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Abstract

We consider an autonomous reconnaissance mission where a drone
has to visit several points of interest and communicate the intel back to
the base. At every point of interest, the drone has the option to either
send back all available info, or continue to the next point of interest
and communicate at a later stage. Both choices have a chance of de-
tection, meaning the mission fails. We wish to maximize the expected
amount of information gathered by the mission. This is modeled by a
routing problem in a weighted graph. We discuss the ILP formulation
of this problem, show it is NP-complete, and use a genetic algorithm
to find good solutions for up to ten points of interest.

Keywords: linear programming, genetic programming, graph theory,
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1 Introduction

The role of Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs), more commonly known as
drones, in society continues to become more significant every day. The civil
market alone is estimated to be worth 7.2 billion USD in 2022 and this value
is expected to grow to 19.2 billion USD in 2031 [2]. Applications range from
agriculture over disaster response to package deliveries. But also its military
use has become more relevant. Already in the Vietnam War, the US army
deployed drones as a weapon [3]. When surveillance technology improved,
it became clear that drones could also be used for survey missions in en-
emy terrain [1]. Moreover, these automated missions need not be performed
by aerial systems, depending on the terrain and the characteristic of the
mission, an automated ground vehicle (UGV) or an unmanned under wa-
ter vehicle (UUV) may be more adept. The ongoing wars in Ukraine and
Gaza have shown the importance of hybrid warfare [8]. In such warfare,
the distinction between different modes of warfare (conventional warfare,
cyber warfare, political warfare) tend to blurred. This makes the adversary
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in such war fluid and harder to predict [6]. Intelligence in physical and
non-physical infrastructure is key in gaining advantage. Hence the extent
to which unmanned vehicles are used for both offensive as well as reconnais-
sance missions is at an all-time high [10].

To expand the number of operational systems while managing costs, it
is desirable to deploy systems that can operate fully independently. For
a reconnaissance mission, this requires a planning of the complete mission
before the drone leaves for enemy territory. The setting of such a mission
can be stated as follows: starting from a secure base, multiple surveillance
locations need to be safely reached and the acquired information has to be
brought back to the base. There are three possible ways of bringing back
information. At every surveillance location, there is the possibility of trans-
mitting information back to the base camp. Hence the first option is that
the drone travels to a surveillance location, gathers the info and immediately
sends it back to the base. Secondly, the drone could also store the infor-
mation and go to the next surveillance location. After having obtained the
information there, the totality of info could then be transmitted together at
that location. Thirdly, the drone could also store information and return to
the base. In this case the information is physically obtained back from the
drone. However, each action in the mission carries the risk of detection –
the drone could be spotted during flight, or transmissions might be inter-
cepted. Both ways of detection give away the position of the drone, ending
the mission abruptly.

This paper investigates how to find the optimal strategy of these recon-
naissance missions. Such an optimal strategy consists of two elements: both
the route and the send strategy have to be optimal to maximize the amount
of retrieved information. Hence the specific questions for which an answer
is sought in this research are:

• In which order should the different locations be traveled to?

• Where is it beneficial to make a transmission and where is it better to
hold on to the gathered information?

The paper is structured in five sections. After this introduction, the
problem is described mathematically. A model based on weighted graphs is
proposed and two ways to compute the expected value of retrieved informa-
tion are discussed. Furthermore, it is investigated whether the problem can
be written as an Integer Program and a motivation is given for the choice
of a heuristic algorithm. In the third section, the case where one drone is
deployed during the mission is examined in great detail. A genetic program
that yields the optimal strategy is presented. This genetic program is tested
on several mission scenarios and different algorithms are compared in terms
of success rate and complexity. In the last section the scope is extended to
missions with multiple drones. The best genetic program from the single
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drone scenario is adapted and improved such that it can also solve the mul-
tiple drone scenario. This improved algorithm is tested in the same way as
the single drone scenario and a comparison is made.

2 Mathematical exploration of the problem

The objective for a planning of an autonomous reconnaissance mission is
to maximize the expected value of the transmitted information. This sec-
tion investigates how to model such a mission mathematically and how to
compute the expected value.

A mission on n surveillance locations can be naturally formulated as a
problem on a weighted graph G = (V,E), with V = {0, . . . , n − 1}. The
weights consist of both edge weights and vertex weights.

Every edge {i, j} has weight qij ∈ [0, 1]. These edge weights correspond
to the crossing probabilities: the survival chance of crossing from i to j.
Moreover, every vertex i has two weights. The first one pi ∈ [0, 1] is the
transmission probability: the probability of making a successful transmis-
sion at vertex i. The second weight wi is the amount of information that can
be gathered at that vertex. Having these weights and probabilities, finding
the optimal strategy of the mission, boils down to finding a walk with cor-
responding send strategy that maximizes the expected amount of retrieved
information. In such a strategy, the following rules apply:

• Vertex 0 corresponds to a safe base camp: successful transmission has
probability one, but there is no information to retrieve here. This
means that p0 is equal to 1 and w0 is 0.

• The walk can have repeated vertices. However, once the information
has been retrieved at a vertex i, wi is set to 0.

• If information is retrieved but not transmitted, it is carried to the
next vertex in the walk and can be transmitted there or further down
the walk. A transmission always sends all information that has been
retrieved but not yet transmitted. At the last vertex of the walk – the
base camp – a transmission is always made, but this transmission can
be empty.

• Once a crossing or a transmission fails, the mission is over and no more
information can be retrieved nor transmitted.

Following the above rules, we formulate the expression for the expected
value of transmitted information. By considering the different vertices where
information is transmitted, we compute how much information every trans-
mission is expected to contain. Let R = [v1, v2, . . . , vk] with v1 = vk = 0
be the sequence of vertices that make up the walk. Say vi has transmis-
sion probability pvi and the probability of crossing from vi to vi+1 is qvivi+1

.
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Moreover, let S = [vs0 , vs1 , vs2 , . . . , vsm ] be the subsequence of R consisting
of vs0 = v1, followed by the m vertices where information is transmitted.
Then we compute the probability to survive the entire route with corre-
sponding send strategy with

P(survival) =

k−1
∏

j=1

qvjvj+1

m
∏

i=1

psi .

