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Abstract—The employment of unmanned aerial vehicles
(UAVs) aligned with multistatic sensing in integrated sensing
and communication (ISAC) systems can provide remarkable
performance gains in sensing, by taking advantage of the cell-free
massive multiple-input multiple-output (mMIMO) architecture.
Under these considerations, in this paper, the achievable sens-
ing signal-to-noise-plus-interference ratio (SINR) of a cell-free
mMIMO ISAC UAV-based network is evaluated for two different
deployments of UAVs, namely, mobile and tethered. In both
scenarios, a transmit precoder that jointly optimizes the sensing
and communication requirements subjected to power constraints
is designed. Specically, for the scenario with mobile UAVs,
beyond the transmit precoding, we also optimize the position of
the transmit UAVs through particle swarm optimization (PSO).
The results show that, although tethered UAVs have a more
efcient power allocation, the proposed position control algorithm
for the mobile UAVs can achieve a superior gain in terms of
sensing SINR.

Index Terms—cell-free massive MIMO, integrated sensing
and communication, mobile unmanned aerial vehicle, tethered
unmanned aerial vehicle.

I. INTRODUCTION

The sixth generation (6G) of wireless communications is
expected to enable reliable and virtually limitless connectivity
under different requirements of data rate, latency, and energy
efciency. Unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) enhanced con-
nectivity can play an important role for 6G networks given
their deployment exibility, enabling several applications as
support of wireless communications networks, environmental
monitoring, and real-time surveillance [1].

There are several ways to classify UAVs, one of them being
tethered or mobile UAVs. In the former, a UAV is connected
to a ground station or terrestrial platform via a tethered cable,
which transmits data and power from the ground to the air
devices. The main idea of tethered UAVs is to overcome the
limitations in terms of battery power, thus improving the con-
nectivity of the devices. Moreover, given its inherently superior
aerial safety, tethered UAVs may be allowed to operate in
more populated areas [2], [3]. Specically, in [3], different
tethered UAV deployments are evaluated in terms of coverage
capability and energy efciency. The results demonstrated that,
in comparison to xed BSs, tethered UAVs can signicantly
improve the coverage capability. Mobile UAVs, on the other
hand, are not connected via cables and, thus, depend on the
battery power contained in the device. However, the range
of mobility of the devices can be exploited to enhance the

performance as in [4] and [5]. In particular, in [4], Qiu et
al. propose a joint UAV placement, resource allocation, and
user association design to improve the user throughput under
backhaul constraints. Besides, in [5], the UAVs trajectory
and the coordinated multi-point (CoMP) transmission are
optimized in terms of the sum rate of ground users (UEs),
with the results indicating a signicant improvement in sum
rate in comparison to static trajectory schemes.

In addition to connectivity requirement, 6G systems are
expected to provide sensing capabilities. The idea is that,
it will be possible to explore the reections of the signals
to extract information related to the physical space and to
predict the movement of nodes. On this, integrated sensing and
communications (ISAC) emerges as a promising technology,
allowing the efcient usage of spectrum resources and support
of several 6G use cases, such as vehicle-to-everything and
smart homes [6]. Particularly, ISAC-enabled UAV networks
can provide an additional degree of freedom for design and
optimization [7], [8]. For instance, in [7], the radar echoes
from an eavesdropper and a legitimate UE received by the
UAV are used to optimize the UAV trajectory in terms of
the real-time secrecy rate. In [8], the UAV maneuvering
and transmit beamforming are designed to maximize the
weighted sum-rate of communication users under beampattern
gain requirements. It is valid to point out that the previ-
ous works, and most of the literature in ISAC considers
monostatic setups, that is, with co-located transmitter and
receiver for sensing, which requires full-duplex capability
from the sensing transmitter/receiver. Accordingly, multistatic
deployments with non-colocated transmitters and receivers are
capable of offering a diversity gain, and differently from
the monostatic design, do not require full-duplex capability
from the nodes [9], [10]. Both [9] and [10] demonstrate that
multistatic deployments, based on cell-free massive multiple-
input multiple-output (mMIMO) ISAC designs require less
transmit power to attain an accurate detection of the target.

