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Abstract—In this paper, we consider a heterogeneous reposi-
tory of drone-enabled aerial base stations with varying transmit
powers that provide downlink wireless coverage for ground users.
One particular challenge is optimal selection and deployment of
a subset of available drone base stations (DBSs) to satisfy the
downlink data rate requirements while minimizing the overall
power consumption. In order to address this challenge, we
formulate an optimization problem to select the best subset of
available DBSs so as to guarantee wireless coverage with some
acceptable transmission rate in the downlink path. In addition
to the selection of DBSs, we determine their 3D position so as to
minimize their overall power consumption. Moreover, assuming
that the DBSs operate in the same frequency band, we develop
a novel and computationally-efficient beamforming method to
alleviate the inter-cell interference impact on the downlink. We
propose a Kalai–Smorodinsky bargaining solution to determine
the optimal beamforming strategy in the downlink path to
compensate for the impairment caused by the interference.
Simulation results demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed
solution and provide valuable insights into the performance of
the heterogeneous drone-based small cell networks.

Index Terms—Beamforming; Drone Base Station (DBS), Power
efficiency, Resource optimization, 3D Deployment.

I. INTRODUCTION

The recent advances in the area of unmanned aerial vehicles
(UAVs), commonly known as drones, have made it possible
to widely deploy drones across a wide variety of application
domains ranging from surveillance to shipping and delivery,
disaster management, geographic mapping, search and res-
cue, and wireless networking [1]. In particular, the cellular
telecommunications may avail from drone-mounted aerial base
stations to satisfy the coverage and rate requirements of
wireless users in areas which lack coverage or are heavily
congested, such as hotspot areas [2], [3].

The altitude dimension and mobility which stem from the
flying nature of drone base stations (DBSs), provide new
degrees of freedom that a network operator can exploit to
improve the design of airborne cellular systems. For instance,
compared to terrestrial base stations, the DBSs benefit from
a much higher likelihood of establishing line-of-sight (LoS)
links towards ground stations by adjusting their altitude [4].
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Furthermore, DBSs are better equipped to cope with the mobil-
ity of ground users and environmental changes as compared to
fixed ground base stations. All things considered, the salient at-
tributes of DBSs such as flexible and on-demand deployment,
strong LoS connection links, and additional design degrees
of freedom, make them a promising solution to facilitate
the vision of ubiquitous connectivity and enhanced network
capacity in the next generation of broadband cellular networks
[5]. For example, Qualcomm has already announced its plan to
employ DBSs as an enabler for everywhere anytime wireless
connectivity in the upcoming fifth generation (5G) wireless
networks [6]. Meanwhile, the ”Flying Cow” project by AT&T
[7] leverages the UAV technology to create an aerial wireless
network which provides ubiquitous Internet access to rural and
remote areas up to 4G-LTE speeds.

Developing fully fledged drone-based wireless networks
brings forward unique technical challenges that are rooted in
unique features of DBSs which are inherently different from
those of the conventional ground base stations:

• The air-to-ground (AtG) wireless channel poses a new
propagation environment with different characteristics
compared to those of terrestrial channels. For instance,
the high likelihood of existing a strong LoS component
in the received signal as well as the airframe shadowing
caused by the structural design and rotation of the DBSs,
are some unique features of the AtG channel [8].

• The deployment of DBSs is naturally done in 3D space
and the flying nature of DBSs mandates dynamic opti-
mization of their 3D location for improved performance.

• When designing a drone-based wireless network, it is
imperative to take into account the different power ca-
pabilities of the DBSs. Indeed, depending on the type
of drone being utilized as a DBS, the range of transmit
power and battery capacity can differ substantially from
one DBS to another. These capabilities can directly
impact the quality of service (QoS) that the DBSs provide
for ground users [9].

• Managing the network interference becomes more chal-
lenging when the DBSs are deployed to provide con-
nectivity for ground users. This is partially due to the
fact that ground users may receive strong LoS signals
from multiple DBSs, which can significantly degrade the
quality of the intended signal [10]. On the other hand, the
limited on-board energy of the DBSs calls for effective
and yet, computationally efficient algorithms to address
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the interference [11].
In this paper, a novel technique is developed for optimally

selecting and deploying a heterogeneous set of DBSs to
provide wireless coverage for ground users while minimizing
the aggregate DBSs’ transmit power needed to satisfy the
downlink data rate. In particular, our contributions in this work
can be summarized as follows:

• Considering a repository of heterogeneous DBSs with
varying transmit power and flight altitude, we jointly
derive the optimal resource allocation strategy (i.e., se-
lecting a subset of available DBSs) and 3D placement
of the DBSs. The goal is to minimize the total transmit
power while maintaining the desired downlink data rate.
In contrast to the existing literature, the type and the
number of DBSs that need to be deployed is not known
a priori.