And if we let X denote the random variable of the amount of well-
received information, then the total expected information is given by

E[X] =
m
∑

i=1

si−1
∏

j=0

qvjvj+1

∏

u:vsu∈S
u≤i

psu
∑

si−1<h≤si

wh.

2.1 An example of a reconnaissance mission

To get a better insight in the above formula and in to why this problem is
harder than initially expected, it is useful to look at an example. Consider
a mission which is given by the graph in Figure 1. This graph consists of a
base camp at vertex 0 and three surveillance locations at vertices 1, 2 and
3. The crossing and transmission probabilities are shown on the graph. At
every surveillance location there is one unit of information to be retrieved,
so wi = 1 for all i. Now let’s assume that the following strategy is chosen:

Route: (0, 1, 2, 3, 0)

Send: (0, 1, 0, 0, 1).

This send strategy means that a transmission is made at vertex 1 and back
in the base camp upon return.

LetX be the random variable for the amount of well-received information
for this route and send strategy. X1 is the random variable that defines
the amount of received information at the first transmission and X2 at the
second one. By linearity of expectation: E[X] = E[X1]+E[X2]. To compute
E[X1], first the probability of safely reaching vertex 1 needs to be computed,
which is equal to 0.6. The transmission probability is 0.9 and there is one
unit of information being transmitted. So:

E[X1] = 0.6 · 0.9 · 1 = 0.54.

We make a similar computation for the second transmission. The probability
of reaching the base camp is 0.6·0.9·0.3·0.9·0.6. The transmission probability
is 1 and there are two units of information transmitted: the information from
vertices 2 and 3. The expected amount of transmitted information with the
second transmission then becomes:

E[X2] = 0.6 · 0.9 · 0.3 · 0.9 · 0.6 · 1 · 2 = 0.17496.
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Combining this yields the total expected value:

E[X] = 0.54 + 0.71496 = 0.71496.

So for this graph, if the route (0, 1, 2, 3, 0) is chosen with transmissions
at vertices 1 and 0, the mission is expected to retrieve 0.71496 units of
information out of the possible 3 units. In fact, this is the best strategy
using a Hamilton cycle in the graph. This might be a bit disappointing
when setting up a mission, as we don’t even expect a third of all possible
information to be retrieved with this strategy. Fortunately, we are able to
find an optimal strategy with a higher expected value:

Route: (0, 2, 3, 2, 0, 1, 0)

Send: (0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 1, 1)

has an expected value of 1.666, more than double of the best Hamilton cy-
cle. This shows that the best strategy is not necessarily a ‘pretty’ route
that is easy to predict. That is part why this problem is hard to solve. In
the first place, the route of the optimal strategy is not always intuitive: it
doesn’t necessarily have the nice structure of a Hamilton cycle, nor is it nec-
essarily going back and forth between base camp and other vertices. This
is due to the fact that our mission graphs are not necessarily metric. Trav-
eling between two connected vertices u and v might have a higher survival
probability by going around via some other vertices instead of via the edge
{u, v}. And secondly, the expected value is dependent on both the route and
the send strategy. This means that we cannot first optimise the route and
then find the optimal send strategy corresponding to this route – this would
have been possible using a dynamic program. This complicates things when
looking for an algorithm to solve this problem.

2.2 NP-completeness

Consider the following decision version of the reconnaissance problem above:

Given an undirected connected graph G = (V,E), crossing prob-
ability qij ∈ [0, 1] for every edge {i, j} ∈ E, transmission prob-
ability pi ∈ [0, 1] for every vertex i ∈ V , a weight wi ≥ 0 that
indicates the value of the information at i ∈ V , and a real r ∈ R,
determine if there is a reconnaissance plan whose expected value
is at least r.

We will show that this decision problem is NP-complete. To this end,
we first bound the length of a certificate for a ‘yes’-instance of this decision
problem. This length depends primarily on the number of time periods the
drone needs to travel in an optimal solution.
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Figure 1: Example of a graph with send and crossing probabilities.

Theorem 1. The reconnaissance problem on the undirected connected graph

G = (V,E) has an optimal solution consisting of at most |V |2 − 1 time

periods.

Proof. We restrict ourselves to feasible solutions where the drone does not
travel in a cycle without transmitting or observing information. Removing
such a cycle from the drone’s walk keeps the plan feasible, and can never
decrease the expected value of the transmitted information. This restric-
tion makes the number of feasible solutions under consideration finite. It
follows that this restricted problem has an optimal solution. This is also an
optimal solution to the unrestricted problem, since adding cycles without
transmitting or observing information cannot improve the objective value.

Now let n = |V |, and pick 0 ∈ V . Suppose that at some point in the
reconnaissance plan, the drone has visited k ∈ {1, . . . , n} unique vertices.
(At the very start of the reconnaissance plan, k = 1, because the drone has
only visited the base.)

To maximize the number of time periods before a new vertex is observed,
the drone could first move to a location from where it transmits information.
The drone can spend at most k − 1 time periods traveling between the
already visited vertices – unless it travels in a cycle without transmitting or
observing.

After transmitting information, the drone can again spend at most k−1
time periods traveling between the already visited vertices before it makes
a cycle without transmitting or observing a new vertex. Hence, there is an
optimal solution with at most 2k− 1 time periods between the observations
of the k-th and (k + 1)-th unique vertex. In such an optimal solution, the
number of time periods until all vertices are observed is at most

∑n−1
k=1(2k−

1) = (n− 1)2.
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Once all vertices are observed, the drone can take at most n − 1 time
periods to move to a transmission location, and at most another n− 1 time
periods to move back to the base. In sum, there is an optimal solution
consisting of at most (n − 1)2 + 2(n− 1) = n2 − 1 time periods.