Accordingly, recognizing the benets of UAVs and multi-
static sensing in ISAC systems, in this paper, we investigate
a UAV-based cell-free mMIMO ISAC network with multiple
UEs and a single point-like target in terms of the sensing
signal-to-noise-plus-interference ratio (SINR). In this scenario,
we compare the performance of tethered and mobile UAVs.
The main contributions of this work are as follows: i) We
propose a transmit precoding design to maximize the sensing



SINR constrained to a minimum SINR for the UEs and
maximum transmit power. For the scenario with mobile UAVs,
backhaul requirements are also considered. ii) For the scenario
with mobile UAVs, we propose a block coordinate descent
(BCD) method to optimize the position of the transmit UAVs
and the transmit precoding. The former is based on a particle
swarm optimization (PSO) algorithm and employs sub-optimal
designs of the transmit precoding to dene the best positions
of the UAVs.

Notation. Throughout this paper, bold upper-case letters de-
note matrices whereas bold lower-case letters denote vectors;
(·)T and (·)H stand for the matrix transpose and Hermitian
transpose, respectively; I is the identity matrix;  ·  and  · 
are the Euclidean-norm and the absolute value operator; da,b
stands for the Euclidian distance between a and b.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

A. Mobile UAVs

Fig. 1. UAV-assisted ISAC network with wireless backhaul system model.

As illustrated in Fig. 1, the considered downlink system
comprises NTx transmit UAVs working in a cell-free mMIMO
manner, that is, jointly serving Nue single-antenna ground UEs
and sensing a point-like target. Simultaneously, one Rx UAV
acts as a sensing receiver. All the UAVs are equipped with
two antenna arrays, namely a square uniform planar array
(UPA) (mounted facing downward), to transmit communica-
tions data and sensing signals, and a uniform linear array
(ULA) (mounted horizontally) to communicate with a ground
BS via a wireless backhaul link. The UPAs and the ULAs are
equipped with MU and MUB half-wavelength-spaced isotropic
antenna elements, respectively. Moreover, the BS has a ULA
equipped with MBS half-wavelength-spaced isotropic antenna
elements. We further assume that the processing is made in a
centralized manner, nodes are synchronized, and the fronthaul
and backhaul links operate in different frequency bands as
in [4]. Thus, at time instance n, the received signal at the kth
transmit UAV from the BS is

yk[n]= uH
k


NTx

k=1

Hb,kwb,ksb,k[n] + nb,k[n]


, (1)

where uk∈CMUB is the receive beamformer, sb,k[n] and
wb,k∈CMBS are the transmitted symbol and the transmit pre-

coder vector by the BS to UAV k at time n, respectively, and
nb,k is the zero-mean additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN)
component at the kth transmit UAV with covariance σ2

kI.
Furthermore, the backhaul links are assumed to operate in the
millimeter wave (mmWave) band so that the channel matrix
between the BS and transmit UAV k, Hb,k∈CMUB×MBS

undergoes the Saleh-Valenzuela channel model, written as [11]

Hb,k=


MUBMBS

Lb,k

Lb,k

p=0

gpb,ka(ϕb,k)a
H(φb,k), (2)

where Lb,k is the number of resolvable paths, ϕb,k is the
angle of arrival (AoA) at UAV k, and φb,k is the angle of
departure (AoD) at the BS. Accordingly, a(ϕb,k)∈CMUB and
a(φb,k)∈CMBS are antenna array steering vectors. Moreover,
gpb,k∼CN (0, 10−αp

b,k/10), p=0,    , Lb,k, is the complex chan-
nel gain of the path. Precisely, g0b,k stands for the line-of-sight
(LoS) path, and gpb,k, p∈1, Lb,k is the pth non-LoS (NLoS)
path. Finally, αp

b,k is the path loss, modeled as

αp
b,k=ai+10bi log(db,k)+µi, i ∈ LoS,NLoS, (3)

where ai, bi and µi are constants. Accordingly, the SINR at
UAV k is given by

γk=
uH

k Hb,kwb,k2NTx
l=1
l̸=k

uH
k Hb,kwb,l2+σ2

kuk2
 (4)

Next, the signal transmitted by the kth UAV at time n, is a
weighted sum of communications and sensing signals as

xk[n]=

Nue

j=1

wj,ksj [n]+wt,kst[n]=Wks[n] ∈ CMU , (5)

where s[n]=[s1[n], , sNue
[n], st[n]]

