (i=1,--- ,N-1),and P§; = nt;;/t5; (i=0,--- ,N-1).

4.3. Benchmark methods

For performance comparison, we consider two representative
benchmark methods, i.e.,, independent transmission and hybrid
transmission. For simplicity, we assume that the time spent on CE
(to) is equal for all the schemes.

4.3.1. Independent transmission

In this case, all the WDs transmit independently to the HAP
following the harvest-then-transmit protocol in [18]. Specifically,
the HAP first uses EB to perform WET for 7; amount of time
for the WDs to harvest. Then, the WDs take turns to transmit
their messages to the HAP, where each WD’s transmission takes
rz"i (f =0,1,---,N —1) amount of time. Meanwhile, the HAP uses

MRC to decode the message of each user.” Then, the data rate of
the ith user is denoted by

Rt P) =1} log, |1+ LT (33)
1 ’ 2, 2 NO +hTHPp ’

2 Spatial multiplexing is not used at the HAP as the number of WDs is often
much larger than the number of antennas at the HAP. Otherwise, either strong in-
terference or high computational complexity will be induced when the WDs trans-
mit to the HAP simultaneously.
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where i=0,---.N-1, v/ £[t{, 150,75y 4], and P £
[P+ Py y_q). Then, the max-min throughput can be ob-
tained by solving the following problem

max ~min Ri(t',P)
o/ PQ i=0,.- .N-1

N-1
st T+y ;<1
i=0

71720, 75;,>20 Q =0, tr(Q) < Py,

tr(HyrQ') < Imax, hipPy; < Imax.

T3P+ e <El. E < Emax,

E{ <Ej;+ntitr(AQ), i=0,--- ,N—1. (34)

The optimal solution to the above problem can be similarly ob-
tained as (P3), where the detailed algorithm is omitted for sim-
plicity.

4.3.2. Hybrid transmission

In a hybrid transmission scheme, we separate the WDs into two
groups. One group of WDs perform the cluster-based cooperation
as proposed in this paper, while the WDs in the other group trans-
mit independently to the HAP. In particular, we first determine the
CH as the WD that is closest to the cluster center. Then, a WD
chooses to transmit directly to the HAP if its channel to the HAP
is better than that to the CH, otherwise, it operates under the pre-
viously proposed cooperation method. Specifically, the two groups
transmit in orthogonal time to avoid interference. The transmission
time and power of each WD, either transmitting independently
to the HAP or cooperatively via the CH, is jointly optimized with
those of the HAP. The detailed expressions are omitted here due to
the page limit.

5. Simulation results

In this section, we evaluate the performance of the proposed
cooperation method. In all simulations, we set the noise power
as Nyp = 10712 W and the receiver energy harvesting efficiency as
1n = 0.5. Unless otherwise stated, it is assumed that the number
of antennas at HAP is M =5 and the threshold of the peak in-
terference temperature constraint is Ima,x = —60 dBm (three orders
of magnitude larger than the noise power, and in fact, later we
discuss the performance of the system with different thresholds
as shown in Fig. 8.) in the considered bandwidth P, =0.1 W and
Pmax = 3 W. The mean channel gain between any two nodes (HAP,
WD, PT and PR) follows a path-loss model. Without loss of gen-
erality, we assume the circuit energy consumption of all the de-
vices are zero, i.e,, ¢,=0,i=0,.-- ,N—1. For instance, let dy; de-
note the distance between the HAP and the ith WD, then the av-

erage channel gain 82 ; = Ga( 431220_2}6)“ , where G4 denotes the an-
’ N

tenna gain, o denotes the path-loss factor and f. denotes the car-
rier frequency. Likewise, dpr;, dpgi, depyir dprps dpry, and dprpg de-
note the distance between the PT and the ith WD, the PR and the
ith WD, CH and the ith CM, the PR and the HAP, PT and HAP,
and PT and PR, respectively, and their corresponding average chan-
nel gain model is similar to the above. We set G4 =4, o =3, and
fe =915 MHz. Besides, 15 WDs are uniformly distributed within
a circle with radius equal to r=3 m, and the circle’s center is
d = 6 m away from the HAP as shown in Fig. 3. Each point in the
figures of all the simulations is an average of 100 independent WD
placements, while the performance of each placement is averaged
over 1000 Rayleigh fading realizations [23]. For simplicity, we as-
sume the coordinates of the circle’s center is (0,0). In all simula-
tions, the WD that is closest to the cluster center is selected as the
cluster head.