It follows that the length of a certificate for a ‘yes’-instance of the decision
problem is bounded by a polynomial of its input size. In other words, the
reconnaissance problem lies in NP.

In fact, there are problem instances where any optimal solution consists
of |V |2 − O(|V |) time periods, which shows that the dominant term in the
bound of Theorem 1 is tight.

Proposition 2. The dominant term in the bound in Theorem 1 is tight.

Proof. We will construct a reconnaissance problem instance and lower bound
the number of time periods in any optimal solution.

Let G = (V,E) be a path graph such that 0 ∈ V is an end point of the
path, and let n = |V |. Assume the non-base vertices are labeled such that
the path is (0, 1, 2, . . . , n − 1). Define the crossing probabilities qij = 1/

√
n

for all {i, j} ∈ E, and transmission probabilities pi = 1i=0 and information
values wi = 1i 6=0 for all i ∈ V .

We will show that any optimal solution to this reconnaissance problem
instance consists of at least n2 − n time periods.

Let σk be the probability of surviving until vertex k ≥ 1 is visited for the
first time, and let τk be the probability of surviving until the first base visit
after the first visit to vertex k. The objective is then to maximize

∑n−1
k=1 τk.

As an induction hypothesis, suppose the drone does not carry any non-
transmitted information when it visits a vertex ℓ ≥ 1 for the first time.
At this point, σk is fixed for all k ≤ ℓ and τk is fixed for all k ≤ ℓ − 1.
After observing the information at vertex ℓ, the drone can either move back
towards the base, or move forward.

If the drone moves back to vertex ℓ− 1, this can only be optimal if it is
part of a movement back to the base in ℓ time periods. If the drone does
not move back to the base, or does so in more than ℓ time periods, the
expected transmission value is decreased unnecessarily, since the crossing
probabilities are smaller than one. As a result of this strategy, the objective
value would satisfy

n−1
∑

k=1

τk ≥
ℓ
∑

k=1

τk =
ℓ−1
∑

k=1

τk + σℓ

(

1√
n

)ℓ

. (1)

If the drone moves forward to vertex ℓ+1, it observes more information.
It can gather at most n − 1 − ℓ units of information from the unvisited
vertices with an index greater than ℓ. To send this information, the drone
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has to travel back to the base, which means crossing at least ℓ+1 edges. As
a result of this strategy, the objective value would satisfy

n−1
∑

k=1

τk =

ℓ−1
∑

k=1

τk +

n−1
∑

k=ℓ

τk ≤
ℓ−1
∑

k=1

τk +

n−1
∑

k=ℓ

σℓ

(

1√
n

)1+ℓ+1

. (2)

Since the lower bound from (1) is strictly greater than the upper bound
from (2) for any ℓ ≥ 1, we conclude that it is optimal for the drone to
move back toward the base and transmit after observing a new piece of
information. It then does not carry any non-transmitted information when
arriving at vertex ℓ+ 1, as we assumed. The total number of time periods
required to visit all locations following this strategy is

∑n−1
k=1 2k = n2−n.

Having shown that the reconnaissance problem lies in NP, we now move
on to showing it is NP-hard. To this end, we will provide a reduction from
the Hamiltonian path problem with a fixed starting point. The following
proposition shows that this problem is itself NP-complete.

Proposition 3. Let G = (V,E) be an undirected graph such that 0 ∈ V .

Then, the problem of deciding if G contains a Hamiltonian path with starting

point 0 is NP-complete.

Proof. The problem lies in NP. Let G′ = (V ′, E′) be an undirected graph
such that 0, t ∈ V ′. The problem of deciding whether there is a Hamiltonian
path from 0 to t in G′ is NP-complete, see e.g. Schrijver [9, Corollary 8.11b].
Now construct the graph G = (V,E) by adding a vertex u to G′, connecting
it only to t. Formally, V = V ′ ∪ {u} and E = E′ ∪ {{t, u}}. Then G
contains a Hamiltonian path with starting point 0 if and only if G′ contains
a Hamiltonian path from 0 to t.

We now reduce this fixed-start Hamiltonian path problem to a specific
instance of the reconnaissance problem.

Theorem 4. The reconnaissance problem is NP-complete.

Proof. Let G = (V,E) be an undirected graph such that 0 ∈ V , and pick
q ∈ (0, 1). Then set the crossing probabilities to qij = q for all {i, j} ∈ E,
the transmission probabilities to pi = 1 for all i ∈ V , and the information
value to wi = 1 for all i ∈ V \ {0} (and w0 = 0). Finally, set

r =
q − qn

1− q
,

where n = |V |. We claim that there is a reconnaissance plan with expected
value at least r if and only if there is a Hamiltonian path in G starting at 0.

If there is a Hamiltonian path starting at the base, we can construct a
reconnaissance plan by letting the drone follow this path. At every vertex,
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the drone would observe and immediately transmit the information gathered
there. The expected value of this plan is

n−1
∑

k=1

qk =
q − qn

1− q
= r.

Conversely, suppose there is no Hamiltonian path starting at the base.
Then, any reconnaissance plan will fall in one of two categories.

1. The drone does not visit all vertices. Visiting m < n vertices will take
at least m− 1 crossings, making the expected value of such a plan at
most

m−1
∑

k=1

qk =
q − qm

1− q
< r.

2. The drone visits all vertices, but visits a vertex u ∈ V a second time
before it has visited all other vertices. The expected value of this
reconnaissance plan is the sum of n−1 powers of q, where the exponents
are distinct positive integers. If the second visit to u occurs after
m < n−1 crossings, the power qm does not appear in the computation
of the plan’s expected value. The expected value is then at most

m−1
∑

k=1

qk + q

n−1
∑

k=m

qk =
q − qm + q(qm − qn)

1− q
< r.