T∈CNue+1 contains the
Nue parallel communications symbols intended to the UEs
plus the sensing signal, which is independent of UEs’ data
signals. Also, wj,k,wt,k∈CMU are the transmit precoder vec-
tors of the kth UAV for the jth UE and for the sensing of the
target, respectively. Thus, the received signal at the jth UE, at
time n, is given by

yj [n]=

NTx

k=1

hj,kWks[n]+nj [n], (6)

where hj,k∈CMU is the air-to-ground (A2G) channel co-
efcient vector between UAV k and UE j, given by
hj,k=


α−1
j,kh̄j,k. Where h̄j,k is the small-scale fading, mod-

eled as a Rician fading channel as [12]

h̄j,k =


Kj,k

Kj,k + 1
h̄LoS
j,k +


1

Kj,k + 1
h̄NLoS
j,k , (7)

with Kj,k being the Rician factor, computed as A1e
A2θj,k ,

where A1 and A2 are constants, and θj,k is the corresponding
elevation angle. Furthermore, αj,k is the average path loss,
given as [13]

αj,k=(2πλcdk,j)
ψ
(PLoSηLoS+PNLoSηNLoS) , (8)



where ψ is the path loss exponent, λc is the carrier wavelength,
and ηi, i∈LoS,NLoS is the attenuation factor for the LoS
or NLoS link. Also, PLoS and PNLoS are the probabilities of
LoS and NLoS connections given respectively by

PLoS=


1+ϱ exp


−ω


180

π
tan−1


zk
rk,j


−ϱ

−1

, (9)

and PNLoS=1 − PLoS, where ϱ and ω are constants, zk
is the altitude of UAV k, and rk,j is the distance from
UE j to the ground projection of UAV k. In addition,
nj is the noise component, modeled as AWGN with vari-
ance σ2

j . For simplicity, we consider hj=[hj,1,    ,hj,NTx
]T ,

and W̃=[w1,    ,wNue
,wt], with wj=


wT

j,1,    ,w
T
j,NTx

T

∀j∈1, Nue and wt=

wT

t,1,    ,w
T
t,NTx

T
. Thus, the SINR

at the jth UE is written as

γj =
hjwj 2Nue

l=1
l̸=j

hjwl2 + hjwt2 + σ2
j

 (10)

On the other hand, the received signal at the receiver UAV, at
time n, is given by

yr[n]=
NTx

k=1

βr,k
√
gr,ka(ϕr,t, θr,t)a

T (ϕk,t, θk,t)xk[n]+nr[n],

(11)

where βr,k is the bi-static unknown radar cross section
(RCS) of the target through the reection path from transmit
UAV k to the receiver UAV. Similar to [9], we assume
that the RCS follows the Swerling-I model, with distri-
bution βr,k∼CN (0,σ2

r,k). Also, ϕi,t and θi,t are the az-
imuth and elevation angles from the target position to the
ith UAV, with i∈k = 1,    , NTx, r, respectively. Finally,
nr[n]∼CN (0,σ2

rIMU
) is the noise component at the receiver

UAV, and gr,k is the channel gain of the path between the kth
transmit UAV to the target and from the target to the receiver
UAV, computed as [9]

gr,k =
λ2
c

(4π)3d2t,kd
2
t,r

, ∀k ∈ 1, NTx (12)

Accordingly, neglecting the clutter caused by permanent or
temporary objects, and assuming that for all k, βr,k are inde-
pendent and share the same variance, σ2

r,k=σ2
rcs, the sensing

SINR is written as

γt=ζ

N−1

n=1

NTx

k=1

sH [n]WH
k a∗(ϕk,t, θk,t)2
d2k,t

, (13)

with ζ=λ2
cσrcs(N−1)(4π)3σ2

rd
2
r,t.

B. Tethered UAVs

Fig. 2 illustrates a downlink system of an ISAC network
assisted by tethered transmit and receive UAVs. Different
from the system presented in Sec. II-A, all UAVs are xed
to the ground through tethers, and connected to the BS via
a wired backhaul, which also provides power to the UAVs.

Fig. 2. Tethered UAV-assisted ISAC network system model

Besides, the processing is assumed centralized and fully syn-
chronized. Thus, the transmit signal by the tethered UAVs,
and the received by the UEs and sensing receiver, with their
corresponding channels are analogous to those in Sec. II-A.