Fig. 3. The deployment of HAP and WDs in C-WPCN, where N = 15.

The placements of the primary and secondary systems consid-
ered in this paper are shown in Fig. 4. We assume that the PT and
PR are located 200 m (m) apart. Meanwhile, we consider three dif-
ferent representative locations of the secondary WPCN. In Case 1,
the C-WPCN is located much closer to the PR than PT (the HAP’s
coordinate of the C-WPCN is 202m from the PT) as shown in
Fig. 4(a); in Case 2, the distance from PT to C-WPCN and from
PR to C-WPCN is equal (i.e., 100m) as shown in Fig. 4(b); while
in Case 3, the C-WPCN is located much closer to the PT (with a
distance of 30 m from the PT) as shown in Fig. 4(c).

In Fig. 5, we compare the max-min throughput performance of
four methods, i.e., the proposed cluster-based cooperation (CC) se-
lecting the CH as the WD closest to the cluster center, the CC se-
lecting the CH as the WD closest to the HAP, the hybrid transmis-
sion, and independent transmission (IT) when the maximum trans-
mit power of the HAP (Pnax) varies. Meanwhile, we also consider
two different cases where the transmit power of the PT P, = 0.1 W
and P, =1 W, respectively. The max-min throughput performance
under the placement of Case 1 is shown in Fig. 5(a). We see that
under both P, = 0.1 and 1 W, the performance of the proposed CC
method with CH closest to the cluster center is the best. Particu-
larly, with P, =0.1 W and P, =1 W, it achieve on average around
26% and 21% higher max-min throughput than those of the CC
with CH closest to the HAP, around 35% and 32% higher max-min
throughput than those of the hybrid transmission, and around 56%
and 50% higher max-min throughput than those of IT, respectively.
Furthermore, Fig. 5(b) shows the sum throughput comparison un-
der different P, in Case 1. It is observed that the proposed CC with
CH closest to the cluster center performs the best. Specifically, it
has on average 26% and 23% higher sum throughput than CC with
CH closest to the HAP, around 35% and 32% higher sum through-
put than those of the hybrid transmission, and average 56% and
50% higher sum throughput than IT with P, =0.1 W and P, =1 W,
respectively. For simplicity of illustration, in the following sim-
ulations, we compare only the performance of the proposed CC
method with CH closest to the cluster center (simply referred to
as the CC method in the following) and the IT method, which is
one commonly considered multi-user transmission method in re-
lated literatures.

In Figs. 6 and 7, we investigate the secondary max-min and
sum throughput of CC and IT when Ppax changes for Case 2
and Case 3, respectively. Due to the closer distance between the
primary and secondary systems, the secondary system suffers
stronger interference from the primary network. Therefore, the
data rates of the secondary network in Case 2 and 3 is worse than
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Fig. 4. Simulation setup. (a) Case 1. (b) Case 2. (c) Case 3.
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Fig. 5. The maxi-min and sum throughput performance versus the maximum HAP transmit power Pp,x for Case 1. (a) Max-min throughput performance. (b) Sum throughput
performance.
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Fig. 6. The maxi-min and sum throughput performance versus the maximum HAP transmit power Ppnax for Case 2. (a) Max-min throughput performance. (b) Sum throughput
performance.
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Fig. 7. The maxi-min and sum throughput performance versus the maximum HAP transmit power Ppax for Case 3. (a) Max-min throughput performance. (b) Sum throughput

1.6
—©— Cluster-based Cooperation
= &= Independent Transmission
1.4
L — ?
§ [«
5 12F s
Q
o
3
< 1r 3
=)
2
<]
=
€08 ]
>
(]
e m————— - - =-=-=-== -
0.6‘!- -= 4
0.4 I I
-70 -60 -50 40
Imax (dBm)

(b)

Fig. 8. Performance comparison of the different transmission schemes when Inax varies in Case 1. The figures above and below compare the max-min throughput and sum

throughput, respectively.