We conclude that there is no reconnaissance plan with an expected value of
at least r. The claim follows from Theorem 1.

3 Mixed-integer linear problem formulation for the

autonomous reconnaissance problem

This section will formulate the autonomous reconnaissance problem as a
mixed-integer linear programming problem. To this end, we fix a time hori-
zon T = {1, . . . , Tmax}. In order to also find routes that require fewer
time periods, we add the edge {0, 0} to the graph. In theory, we can take
Tmax = n2 − 1 as per Theorem 1. Better estimates will be discussed in
Section 3.7.

We will determine the drone’s actions during each time period. A time
period begins with the drone traveling from one location to another. If the
drone survives this, the drone observes the information at its new location
(if it was not observed before). Finally, the drone may or may not attempt
to send the information it has gathered but not sent before. After each of
these three stages, we can compute the drone’s survival probability and the
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Move to location i ∈ V

Potentially observe new information at i ∈ V

Potentially send information from i ∈ V

Survival probability sMt
Expected value vMit

Expected value vOit

Survival probability sSt
Expected value vSit

Time period
t ∈ T

Figure 2: Overview of a time period in the mixed-integer linear programming
problem.

‘expected transmission value’ of the information the drone is carrying – we
will define these terms in more detail below. See Figure 2 for an overview.

We first describe how we model the three stages of a time period. In
Section 3.1, we model the movement of the drone through the graph. Sec-
tion 3.2 then describes the observation of the information at a node, while
Section 3.3 discusses sending the information. After that, we describe how
the drone’s survival probability and expected transmission value can be com-
puted in Section 3.4 and Section 3.5, respectively. We state the final model
in Section 3.6.

3.1 Moving the drone

The route of the drone will be modeled by the decision variables

xijt =

{

1 if the drone travels over {i, j} ∈ E from i to j at time t ∈ T

0 otherwise.

Recall that {0, 0} ∈ E, so the drone can also stay at the base in any time
period.

We need a few constraints to let these decision variables describe a valid
walk through the network. In every time period, the drone traverses exactly
one edge, that is,

∑

{i,j}∈E

xijt = 1 ∀t ∈ T. (3)

To make the drone start and end at the base, we require
∑

j:{0,j}∈E

x0j1 =
∑

i:{i,0}∈E

xi0Tmax
= 1. (4)
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In all other time periods, the drone starts at the location where it ended in
the previous time period, meaning

∑

i:{i,j}∈E

xij,t−1 =
∑

i:{j,i}∈E

xjit ∀j ∈ V, t ∈ T \ {1}. (5)

3.2 Observing information

When a drone arrives at a location for the first time, the information there
is observed. We model this with the decision variables

yit =

{

1 if the drone observes the information at i ∈ V at time t ∈ T

0 otherwise.

By allowing the information at any vertex to be observed only once, that is,
∑

t∈T

yit ≤ 1 ∀i ∈ V, (6)

the value of the information there can only be added to the accumulated
information once. Since the objective is to maximize the expected value
of the transmitted information, there will be an optimal solution where the
information in every visited vertex i ∈ V is observed the first time i is visited.
After all, observing the information during later visits can only decrease the
expected value of that information.

Of course, the information at i ∈ V can only be observed in time period
t ∈ T if one also arrives in i at time t. We model this by

yit ≤
∑

j:{i,j}∈E

xijt ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T. (7)

3.3 Sending information

After the new information has been observed, the drone may or may not
transmit the information. This is modeled by the decision variables

zit =

{

1 if the drone transmits information from i ∈ V at time t ∈ T

0 otherwise.

Similar to observations, transmissions can only occur at a location in a
certain time slot if one also arrives at that location in that time slot, that
is,

zit ≤
∑

j:{i,j}∈E

xijt ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T. (8)

(One may argue that the values of the variables xijt are already sufficient
to determine the location of the drone, and that therefore there is no need
to introduce transmission variables that are also indexed by the locations.
This is true, but doing so would introduce additional non-linearities later
on.)
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3.4 Survival probability

The objective is to maximize the total expected value of the transmitted
information. To compute the expected value of a transmission, we need to
know the probability that the drone has survived until a time slot in which
a transmission takes place.

We therefore introduce two new sets of decision variables:

• sMt is the probability that the drone has survived from the start of the
time horizon until after the moving phase in time period t ∈ T ;

• sSt is the probability that the drone has survived from the start of the
time horizon until after the sending phase in time period t ∈ T .

See Figure 2 for an illustration. To ease notation, we also fix the parameter
sS0 = 1 to ensure the drone leaves the base with probability one.

The survival probability after moving is

sMt = sSt−1

∑

{i,j}∈E

qijxijt ∀t ∈ T, (9)

where qij is the probability of successfully moving over edge {i, j} ∈ E. Note
that (9) is non-linear in the decision variables, because sSt−1 is multiplied by
xijt. We can however linearize (9) if we replace sSt−1xijt by the variable αijt

subject to the constraints

αijt ≤ sSt−1 ∀{i, j} ∈ E, t ∈ T (10a)

αijt ≤ xijt ∀{i, j} ∈ E, t ∈ T (10b)

αijt ≥ sSt−1 − (1− xijt) ∀{i, j} ∈ E, t ∈ T (10c)

αijt ≥ 0 ∀{i, j} ∈ E, t ∈ T. (10d)

The definition of sMt from (9) can now be written as the linear equations

sMt =
∑

{i,j}∈E

qijαijt ∀t ∈ T. (11)

Next, the survival probability after sending is equal to the survival prob-
ability after moving, unless one performs a transmission in the time period.
That means

sSt = sMt

(

1−
∑

i∈V

(1− pi)zit

)

∀t ∈ T, (12)

where pi is the probability of a successful transmission at location i ∈ V .
Since (12) is also non-linear in the decision variables, we replace every prod-
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uct sMt zit by the variable βit subject to the constraints

βit ≤ sMt ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T (13a)

βit ≤ zit ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T (13b)

βit ≥ sMt − (1− zit) ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T (13c)

βit ≥ 0 ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T. (13d)

The definition of sSt from (12) can now be written as the linear equations

sSt = sMt −
∑

i∈V

(1− pi)βit ∀t ∈ T. (14)

3.5 Expected transmission value

We also track the value of the non-transmitted information the drone has
gathered, multiplied by the survival probability of the drone. We call this
the ‘expected transmission value’ of the drone, since it captures the expected
value of a transmission made in a certain time period.

