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Abstract—In this paper, performance of an Integrated Sensing
and Communication (ISAC) Vehicle-to-Everything (V2X) sce-
nario is evaluated, in which a vehicle simultaneously detects
the next vehicle ahead while receiving a communication signal
from a RoadSide Unit (RSU) of the infrastructure. Univariate
and joint radar and communication performance metrics are
evaluated within three different frameworks, namely the Stochas-
tic Geometry (SG), Monte-Carlo (MC), and Ray-Tracing (RT)
frameworks. The parameters of the system model are extracted
from the RT simulations, and the metrics are compared to assess
the accuracy of the SG framework. It is shown that the SG and
MC system models are relevant w.r.t. RT simulations for the
evaluation of univariate communication and sensing metrics, but
larger discrepancies are observed for the joint metrics.

Index Terms—ISAC, radar, communication, V2X, stochastic
geometry, ray-tracing

I. INTRODUCTION

In future networks, V2X communications are crucial for
making vehicles smarter, and potentially autonomous. Ex-
tensive research is being conducted in these networks as
they have the potential to enhance the safety and driving
experience of road users. However, high accuracy localization
and high-throughput communication are required. The use of
ISAC systems may therefore help, as it addresses spectrum
congestion issues, reduces hardware requirements on V2X
network nodes, and potentially improves performance for
both functions, possibly with cooperation. Nevertheless, the
performance of both functions in such networks must be
evaluated accurately to effectively design these systems.

For that extent, multiple frameworks have been proposed.
A first option is the SG framework [1]. In that case, the
nodes positions are abstracted as random point processes,
enabling to obtain closed-form expressions for average per-
formance metrics. Using this framework, many automotive
scenarios have been studied, e.g. [2]–[6]. The most common
alternative is the MC framework, often used to validate the
expressions obtained with SG. Instead of obtained closed-form
expressions, the performance metrics are evaluated through
numerous numerical simulations of the scenario. All the
networks statistics are obtained, but it is computationally
expensive. A third option is the RT framework [7], In that
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Fig. 1: V2X ISAC scenario.

case, the scene is modelled with a high level of details, and
the transmission is modelled through the propagation of rays
[8]. This framework is assumed to be the most accurate, but
also the most computationally expensive.

In this paper, the results developed in [9] within the SG
framework are extended by comparing the proposed univariate
and joint metrics for the evaluation of radar and commu-
nication performance with the three different frameworks.
The same V2X scenario is considered, in which a vehicle
simultaneously detects the next vehicle driving ahead, while
receiving a communication signal from the infrastructure.
First, The parameters of the three frameworks are extracted
from the RT dataset. Then, univariate and joint ISAC metrics
are evaluated and compared.

In this paper, the system model used with SG and the
particularities introduced for the MC and RT frameworks are
first presented in Section II. Then, the evaluated radar and
communication metrics are presented in Section III. Next, the
parameters fitting is detailed in Section IV. Finally, the metrics
are compared with the three frameworks in Section V.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

Let us consider the two-lane automotive scenario illustrated
in Figure 1. The vehicles are all equipped at the front side
with an ISAC system. The transmitted powers, and the antenna
beamwidths at the transmitter and receiver of the vehicles are
respectively denoted as PV, ϕVt, and ϕVr. The typical vehicle
receives simultaneously a radar echo reflected by the first vehi-
cle in front and driving in the same lane, and a communication
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signal from the nearest RSU ahead. The transmitted power
and antenna beamwidth of the RSU at the transmitter are
respectively denoted as PL and ϕLt. The distance perpendicular
to the road direction between the typical vehicle and the RSU
(resp. the centre of the opposite lane) is denoted dC (resp. dI).
The minimum and maximum detectable range of the radar
function, the minimum distance parallel to the road of the
communication signal, and the minimum distance parallel to
the road of the interfering signals, are respectively denoted as
rRmin, rRmax, rCmin, and rImin. Note that rCmin and rImin are
directly related to the antenna beamwidths of the different
systems. It is assumed that this scenario is interference-limited,
owing to the high interference arising from the vehicles driving
in the opposite direction, and the interference from the other
function.