III. MAXIMIZATION OF THE SENSING SINR

In this section, we present the strategies proposed to maxi-
mize the sensing SINR with mobile and tethered UAVs.

A. Mobile UAVs

The goal is to dene the best transmit and receive precoders
W=[W̃,wb], u, and transmit UAVs positions that maximize
(12) under transmit power, communication and backhaul qual-
ity of service (QoS) constraints, which can be formulated as

Pm : max
W,u,r

γt (14a)

s.t. γj ≥ Γ, j ∈ 1, Nue, (14b)
min
k

log2(γk+1)≥Nue log2(Γ+1), k∈1, NTx,
(14c)

wb2 ≤Pb, (14d)
Nue

j=1

wj,k2+wt,k2≤Pk, k∈1, NTx (14e)

rmin ≤ rk ≤ rmax, k∈1, NTx, (14f)
dk,i ≥ dmin, k, i∈1, NTx, k ̸= i, (14g)

where Γ is the communication SINR threshold, Pb is the
transmit power limit by the BS, and Pk is the power limit
by transmit UAV k, r=[r1,    , rNTx

]T , with rk is set as
the three-dimensional (3D) coordinate vector of UAV k,
rmin = [xmin, ymin, zmin] and rmax = [xmax, ymax, zmax] are
the minimal and maximal coordinates allowed for the UAVs
to operate, and dmin is the minimal distance between any
two UAVs to avoid collisions. To solve Pm, a BCD method
is employed. In BCD, the original optimization problem is
divided into sub-problems that, at each iteration, are solved
for a single block of variables while the others remain xed.
Accordingly, we consider two main blocks of optimization to
maximize the sensing SINR with mobile UAVs, namely, the
UAV position protocol and the precoder design detailed below.



1) UAV Position Protocol: Since the system is centrally
coordinated, we consider that the transmit UAV position
protocol is designed at the BS. Moreover, given that (14a)
is neither convex nor concave regarding the position of the
UAVs, and that the movement of the UAVs spans a continuous
space, the optimization problem is computationally intractable.
Thus, a solution to solve the position allocation problem is to
resort to metaheuristic algorithms. On that, the PSO method
is a good approach to determine the optimal position for
the transmit UAV because it is robust for most optimization
problems, easy to implement, has fewer parameters to adjust
compared to similar optimization techniques, and converges to
the global optimal in most cases. Precisely, the PSO method
consists of several instances of the problem named particles
being randomly initialized and iteratively updated until a
convergence criterion is met [14]. In this case, we consider
the utility function as the sensing SINR γt, and the particles
as characterized by the positions of the UAVs r 1.

Furthermore, although the precoder design presented in
Sec. III-A2 does not show a high complexity, it is com-
putationally costly to compute for every particle at each
step of the PSO algorithm. Accordingly, a zero-forcing (ZF)
sub-optimal precoder for the UEs is considered. Assuming
Hk,j̄ = [hk,1, ,hk,j−1,hk,j+1, ,hk,Nue

], the ZF precoder
from UAV k to UE j is given by

vk,j =


I−Hk,j̄


HH

k,j̄
Hk,j̄

−1

HH
k,j̄


hk,j




I−Hk,j̄


HH

k,j̄
Hk,j̄

−1

HH
k,j̄


hk,j



2

2

 (15)

(15) is also employed to compute the precoder component for
the target. Moreover, the suboptimal backhaul component of
the precoder for each UAV k, wk,b is computed as

vk,b =


I −Hb,k̄


HH

b,k̄
Hb,k̄

−1

HH
b,k̄


hk,b




I −Hb,k̄


HH

b,k̄
Hb,k̄

−1

HH
b,k̄


hk,b



2

2

, (16)

where Hb,k̄ = [h1,b, ,hk−1,b,hk+1,b,    ,hNTx,b].
2) Precoder Design: To obtain the optimal W and u for

a given position of the UAVs, similar to [15] and [16], the
following procedure is adopted: rst, u is randomly chosen
and xed. Next, since Pm remains non-convex due to the non-
concave objective function and non-convex constraints (14b)
and (14c), we begin by rewritten Pm as

P ′
m :max

W
γt (17a)

s.t.