There are three types of expected transmission values that we track by
decision variables:

• vMit is the expected transmission value of the drone after moving to
location i ∈ V in time period t ∈ T ;

• vOit is the expected transmission value of the drone after potentially
observing new information at location i ∈ V in time period t ∈ T ;

• vSit is the expected transmission value of the drone after potentially
sending information from location i ∈ V in time period t ∈ T .

See Figure 2 for an illustration. As a matter of initialization, we fix the
parameter vSi0 = 0 for all i ∈ V .

By moving from j ∈ V to i ∈ V at time t ∈ T , the expected transmission
value gets multiplied by the probability of successfully moving over the edge
{j, i}. In general, we get

vMit =
∑

j:{i,j}∈E

qjixjitv
S
j,t−1 ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T. (15)

Since (15) is non-linear in the decision variables, we replace every product
xjitv

S
j,t−1 by the variable γjit subject to the constraints

γjit ≤ vSj,t−1 ∀{i, j} ∈ E, t ∈ T (16a)

γjit ≤ Mxjit ∀{i, j} ∈ E, t ∈ T (16b)

γjit ≥ vSj,t−1 −M(1 − xjit) ∀{i, j} ∈ E, t ∈ T (16c)

γjit ≥ 0 ∀{i, j} ∈ E, t ∈ T, (16d)
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where we can take M =
∑

i∈V wi. The definition of vMit from (15) can now
be written as the linear equations

vMit =
∑

j:{i,j}∈E

qjiγjit ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T. (17)

Next, observing new information at location i ∈ V at time t ∈ T adds
wis

M
it to the expected transmission value. In general, we therefore have

vOit = vMit + wis
M
it yit ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T. (18)

Since (18) is non-linear in the decision variables, we replace every product
sMit yit by the variable δit subject to the constraints

δit ≤ sMit ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T (19a)

δit ≤ yit ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T (19b)

δit ≥ sMit − (1− yit) ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T (19c)

δit ≥ 0 ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T. (19d)

The definition of vOit from (18) can now be written as the linear equations

vOit = vMit +wiδit ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T. (20)

Finally, making a transmission sets the expected transmission value to
zero. If no transmission is made, the expected transmission value does not
change. This can be modelled by the constraints

vSit ≤ vMit ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T (21a)

vSit ≤ M(1− yit) ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T. (21b)

3.6 Final model

As mentioned above, the objective is to maximize the expected value of the
transmitted information, which would be

∑

i∈V

∑

t∈T

piv
O
itzit.

To linearize the objective, we replace every product vOitzit by the variable ǫit
subject to the constraints

ǫit ≤ vOit ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T (22a)

ǫit ≤ Mzit ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T (22b)

ǫit ≥ vOit −M(1− zit) ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T (22c)

ǫit ≥ 0 ∀i ∈ V, t ∈ T. (22d)
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In conclusion, the final model is

max
∑

i∈V

∑

t∈T

piǫit

subject to xijt ∈ {0, 1} ∀{i, j} ∈ E, t ∈ T

yit, zit ∈ {0, 1} ∀t ∈ T,

and constraints (3) to (8), (10), (11), (13), (14), (16), (17) and (19) to (22).

3.7 Performance

As was mentioned at the beginning of this section, a time horizon Tmax

needs to be set for the maximum number of time periods in a solution.
From Proposition 1 we know that an optimal solution is guaranteed if we
take Tmax = |V |2 − 1. However, if all crossing probabilities are nonzero,
often the optimal route is much shorter, as is supported by experimental
results up to |V | = 10 (some by the method in the next section).

The value of Tmax is very influential on the run time of an implementation
of the model. We have implemented the model in Python, using the Gurobi
solver [4] on an 8 core Apple M2 processor with 8 GB of memory.

First, we ran the code for the graph in Figure 1 with 4 vertices. We fixed
the time horizon at Tmax = 7. The optimal solution, the same as described
in Section 2.1, was found in 0.29 seconds.

We then generated a graph with random crossing probabilities on 6 ver-
tices. Setting Tmax = 9, an optimal solution was found in 70.89 seconds.
For Tmax = 10, the same optimal solution was found, but this took 736.62
seconds (a bit over 12 minutes). For Tmax = 12, the program ran out of
memory after 538825 seconds (over 6 days). An attempt on a bigger ma-
chine with 12 CPU’s and 80 GB of memory, also ran out of memory before
finding a solution.

4 Genetic algorithm

Even though the above Mixed Integer Linear Program allows us to solve
the reconnaissance problem to optimality, it quickly becomes too slow to
be useful in practical application. The next section investigates whether
we can replace the program with a heuristic, namely a genetic algorithm.
This is an algorithm developed by Holland [7] in the 1970s and has been
used in a lot of applications (see e.g. §14.4 in [5] or §6 in [11] for a more
in-depth summary of the method and its applications). Just as the name
suggests, a genetic algorithm is based on the theory of evolution and tries
to incorporate the ideas of survival of the fittest. The main idea is that at
first, the algorithm is initialized with a list of feasible solutions, i.e. the first
generation. All solutions in the generation are then ranked based on their
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Generation n Generation n+ 1

Figure 3: Overview of how to construct a new generation. First order the
current generation from best to worst. Then discard the worst genes in the
generation. This corresponds to the red part. Copy the best genes – the
green part – directly in the new generation. The rest of the genes in the
new generation is made of crossovers of genes that are either in the green
part or the grey part of the previous generation.

expected value and this ranking is used to construct the next generation.
The worst solutions of the generation are discarded: these genes do not
survive. The best solutions are immediately copied into the next generation.
This next generation is then filled with crossings from two solutions from the
previous one. By repeating this process enough times and adding mutations
to increase variation in the different generations, we expect that natural
selection will lead to the optimal solution. A schematic depiction of how
to construct new generations is given in Figure 3. The advantage of this
metaheuristic is that it allows us to optimize the route and transmission
strategy simultaneously. We are able to cross both elements to obtain a
new strategy that hopefully inherits the good traits of its parent strategies.
Moreover, using specific crossing schemes and mutations we can make sure
that all considered strategies in a generation are feasible and are not filled
with routes that consist of non-existing edges.