• Assuming that the DBSs are operating in the same
spectrum, we devise a novel beamforming method based
on the Nash bargaining game to alleviate the impact of
inter-cell interference between the DBSs.

To this end, we decompose the optimization problem into
two subproblems that will be solved iteratively. In the first
problem, assuming that the DBSs are equipped with a direc-
tional antenna, we solve an optimization problem to determine
the best subset of DBSs as well as their corresponding 3D lo-
cation that can provide a reasonable signal to noise ratio (SNR)
at the ground receivers. In the second subproblem, given the
topology of the network resulting from the first subproblem,
we propose a bargaining game between the interfering DBSs to
find the optimal downlink beamforming that increases the data
rate in the interference channel. If the optimal beamforming
resulted from the second subproblem achieves the required
data rate threshold, the iteration is stopped. Otherwise, the
topology of the DBSs needs to be adjusted to reduce the
interference. This is an iterative process in which the results of
each subproblem are used in the other subproblem for the next
iteration. These computations are performed by the control
center until the location of the DBSs, device association, and
transmit power of the DBSs are obtained.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section II
provides an overview of the recent state of the art for 3D
placement of the DBSs. Section III presents the system model
and describes the air-to-ground channel model as well as
the optimal flight altitude of each DBS as a function of
their transmit power. The problem formulation is presented
in Section IV. The optimal selection and the deployment of
the DBSs is investigated in Section V while the interference
management is addressed in Section VI. Numerical results are
provided in Section VII. Finally, Section VIII concludes the
paper and discusses the future path of this research.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW

The envisioned opportunities for employing DBSs as a new
tier for wireless networking has attracted remarkable recent
research activities in the area. A substantial portion of the
literature on DBSs is devoted to the AtG channel modeling.
For instance, the authors in [24] provided a statistical generic

AtG propagation model for Low Altitude Platform (LAP)
systems in which the probability of LoS channel is derived as
a function of the elevation angle. The work in [25] studies the
effects of shadowing and pathloss for UAV communications
in dense urban environments. As discussed in [26], due to the
pathloss and shadowing, the characteristics of the AtG channel
depend on the height of the DBSs. A comprehensive survey
on available AtG propagation models can be found in [8].

The 3D deployment of the DBSs is arguably the most in-
fluential design consideration in drone-based communications
as it directly impacts the coverage, QoS, and life expectancy
of the network [3]. The optimal 3D placement of DBSs is a
challenging task due to its dependency on the environmental
factors (e.g., size and shape of the area), the AtG channel
which itself is a function of DBS’s altitude, and the location
and/or distribution of the users on the ground. Consequently,
the optimal deployment of DBSs has attracted considerable
attention in the recent state of the art.

The optimal flight altitude of a single UAV-BS operating
under the Rician fading channel is derived in [12]. The
authors in [13] developed an analytical framework to derive
the optimal altitude of a single DBS, enabling it to achieve
a maximum coverage radius on the ground. This result was
extended to the case of two identical DBSs in [14]. The work
in [15] investigated the problem of optimal 3D placement of
a symmetric set of DBSs having the same transmit power and
altitude. The authors in [16] employed tools from stochastic
geometry to analyze the impact of a DBS’s altitude on the
sum-rate maximization. In [17], a UAV-enabled small cell
placement optimization problem is investigated in the presence
of a terrestrial wireless network to maximize the number of
users that can be covered. Furthermore, the authors in [18]
proposed a deployment plan for DBSs to minimize the number
of drones required for serving the ground users within a given
area. Similar works can be found in [19]–[22], [27]–[29].

While these studies address important drone-based commu-
nication problems, they mainly limit their discussions to cases
in which there exists only a single DBS or multiple identical
DBSs with the same capabilities. Moreover, the number of
DBSs to be deployed in a given area is assumed to be known
in advance. In practice, however, one might have a repository
of various types of drones with diverse capabilities in terms
of flight altitude and transmit power. In this context, the exact
number and the type of DBSs that need to be deployed depend
on the target area and the number of ground users to be
served. For instance, having a large set of DBSs, one may
need to deploy only a few DBSs in order to cover a small
area of interest. Otherwise, the efficiency of resource allocation
may drop significantly due to over-allocation of resources.
On the other hand, such over-allocation of resources may
lead to excessive interference between the DBSs, which in
turn, deteriorates the overall quality of service (QoS). In [23],
the authors proposed a novel solution to handle the resource
allocation and placement of the DBSs for a rectangular area
of interest. However, the work in [23] does not consider the
location of the users and the placement is optimized to avoid
interference between the DBSs. The assumptions of the related
works are summarized in table I.
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TABLE I: Literature review for DBS placement optimization.