Full-duplex ISAC is supposed in this automotive applica-
tion. Namely, for the communication function, the radar echo
generated by the typical vehicle is considered as an interfer-
ence. Contrariwise, for the radar function, the communication
signal transmitted by the RSU is considered as an interference.
Moreover, the signals transmitted by the vehicles driving in
the opposite lane are interfering with both functions. The self-
interference is not considered in this work, as this issue is
not specific to ISAC scenarios, but to full-duplex systems
in general. It is assumed that it has been mitigated through
electromagnetic isolation, beamforming, self-interference can-
cellation, or other techniques [10].

A. Nodes Distribution

Assuming that the antennas of the typical vehicle are located
at r = 0 m, the vehicles driving in the direction of the typical
vehicle, the interfering vehicles on the opposite way, and the
RSUs are distributed on three parallel lines following three
independent Poisson Point Processes (PPP) ΦR, ΦC, and ΦI,
of intensities respectively given by

λR(r) = λR 1 (rRmin ≤ r ≤ rRmax) , (1)
λC(r) = λC 1 (rCmin ≤ r) , (2)
λI(r) = λI 1 (rImin ≤ r) , (3)

where λR, λI and λC are respectively the densities of the
vehicles driving on the same lane as the typical vehicle, the
density of interfering vehicles, and the density of RSUs. PPPs
have been selected to model all the node locations, owing to
their tractability, and analytical flexibility. The integration of
such point processes in this framework is discussed in [9].

B. Propagation Models

Let us consider a linear path-loss model written as
[Lk(r)]dB = [βk]dB + 10 αk log10 r, where k ∈ {R,C, I}
designates the considered link, αk is the path-loss exponent,
and βk the intercept. For the communication link, the received
power SC is given by the Friis formula:

SC(rC) = ρC
(
r2C + d2C

)−αC
2 , (4)

with ρC = PLGCc
2/4πf2

c βC. In this equation, rC denotes
the distance between the two nodes parallel to the road, fc

Fig. 2: Illustration of a ray-tracing simulation for the V2X
ISAC scenario. The communication, radar, and interfering
paths are respectively drawn in blue, red and green.

is the carrier frequency, and GC is the gain of the complete
communication link. The small-scale fading is neglected for
this link within the SG framework, for the sake of tractability.
However, it is assumed to be highly Ricean, since the RSU is
located on the same side of the road than the typical vehicle,
and high frequencies (i.e. 24 or 77 GHz) are considered in
automotive scenarios.

For the interfering links, the total interfering power is also
computed with the Friis formula:

I =
∑

i|xi∈ΦI

ρI
(
x2
i + d2I

)−αI
2 |hi|2, (5)

where ρI = PVGIc
2/4πf2

c βI. The beamforming gain of the
complete interfering link is denoted as GI, and |hi|2 are
small-scale fading random variables, supposed to be Ricean-
distributed.

Finally, for the radar link, the received power SR is com-
puted following a GO model, as used in ray-tracing applica-
tions [8]:

SR(rR) = ρR r−αR
R , (6)

where ρR = PVGRc
2/4πf2

c βR. In this equation rR denotes
the distance parallel to the road between the antennas and the
next vehicle ahead. The gain of the complete radar link is
denoted as GR. The small-scale fading is also neglected, as
it is again supposed to be highly Ricean. The GO model is
also motivated by the high carrier frequencies considered in
automotive scenarios.