W̃HhH
j

σj


2

≤


1 +
1

Γ
hjwj , ∀j (17b)


WH

b uHH
b,k

σk


2

≤


1+
1

Γb
uHb,kwb,k, ∀k (17c)

(14d),

1For details on the algorithm implementation, please refer to [14].

where Wb=[wb,1,    ,wb,NTx
] and Γb=2Nue log2(Γ+1)−1.

Next, the non-concave objective function in (17a) linearized
with the rst-order Taylor approximation, and the approx-
imated optimization problem is iteratively solved via the
constrained concave-convex procedure (CCCP) until a conver-
gence criterion is attained. So, at the ith iteration, the following
problem is solved

P ′′
m : max

W,τ1,j ,τ2,j ,

ρk,ρ̃1,k,ρ̃2,k

ζ


N−1

n=1

sH[n]


NTx

k=1

1

d2k,t


2

W

(i−1)
k

H
Ak,k

×

Wk−W

(i−1)
k


+

W

(i−1)
k

H
Ak,kW

(i−1)
k


s[n]


(18a)

s. t. (17b), (17c), (14d),

with Ak,k=a∗(ϕk,t, θk,t) a
T (ϕk,t, θk,t). Accordingly, P ′′

m is
a concave problem that can be efciently solved by convex
programming toolboxes as CVX. Finally, the optimal ith W
is xed and, uk is updated via the MMSE receiver as

uk=


Hb,k




NTx

l=1
l̸=i

wb,lwb,l


HH

b,k+σ2
kI




−1

Hb,kwb,k (19)

B. Tethered UAVs

For the scenario with tethered UAVs, (12) is maximized by
optimizing the transmit precoder matrix W̃ constrained to the
transmit power and communications QoS requirements, which
can be written as

Pt : max
W̃

γt (20a)

s. t.
Nue

j=1

wj 2+wt2≤P, (20b)

(14b)

where P is the total power of the system, dened as P=Pb+
NTxPk. Similar to the scenario with mobile UAVs, the CCCP
is used to solve Pt.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, the performance of the proposed sensing
SINR maximization scheme is evaluated in terms of the
sensing SINR γt. The simulations are performed for a set
conguration of UEs spread over a square area of side ∆x =
∆y. The target is positioned at [ 12∆x, 3

4∆y], and the tethered
UAVs at r1 = [ 12∆x, 1

2∆y, 125], r2 = [ 12∆x, 1
4∆y, 125]

and r3 = [ 34∆x, 3
4∆y, 125]. Beyond the tethered and mobile

scenarios, we also consider a xed case, where the UAVs
are connected wirelessly to the BS, located at the same
coordinates as the tethered case without optimizing their po-
sitions. Unless specied otherwise, the considered parameter
values are depicted in Tab. I. Assumed values for frequency,
bandwidths, and noise powers are extracted from [4]. Also,
the fronthaul propagation and mmWave backhaul parameters
are based on [13] and [11], respectively.



TABLE I
SIMULATION PARAMETERS

Parameter Value Parameter Value
MU 16× 16 Γ 0 dB
MUB 256 σRCS 1 m2

MBS 256 dmin 5 m
Pk 30 dBm xmin 0 m
Pb 30 dBm xmax 500 m
NTx 3 ymin 0 m
Nue 20 ymax 500 m
N 64 zmin 20 m

N0/BW -174 dBm/Hz zmax 200 m
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Fig. 3. Sensing SINR γt vs. the communication SINR threshold, Γ, for
NTx=1, 3 and 4 with xed total system power, P = 40 dBm.

Fig. 3 shows the sensing SINR γt vs. the communication
SINR threshold, Γ, for a different number of transmit UAVs
NTx. For all scenarios, the total power is assumed P=40 dBm,
split between the BS and UAVs as Pb=Pk=P(NTx + 1),
∀k for the xed and mobile cases. The mobile case outper-
forms the xed and tethered case, indicating the advantage
of employing the proposed position control algorithm. When
only one transmit UAV is employed, the performance degrades
for all cases. This is expected, since given the size of the
area of the system, it is difcult for only one UAV to attend
the strict QoS requirements of the UEs. For the xed case,
increasing the number of UAVs to three improves the sensing
SINR. However, with four transmit UAVs, a degradation
of performance is observed. This occurs because, for the
xed case, the UAVs use all the available power, which is
further fractioned as more UAVs are present. For the scenario
with tethered UAVs, the performance is similar for a higher
number of transmitting UAVs. This happens because, given
the centralized power allocation, a specic transmit UAV may
have more power allocated to it if the communication link
between the UAV and a UE is the strongest. Finally, the same
tendency can be seen for the mobile case. However, as Γ
increases, the case with three UAVs has a steeper slope than
the case with four UAVs. Specically, this is more pronounced
for the mobile case since the positioning of the transmit UAVs
can be leveraged to reduce the effect on the sensing SINR,
differently from the other cases.