4.1 Set-up of the algorithm

4.1.1 Initialization

To initialize the algorithm, a list of random routes is generated. These
routes are constructed by making a random walk of random length through
the graph, starting from the base. Just as in the Linear Program, where the
value of Tmax had to be guessed, the upper bound Lmax on the length of the
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walk also has to be chosen here. Similarly, we also choose a lower bound
Lmin. Then we sample the actual length of the random walk uniformly at
random from the set {Lmin, Lmin + 1, . . . , Lmax − 1, Lmax}. Secondly, we
repeatedly pick the next vertex in the walk uniformly at random from the
vertices adjacent to the current position. If the last vertex of the walk is
not the base vertex, the shortest path between the end of the walk and the
base is added to the walk. As a rule of thumb, when considering a graph on
n vertices, we picked Lmin to be approximately equal to n− 1 and Lmax to
n+100. This might seem like a pretty high upper bound, especially because
realistically, reconnaissance mission do not include more than 10 surveillance
locations. But even though these longer routes are not necessarily better
than the shorter ones – at some point all information has been transmitted
and making an additional loop doesn’t change the expected value – the final
part of a route with useless and unnecessary walks can become useful after
a crossover.

To quickly find a good send strategy for every route in the first gener-
ation, a local search algorithm is used. This is a strategy where at every
vertex a transmission is made with probability π. We found that π = 1/3
gives a good starting point for the search algorithm. Next, we pick the best
transmission strategy amongst all strategies at Hamming distance 1 of the
current one. This process is repeated until there is no more improvement
possible. Note that this method does not guarantee a global optimum. It
is possible that the search gets stuck in a local maximum while there is a
different send strategy with an even better expected value. Based on their
expected values we make a ranking of the strategies consisting of both a
route and a transmission strategy.

4.1.2 Cross-over

In each iteration of the algorithm, a new generation is constructed based
on the previous one. As already mentioned, we first copy the 10% routes
with the very best expected values directly in the next generation. Simul-
taneously, the 7.5% worst routes are discarded. To construct a route in the
next generation, two routes are picked uniformly at random from the best
92.5%, i.e. all routes except the discarded ones. These two routes become
the parents of a new route, hoping that the good genes of the parents will be
inherited by the child. To cross these two parents, a vertex that is present
in both routes is randomly chosen and the parent routes are sliced in two
parts at the first occurrence of this vertex. From the one route we use the
first part, from the other route the second part. The send strategies are
sliced and put together in the exact same way. Again, this does not imply
that the obtained send strategy is optimal for the newly constructed route.
Moreover, it is possible that the only vertex in common is the base camp at
the beginning and end of one of the routes. In that case, two new routes are
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picked and these are crossed instead.
This strategy keeps being repeated: the routes in this generation are

ranked from best to worst and a new generation is constructed. After enough
generations the hope is that eventually the globally optimal strategy will
appear.

4.1.3 Mutations

To increase variation in the different generations, some of the newly crossed
strategies are mutated. This means that they are slightly altered in their
route or transmission strategy.

Three mutations have been chosen to increase the number of considered
strategies:

• Added random walk. Uniformly at random, one point that is not the
last one is chosen in the route. After this point, a random walk of
random length is added to the route. This random walk is generated in
the same way as we did for the initialization. This mutation increases
the length of the route.

• Vertex flip. One random vertex in the route is changed to a common
neighbour of its preceding and succeeding vertex. Note that the exis-
tence of such a common neighbour is not guaranteed in a non-complete
graph.

• Send flip. Uniformly at random one element in the send strategy is
flipped: a 0 becomes 1 or vice versa.

These mutations are not always performed and for each strategy, there
is at most one mutation performed. The added random walk mutation is
performed with a probability of 0.01. Since this mutation increases the
length of the route, a new send strategy has to be constructed as well. This
is done by discarding the old send strategy and performing the same local
search as for the initialization for this new route. The vertex flip mutation
is performed with a probability of 0.2 and the send flip with a probability
of 0.1. Since the length of the route doesn’t change in either one, the send
strategy is not changed after these mutations (this wouldn’t make any sense
for the send flip either).

Having implemented these mutations, we can test whether they actually
improve the genetic algorithm. At first, we considered the complete graph
on 6 vertices, K6. In this case, the genetic algorithm without mutations is
able to find the same believed to be optimal strategy found using the MILP
in 98% of the runs. Hence there is no need for mutations, as they increase
running time without having a lot of added value. On a non-complete graph
on 10 vertices, this success rated dropped a bit to 90/100 times. However,
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the program returns the strategy in a couple of seconds and hence, is fit for
the job. When considering K10 finding the optimal strategy becomes more
interesting.