C. Ray-Tracing System Model

With RT, all the paths comprising up to two interactions
with the environment are considered. Diffraction on the edges
of the buildings and vehicles is only considered at the last
interaction. The following differences may be highlighted in
the generation of the environment:

(i) buildings are modelled along the streets as rectangular
blocks. Perpendicular streets are generated at coordinates
following another PPP. This generates additional multi-
path in the RT simulations. Thus, for the radar link, these
should be filtered out to isolate the useful radar echo,
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TABLE I: Parameters of the RT simulations.

Parameters Values

3D position of the radar TX antenna (6.1, 16, 0.5) m
3D position of the radar RX antenna (6.1, 16.2, 0.5) m
3D position of the RSU TX antenna (6.1 + rC, 18, 2.5) m
3D position of the interfering TX antennas (6.1 + xi, 13, 0.5) m
Streets length 2 km
Streets width 9 m
Perpendicular streets density 10 km−1

RSU density λC 10 km−1

Vehicles density λR 20 km−1

Interfering vehicles density λI 2 km−1

Carrier frequency fc 26 GHz
Transmitted powers PV and PL 20 dBm
Beamforming gains GR, GC and GI 1

Antennas beamwidths ϕVt, ϕVr and ϕLt
ϕVt = 22.5°

ϕVr = ϕLt = 45°
Minimum radar detectable range rR min 5 m

The distance rC denotes the distance between the receive antenna of the
vehicle, and the first RSU along the street. The positions xi ∈ ΦI define
the positions of the interfering antennas along the other lane.

arising from the next vehicle ahead, w.r.t. the other radar
echoes from the environment. This is further discussed in
Section IV;

(ii) vehicles are modelled as rectangular blocks. Stacking
vehicles are removed from the street. Thus, the position
of the vehicles is better modelled by HCPPs intead of
PPPs. Still, such PPs are often intractable, and the PPP
is a good approximation if the nodes density is adapted
accordingly [11];

(iii) vehicles are positioned in both lanes on the street fol-
lowing two PPPs with the same density. The interfering
vehicles are then selected by performing a thinning with
a given probability of interference pI, selected such that
λI = pIλR. Therefore, the vehicles in the opposite lane
are not all interfering, but they may still act as obstacles;

(iv) The transmit and receive antennas are located at non-zero
heights. For the ISAC systems embedded on the vehicles,
they are both located at the front, but slightly separated
from each other.

Figure 2 illustrates a RT simulation for the V2X ISAC
scenario. One may notice that multipath is present for every
link, and the radar function receives additional echoes from
the environment. The RT parameters are summarised in Table
I.

D. Monte-Carlo System Model

To further improve the propagation models considered with
the SG, two additional features are added:

(i) Line-of-Sight (LoS) and Non Line-of-Sight (NLoS) links
are considered. Owing to the presence of numerous
vehicles on both lanes, and buildings acting as obstacles,
both LoS and NLoS propagations occur for the commu-
nication and interfering links. Therefore, for these links,
propagation parameters are defined for both LoS or NLoS
links. The probability for the considered link to be in

LoS is denoted as pL,v(r), with v ∈ {C, I}, and r the
distance between the two nodes. In order to determine
which nodes are in LoS or NLoS, independent thinnings
are performed on the PPPs of the RSUs and interfering
vehicles with this probability. The LoS probability model
considered in this chapter is the 3GPP d1/d2 model [12]:

pL,v(r) = min
(
d1,v
r

, 1

)[
1− e

− r
d2,v

]
+ e

− r
d2,v , (7)

with d1,v and d2,v being two fitting parameters for the
two types of link;

(ii) Small-scale fading is considered for every link. Even
if it is supposed to be highly Ricean for the radar
and communication links within the SG framework, the
introduction of such random variables helps to improve
the accuracy of the fitting with the RT simulations.

Since these features affects the mathematical tractability of
the SG, they are only considered when MC simulations are
performed.