Fig. 4 illustrates the sensing SINR γt vs. the total power
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Fig. 4. Sensing SINR γt vs. the total power P , for the three considered cases.

of the system, P , with Pb xed. Observe that the mobile case
always outperforms the xed one, and it surpasses the perfor-
mance of the tethered case for P higher than 30 dBm. This
indicates the advantage of employing the position protocol
algorithm. Note that, for the tethered case, the sensing SINR
grows linearly with the total power of the system, and presents
better performance than the other cases for a low value of
P . This is expected, since, at low P the total power of the
system mostly comprises the available power at the BS, Pb.
For the tethered case, this power can be employed by transmit
UAVs, whereas, for the mobile and xed scenarios, Pb does
not present any effect on the sensing SINR. However, as the
total power increases, the inuence of Pb in the tethered case
is reduced, with its performance approaching that of the xed
one.
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Fig. 5. Sensing SINR γt vs. the area length, ∆x for Pb = 30 and 40 dBm.

Fig. 5 shows the sensing SINR γt vs.the area length ∆x
for Pb = 30 dBm and Pb = 40 dBm, with Pk xed. Note
that, validating the results obtained in Fig. 4, by increasing
Pb, no variation in performance is observed for the xed
or mobile cases, since Pb is just employed for the backhaul
link, and does not affect the attained sensing SINR. On the
other hand, since the total power available for transmission
at the UAVs increases with the total power of the BS for the
tethered case, it can outperform the mobile case for higher
values of Pb. Moreover, note that the performance of the



tethered case decreases faster than the mobile case as the area
length increases. This implies that, in larger areas of service
the mobile case outperforms the tethered case, even in high
system power conditions. This occurs because, in larger areas,
the position control algorithm can ensure that the UAVs take
more benecial positions toward the target while maintaining
the QoS for the UEs.
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Fig. 6. Sensing SINR γt vs. number of UEs Nue, for the xed, mobile,
tethered cases.

Finally, Fig. 6 shows the sensing SINR γt vs. the num-
ber of UEs Nue. Note that, increasing the number of UEs
improves the sensing performance of the system. To explain
this, note that in (13), the precoding matrix Wk has a rank
of min Nue + 1,MU. Thus, increasing Nue provides a gain
in γt. Also, note that this gain is more pronounced when
Nue goes from Nue=4 to Nue=16. This occurs because, even
though there are more degrees of freedom available to aid
in the sensing of the target as the number of UEs increases,
these are rst utilized to meet the communications constraints.
Also, as the number of UEs increases, more power has to be
allocated for communication, which also inuences on the less
noticeable sensing performance improvement.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We investigated the use of multiple UAVs in a cell-free
mMIMO architecture for ISAC with a dedicated signal for
sensing. Specically, three different deployments were con-
sidered for the UAVs, namely, mobile UAVs, tethered UAVs,
and the xed case, where the position of the UAVs was
not optimized. From the results, we showed that when the
power available for the UAVs is low, the tethered scenario
provides a better performance in terms of sensing SINR.
However, as the power available for the UAVs increases, the
proposed positioning control algorithm is capable of achieving
better sensing SINR performance. Moreover, increasing the
number of UEs in the system can improve the sensing SINR,
since the communication signals intended for the UEs can be
leveraged for sensing. Finally, although the optimal number of
UAVs deployed in the network needs to be carefully assessed,
employing a position control algorithm for multiple mobile
UAVs is capable of overcoming limitations in terms of power
and surpasses the performance of tethered UAVs in most cases.

A. Future Works

Potential future works includes the sequential UAV move-
ment problem for UAV position control, the evaluation of the
energy consumption due to the movement of the UAVs, as
well as the comparison to cellular congurations.
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