At first, we have ran the genetic algorithm on the graph where every
vertex that is not the base camp holds one unit of information and the
transmission probabilities (diagonal entries) and crossing probabilities (off-
diagonal entries) are given by the following 10× 10-matrix:

































1 0.95 0.87 0.93 0.99 0.96 0.92 0.88 0.9 0.93
0.95 0.9 0.86 0.97 0.93 0.85 0.82 0.91 0.93 0.96
0.87 0.86 0.94 0.92 0.96 0.98 0.99 0.82 0.85 0.91
0.93 0.97 0.92 0.99 0.87 0.93 0.9 0.9 0.89 0.95
0.99 0.93 0.96 0.87 0.9 0.94 0.82 0.85 0.92 0.9
0.96 0.85 0.98 0.93 0.94 0.95 0.91 0.92 0.91 0.96
0.92 0.82 0.99 0.9 0.82 0.91 0.93 0.98 0.92 0.93
0.88 0.91 0.82 0.9 0.85 0.92 0.98 0.95 0.99 0.87
0.9 0.93 0.85 0.89 0.92 0.91 0.92 0.99 0.94 0.85
0.93 0.96 0.91 0.95 0.9 0.96 0.93 0.87 0.85 0.92

































.

Running the algorithm without mutations yields the following best strat-
egy:

Route: (0, 4, 0, 5, 2, 6, 7, 8, 1, 3, 9, 3, 0)

Send: (0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 1, 0, 1, 1),

with value 7.305181.
Out of 100 runs, this strategy is found 19 times. Compared to the

previous graphs – where the optimal strategy was almost always found – this
is not a high success rate. With this performance, a lot of runs are required to
be pretty sure of finding the best solution. Say we want to have a probability
greater or equal than 0.95. To find the optimal strategy assuming a success
chance at every try of 19/100, we need to run the algorithm h times, where

1−
(

81

100

)h

≥ 0.95,

which implies that h ≥ 15. While the algorithm still returns a strategy
within a minute and this is not an infeasible number of runs, it would be
more compelling to increase the success rate of a single try.

To see how the genetic algorithm behaves, one can look at the best value
of the strategies in each generation. This is depicted in Figure 4 for four
runs of the algorithm. The x-axis shows the generation, the y-axis the best
expected value. In all four runs, it is clear that the most progress is in
the first generations of the algorithm and there is only one run that keeps
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improving the optimal value. The other runs quickly get stuck in a local
maximum. The worst local maximum value where a run gets stuck on has
expected value of around 7.11, which is quite far away from the believed to
be optimal 7.305181.
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Genetic algorithm evolution without mutations

Best known objective value

Figure 4: Four runs of the genetic algorithm for K10. The x-axis shows the
generation, the y-axis the best expected value. There is only one run that
finds the optimal strategy.

The plot shows that the algorithm gets stuck too often in local optima.
This could be caused by a lack of variation in the different generations which
means that other routes are left unexplored. Indeed, the 150th generation
of the algorithm contains almost always exactly only one strategy that fills
the entire list: the (local) maximum where it got stuck. Thus it is clear that
the variation throughout the algorithm should be increased to hopefully find
the optimal strategy more often.

Rerunning the algorithm with all mutations shows their added value for
larger graphs. Again, we have plotted four runs of the algorithm in Figure 5.
This plot shows that adding mutations helps the algorithm to explore more
strategies and end up in the best known strategy.

4.2 Comparison of the Different Versions

Figure 5 shows that the mutations can enable the genetic algorithm to get
out of local optima and eventually find the believed to be best planning.
It mostly increases the speed by which a run is able to find the optimal
strategy. But how often does such a successful run happen? To test this,
the genetic algorithm was run a hundred times for K10. Out of these 100
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Figure 5: Four runs of the genetic algorithm with mutation. The x-axis
shows the generation, the y-axis the best expected value.

runs, the optimal value was found 61 times. Given the fact that one run
takes less than a minute, it is feasible to run the genetic algorithm ten times.
Assuming that the optimal value is found with a probability of 61/100 per
run, the probability to find this strategy after ten runs is 0.9999.

To put this result into perspective, the comparison of four different ge-
netic algorithms can be made. The first considered algorithm does not con-
tain any mutations, the second one only contains the vertex flip mutation.
Then there is the genetic algorithm with only the added random walk mu-
tation and lastly there is the genetic algorithm with all mutations combined
as explained above.

Genetic algorithm # of successful runs

No mutations 19/100
Send flip 22/100
Vertex flip 32/100

Added random walk 55/100
Combination 61/100

Table 1: Performance of different versions of the genetic algorithm on hun-
dred runs for K10.

There is a clear difference in the performance between the different ver-
sions. Most mutations increase the probability of finding the optimal value.
However, the send flip in itself does not clearly improve the algorithm. The
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vertex flip on its own does perform better, but 32/100 is still not amazing.
Adding the random walk increases the odds of success more. In more than
half of the runs the optimal planning was found. The genetic algorithm
where three types of mutations are combined is still a little bit better, but
since the genetic algorithm includes a lot of randomness, it is hard to de-
termine whether this is actually better than only adding a random walk.
Since both algorithms have no distinguishable speed difference, they seem
interchangeable.

In any case, the version of the algorithm with the combination of the
mutations provides a tool to quickly and accurately find the believed to be
optimal planning for larger graphs.

5 Towards a Generalization: Multiple Drones

So far, we have considered surveillance missions where only one drone is
deployed. It makes sense to extend this scenario to missions with multiple
drones. This section provides a generalization of the model for such missions
and discusses options to adapt our algorithm to this model. First of all,
similar modeling choices as before need to be made.

• All drones start from the safe base camp, where there is no information
to be retrieved. The base camp is also the last vertex in the routes of
all drones.

• Routes and send strategies are determined before the mission, so there
is no way of modifying the mission if a drone is intercepted by the
enemy. Also, if this happens, it is assumed that the other drones can
continue their mission.

• All drones are allowed to retrieve the same information. This means
that the information is considered to be a picture taken at a location
rather than a package that is retrieved.

• If information is successfully transmitted by a drone, the other drones
can still send the same information. But this information should not
be double counted. The expected value of transmitted information per
vertex does increase if its information is sent multiple times, but can
never exceed the total amount of information available at that specific
vertex.