III. PERFORMANCE METRICS

A. Univariate Metrics

On the one hand, for the communication function, the
coverage probability analysed. It is defined as the probability
for the Signal to Interference-plus-Noise Ratio (SINR) of the
communication function to be sufficient w.r.t. a given SINR
threshold ηC. For an interference-limited scenario, it is written
as

C(ηC) ≜ P
(

SC

SR + I
≥ ηC

)
. (8)

On the other hand, for the radar function, the radar detection
and coverage probabilities are considered. The former is
defined as the probability for the SINR of the radar function
to be sufficient w.r.t. a given SINR threshold ηR. The latter is
defined as the probability for the total received power at the
radar function to be higher than a given detection threshold
γR. For an interference-limited scenario, they are respectively
written as

S(ηR) ≜ P
(

SR

SC + I
≥ ηR

)
, (9)

D(γR) ≜ P (SR + SC + I ≥ γR) . (10)

The detection probability is usually evaluated together with the
false alarm probability. However, the latter is not considered
in this work, as the metrics are compared with each other
to assess the accuracy of the SG framework, and the overall
performance are not analysed.

B. Joint Metrics

In order to evaluate jointly the performance of both radar
and communication functions, the following joint metrics have
been defined:

1) the Joint Radar Detection and Communication Coverage
Probability (JRDCCP) is the probability to detect a target
at the radar function, while achieving a sufficient SINR
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TABLE II: Propagation parameters obtained with LSE fitting.

Mixed LoS NLoS

Radar α̂R 1.74 — —[
β̂R

]
dB

3.72 — —

Comm. α̂C 2.20 1.53 2.32[
β̂C

]
dB

0.42 3.37 0.40

Interference α̂I 4.64 1.12 4.35[
β̂I

]
dB

0 14.41 0

The parameters of the radar links have been computed considering only the
power of the radar echo of the next vehicle ahead, while the environment
echoes are filtered out of the dataset.

at the communication function. It is defined from the
detection and coverage probabilities as

JD(ηC, γR) ≜ P
(
SR + SC + I ≥ γR,

SC

SR + I
≥ ηC

)
;

(11)
2) the Joint Radar Success and Communication Coverage

Probability (JRSCCP) is the probability to achieve si-
multaneously sufficient SINRs at both radar and com-
munication functions. It is defined from the success and
coverage probabilities as

JS(ηC, ηR) ≜ P
(

SR

SC + I
≥ ηR,

SC

SR + I
≥ ηC

)
. (12)

IV. PARAMETERS FITTING

The parameters of the system models are extracted from the
generated RT dataset. In order to perform this estimation, the
different nodes densities are first estimated by averaging the
number of nodes over the different network realisations. The
densities extracted from the dataset are equal to 18.6 km−1 for
the vehicles, and 1.79 km−1 for the interfering nodes. These
lower densities are consequence of the removal of overlapping
vehicles.

Then, for the path-loss parameters, Least Square Estimation
(LSE) in the log-log domain is applied. More specifically,
denoting as SRT

v,n with v ∈ {R,C, I} the received power
for each link of the nth simulation, and rv,n the associated
distance, the LSE problem is written as

α̂v, β̂v = arg min
αv,βv

N−1∑
n=0

([
SRT
v,n

]
dB

− [βv]dB − αv [rn]dB

)2

,

(13)
where the operator [·]dB denotes the conversion in dB scale.
Note that, for the interference, the power SRT

v,n stands for the
power of the interference coming from one single vehicle.
The total interference is obtained by summing the power
from each interfering vehicle within a simulated scenario.
Furthermore, the LSE can be applied after separating the
LoS and NLoS links, or mixing all the links together. The
estimated parameters are summarised in Table II. Low path-
loss exponents are estimated for the radar and communication
links, owing to the canyon-like structure of the street, even
with the presence of perpendicular streets. Contrariwise, the
path-loss exponent of the interfering link is very high, owing
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Fig. 3: Received radar echo power with RT simulations, and
fitting, with and without the clutter filtered out. The distance
rR denotes the distance between the radar antennas and the
next vehicle ahead.