that in Case 1. In Case 3 when the two networks are only 30 m
apart, the achievable max-min throughput is only around 1/30 of
that in Case 1. However, the proposed CC method still significantly
outperforms the IT method in all simulation setups. Specifically, in
Fig. 6(a), for Case 2 where the WPCN is equally distant from the PT
and PR, the proposed CC method achieves on average around 56%
higher max-min throughput than the IT method when P, =0.1 W
and 58% higher when P, =1 W. In terms of sum throughput per-
formance in Fig. 6(b), the performance advantage of the proposed
CC method is around 56% and 58% when P, =0.1 W and 1W, re-
spectively. In Fig. 7, when the WPCN is closely located to the PT as
in Case 3, the proposed CC method achieves on average around 61%
higher max-min throughput than the IT method when P, =0.1 W
and 68% higher when P, =1 W. The sum throughput performance
advantage is on average around 60% and 68% when P, = 0.1 and
1 W, respectively. Overall, we can observe from Figs. 5-7 that the

proposed CC method can achieve both higher user fairness and
spectral efficiency in all the three representative network place-
ments.

In Fig. 8, we plot the max-min and sum throughput perfor-
mance of the proposed CC and IT when the threshold of the peak
interference temperature constraint Ipax varies. For simplicity of il-
lustration, we consider only the network setups in Case 1, while
similar performance comparisons are also observed for Case 2 and
3. Here we consider the number of WDs N = 15. We can see from
Fig. 8 that the maxi-min and sum throughput of both the proposed
CC and IT increase with Inax, i.e., higher tolerance of interference.
Besides, both the max-min throughput and the sum throughput
performance of the proposed CC method greatly outperform those
of the IT method. Specifically, in Fig. 8(a), the proposed CC method
achieves on average around one time higher max-min throughput
than that of IT. Furthermore, in Fig. 8(b), the proposed CC has on
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Fig. 9. Performance comparison of the different transmission schemes when the number of WDs N varies in Case 1. The figures above and below compare the max-min

throughput and sum throughput, respectively.

average one time higher sum throughput than IT. Meanwhile, we
see that the cluster-based C-WPCN is most effective under strin-
gent ITC requirement, i.e., low Inax. For example, the performance
advantage is more than one time for max-min throughput and one
time for sum throughput when Inhx = —70 dBm. Intuitively, this
is because the cluster-based cooperation can effectively control its
interference to the primary system by reducing the communica-
tion range, and thus the transmit power, when the secondary users
transmit their information.

In addition, Fig. 9 evaluates the throughput performance when
the number of WDs N increases from 15 to 30 in Case 1. On one
hand, we can see from Fig. 9(a) that the max-min throughput de-
creases with the number of WDs for both schemes. This is be-
cause in general each WD is allocated with shorter transmission
time as N increases, especially for the time allocated to the worst-
performing WD due to the doubly-near-far unfairness issue. In an
extreme case, when the number of the WDs approaches infinity,
the transmission time allocated to the worst-performing WD ap-
proaches zero, thus resulting close-to-zero max-min throughput.
Nonetheless, we see that the proposed CC method achieves around
100% higher max-min throughput than the benchmark IT method.
On the other hand, we can observe in Fig. 9(b) that the sum-
throughput increases with N due to the benefit of multi-user diver-
sity, although the data rates of some individual WDs may decrease.
In particular, the proposed CC method achieves on average around
one time higher sum throughput than the IT method. This indi-
cates that a tradeoff exists between each individual user’s through-
put and the aggregate network throughput. In practice, the number
of WDs should be kept moderate, to guarantee satisfying per-user
throughput performance. Nonetheless, we can still observe signif-
icant performance gain of the proposed method over the bench-
mark method.

6. Conclusions

In this paper, we have considered a cluster-based cooperation
method in a WPCN underlaid to a primary communication link.
Specifically, a CH user is appointed to relay the information trans-
mission of the other cluster members to the HAP. Energy beam-
forming is applied at the multi-antenna HAP to balance the dif-

ferent energy consumption rates of the WDs. To control the po-
tential severe interference, the secondary WPCN generates to the
primary system, we optimize the system performance under an in-
terference temperature constraint. By jointly optimizing the energy
beamforming design, the transmit time allocation among the HAP
and the WDs, and the transmit power allocation of the CH. Ex-
tensive simulations under practical network setups show that the
proposed method can significantly enhance user fairness and spec-
trum efficiency compared to the benchmark method, meanwhile
guaranteeing the quality of transmission in the primary network,
especially under stringent ITC requirement.
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