The last condition requires a new way of computing the expected value,
as we cannot just look at the different transmissions per drone. Therefore
we derive a new formula for the expected value that can be used for any
number of drones.
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While for the MILP, it was successful to focus on the transmission ver-
tices, we will shift focus to how much information from each vertex is ex-
pected to reach the base camp. This enables us to compute the expected
value for multi-drone missions. The expected amount of information that
is safely transmitted can also be formulated as the sum of the expected
fractions of each unit of information that is safely transmitted. If vertex
i contains wi units of information, then we compute E [Yi]: the expected
amount of information from vertex i that reaches the base. In the case of
one drone, this is equal to the product of wi with the probability that the
drone safely reaches the first next transmission vertex and the probability
that the transmission at this vertex is successful.

So, let Di denote the event that the drone successfully transmits the
information that it collected at vertex i. Then, for a single drone mission,

E[X] =

|V |
∑

i=1

wi · P(Di).

This formula can be extended to multiple drones, but we will require
some more notation. Suppose that we have ℓ drones and let Div be the
binary random variable that equals 1 if drone i succeeds in transmitting the
information from vertex v. Moreover, let I ⊆ [ℓ] = {1, . . . , ℓ}. Then for a
given v, we are interested in

P





⋃

i∈[ℓ]

Div



 =
∑

I⊆[ℓ]
I 6=∅

(−1)|I|−1 · P
(

⋂

i∈I

Div

)

=
∑

I⊆[ℓ]
I 6=∅

(−1)|I|−1 ·
∏

i∈I

P (Div) ,

where we have used the inclusion-exclusion principle and independence of
probabilities.

Hence, this leads to a formula for the expected value E [Yi]:

E [Yi] = wi ·
∑

I⊆[ℓ]
I 6=∅

(−1)|I|−1
∏

i∈I

P (Div) .

Linearity of expectation provides an alternative formula for the total
expected value:

E[X] =

|V |
∑

i=1

E [Xi] .
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5.1 Adaptation of the Genetic Algorithm

As the MILP formulation was already slow for a single drone mission, it
seems hard to generalize it to a practically relevant program for any number
of drones. Therefore we immediately present a generalization of the genetic
algorithm. As we have a formula for the expected value of a multi-drone
strategy, we are able to rank the different strategies in the genetic algorithm.
The initialization of the algorithm is very similar as before. At random, the
required number of routes is created. These routes are again allowed to
be very long, i.e Lmax remains n + 100 for a graph on n vertices. The
transmission strategy is determined by a local search algorithm on the total
expected value with a randomly generated starting point as in Section 4.
This means that we only flip one transmission at a time combined over the
send strategies of all drones. Concerning the cross-over, the same method as
for the single drone mission is kept. However, at first we randomly permute
all routes of the drones in the mission to then pairwise cross them over to
obtain a new multi drone strategy.

Also the mutations have the same flavor as in the single drone case. First
of all, there is the added random walk. This is the same mutation as described
for the single drone: one of the routes is picked and a random walk is added
somewhere in the walk. This continues to be a useful mutation to increase
the variation in the genetic program. But it slows down the algorithm,
because it requires a local search for the optimal send strategy in terms
of the expected value for multiple drones. Therefore this mutation is only
actualized with a low probability. If a generation consists of κ strategies,
the mutation probability is set at 2/κ.

A second important remark that can be made is that because of the for-
mulation of the expected value, the different drones are incentivized to still
travel to all vertices of the graph and try to gather information everywhere.
However, it does make sense that the drones fly more or less in ‘opposite
directions’ through the graph. In this case, more vertices have a high prob-
ability of their information being successfully transmitted by at least one of
the drones. This inspired the reversed mutation. In this mutation, exactly
one of the routes is completely reversed. The same holds for the correspond-
ing send strategy. This mutation is computationally cheaper than the other
one so this is actualized with 20% probability.

5.2 Performance of the Multi-Drone Genetic Algorithm

After having adapted the genetic algorithm to the multiple drone scenario,
we have tested this algorithm on multiple graphs using two drones. On
a graph with six vertices and a sparse graph on ten vertices, the genetic
algorithm remained fast and reliable. For example for the complete graph
on 6 vertices given by the matrix
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1 0.97 0.81 0.97 0.95 0.96
0.97 0.93 0.92 0.87 0.89 0.87
0.81 0.92 0.96 0.81 0.98 0.93
0.97 0.87 0.81 0.85 0.93 0.93
0.95 0.89 0.98 0.93 0.91 0.89
0.96 0.87 0.93 0.93 0.89 0.90

















,

the returned solution is

Drone 1
Route: (0, 3, 0, 5, 0, 4, 2, 1, 0)
Send: (0, 0, 1, 0, 1, 0, 1, 0, 1)

Drone 2
Route: (0, 1, 0, 4, 2, 5, 0, 3, 0)
Send: (0, 0, 1, 0, 1, 0, 1, 0, 1)

and increased the expected value from 4.115090 for a single drone to 4.859738
for two drones out of 5 possible units of information. Note that indeed, the
structure of the two routes is approximately opposite. But on the example
of K10, the current algorithm is not sufficient. The algorithm becomes too
slow for practical use and does not consistently return the same optimal
strategy. The best strategy so far is given by

Drone 1
Route: (0, 5, 2, 6, 7, 8, 7, 6, 2, 5, 9, 3, 1, 0, 4, 0)
Send: (0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 1, 0, 1)

Drone 2
Route: (0, 4, 0, 1, 3, 9, 5, 2, 6, 7, 8, 7, 6, 2, 4, 0)
Send: (0, 0, 1, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 0, 1, 0, 1, 0, 0, 0, 1)

with expected value 8.653276, but was found in less than 10% of the runs.
The best solution for one drone had expected value 7.305181, showing that it
does pay off for larger missions to use multiple drones, even if that strategy
is not necessarily optimal. However, as a further research, it would be
interesting to further improve the used methods to solve this problem for
even larger instances and find the optimal solution more easily.
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