to the strong blockage and high NLoS probability induced by
the vehicles driving on both lanes. For the radar link, two
cases are illustrated in Figure 3: either the echoes from the
environment are kept, or they are filtered out. The echoes from
the environment comprise all the rays which does not interact
with the next vehicle ahead. This encompasses diffraction on
building edges, or reflection and diffraction on other vehicles.
Since these rays do not interact with the next vehicle ahead,
they correspond to the high power data points in Figure 3a
which do not decrease with the distance. Cancelling these
echoes leads to Figure 3b. Oscillations of the power with
the distance are explained by diffractions on the edges of the
vehicle, with or without reflections on the buildings. Instead
of using a linear path-loss model, these may be modelled more
accurately, for instance following the approach of [13]. Yet,
this is not considered in this work, as such fitting does not
improve significantly the results of the comparisons performed
in Section V.

Regarding the LoS probability model, the distances d1,v for
v ∈ {C, I} are set equal to the minimum distances rvmin of
the communication and interfering links. Yet, the distances
d2,v are instead computed by solving another LSE problem:

d̂2,v = argmin
d2,v

N−1∑
n=0

(
pRT

L,v,n − pL,v(rv,n; d1,v, d2,v)
)2

, (14)
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Fig. 4: Comparison of the univariate metrics obtained with the
SG, MC, and RT frameworks.

where pRT
L,v,n are the LoS probabilities of the communication

and interfering links estimated from the nth RT simulation,
associated with the distance rv,n, and pL,v is the LoS prob-
ability model of (7). This fitting leads to d̂2,C = 110.44 m
for the communication link, and d̂2,I = 43.95 m for the
interfering links. Indeed, the estimated distance is shorter
for the interfering link, as the interfering signals encounters
vehicles driving in both lanes, which increases the blockage
probability.

Finally, for the small-scale fadings, the K-factors are es-
timated by computing the ratio between the power from the
RT outputs, and the estimated path-loss models at the same
distance. This operation has shown that the small-scale fading
of the three links can be modelled with Rayleigh fading to
achieve a better fitting.

V. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS

In this section, the metrics evaluated within the SG frame-
work, RT framework (Section II-C), and MC framework
(Section II-D) are compared, using the parameters obtained in
Section IV. First, Figure 4 represents the univariate metrics,
i.e. the coverage, success and detection probabilities. For the
coverage and success probabilities, the metrics obtained with
the RT and MC models are very close to each other, whereas
the SG slightly overestimate the slope. Nonetheless, for the

detection probability, larger differences are observed. Con-
trariwise to the other metrics, the MC gives lower detection
probabilities.

Then, Figure 5 represents the joint metrics, namely the
JRDCCP and JRSCCP. Unfortunately, large discrepancies are
observed between the three framework. Still, for the JRSCCP,
the MC system model seems closer to the RT results. The main
difference is the blockage, which is not modelled at all in the
SG framework, and not well modelled in the MC framework
through the LoS probability function. Consequently, the mod-
elling of the interfering power is less accurate in the SG and
MC frameworks, impacting both the radar and communication
functions in the joint metrics evaluation.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, the performance evaluation in an ISAC V2X
scenario is considered, within the SG, MC, and RT frame-
works. After performing a fitting of the densities and propaga-
tion parameters, it has been shown that the SG and MC system
models are relevant w.r.t. RT simulations for the evaluation of
univariate communication and sensing metrics. Nonetheless,
for the joint metrics which have been introduced, the results
obtained with these two system models are rather inaccurate
owing to the interference modelling, but similar trends are
still observed. In future works, the model mismatches between
the frameworks must be further investigated. For instance, it
may be possible to slightly modify the SG model to take
into account the blockage of other vehicles, or diffraction
mechanisms, in order to improve the accuracy for joint ISAC
metrics, with an acceptable increase of complexity.
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