Ref. Goal Downlink rate
satisfaction

DBS power
optimization

Interference
management

Heterogeneous
DBSs

Predetermined
number of DBSs

3D
placement

[12]
Optimal flight altitude of a DBS
for a target outage probability
in a Rician fading channel

✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗

[13] Optimal altitude of a single DBS
for maximum coverage area ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗

[14]
Optimal distance between two
interfering DBSs for best coverage
performance

✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓

[15]
Optimal placement of symmetric
DBSs with same altitude and transmit
power to cover a given area

✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✗

[16]
Quantify the impact of the number
and altitude of DBSs on the coverage
probability

✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓

[17]
Optimal placement of a single DBS to
maximize the number of covered
ground users

✗ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓

[18]
Optimal 3D placement and the number
of required DBSs to cover a set of
ground users

✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✓

[19] Optimal positioning of a single DBS
for users’ throughput maximization ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗ ✗

[20] Optima 3D placement and movement
of DBSs for improving QoE ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓

[21] Optimal deployment of a single DBS
to maximize the sum-rate ✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ ✓

[22]
Joint optimization of DBSs’ location
and intercell interference coordination
in LTE-advanced networks

✗ ✗ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

[23]
Joint optimization of DBSs’ location
and transmit power for providing
maximum coverage area

✗ ✓ ✗ ✓ ✗ ✓

This work
3D location optimization of DBSs for minimizing
the total transmit power while satisfying
the downlink rate requirement

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✗ ✓

III. SYSTEM MODEL

Consider a heterogeneous repository of DBSs in which the
DBSs are of various types depending on the range of their
transmit power. For example, smaller drones may not afford
high transmit powers, while larger drones, aerostats, and high
altitude platforms, may support increasingly higher transmit
powers. Let D = {Di}Ni=1 denote the set of N available drones
in the repository while P t

i represents the transmit power of
drone Di. We further assume that P t

i ∈ [Pmin
i , Pmax

i ]. There
are K mobile ground users distributed in a 2D geographical
area with low to medium mobility. Let T = {Tj}Kj=1 be the
set of ground users. Our aim is to allocate available resources,
i.e., the DBSs, to provide wireless coverage for the ground
users with minimal aggregate transmit power. The type and
the number of DBSs to be deployed depends on the number
and the distribution of ground users.

Note that as we seek to optimize the allocation of the
DBSs with minimum aggregate power, and we do not need
to cover a region while there is no user there. As mentioned
previously, one important feature of the DBSs is their ability
to move and adapt their location to best serve the ground
users. In this work, we find the placement of the DBSs for one
snapshot of the users positions. The movement of the DBSs
has been studied in [30], [31] by adopting the optimal transport
theory framework. Moreover, the work in [32] provides a good
summary of the DBS trajectory optimization methods.

We further assume that the DBSs are connected via satellite
links or long-range cellular backhaul links. Fig. 1 show the
system model. In this paper, we consider drones as quasi-
stationary low altitude platform (LAP). Note that although
the LAP is quasi-stationary, the DBSs can hover at different
altitudes to achieve their maximum possible coverage radius
according to their transmit power. Moreover, the DBSs can
reposition themselves to cope with the mobility of the ground
users. In this regard, we seek to optimize the location of the
DBSs in order to provide wireless coverage with minimum
energy consumption using the available drones in the reposi-
tory.

A. Air-to-Ground (AtG) Channel Model

Selecting the proper AtG channel model is the crucial step
in formulating the DBS placement problem. There are many
empirical and analytical studies on AtG channel modeling in
the literature. However, the majority of authors in this field
have adopted the model presented in [24] as an accurate and
convenient representation of AtG channel. A brief discussion
of AtG is outlined in this section.

The radio signal from a LAP base station reaches its
destination in accordance to two main propagation groups.
The first group corresponds to receiving a LoS signal while
the second group corresponds to receiving a strong non-LoS
(NLoS) signal due to reflections and diffractions. These groups
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Fig. 1: A heterogeneous set of DBSs with varying transmit
power and altitude provide service for ground users. The
overlapping areas undergo severe intercell interference on the
downlink.

can be considered separately with different probabilities of
occurrence which depend on the environmental factors such
as the density and height of buildings, and the elevation
angle. In this work, we adopt the model presented in [24]
for characterizing the AtG channels for LAP systems.

The AtG channel is modeled as a Bernoulli random variable
for the LoS and NLoS paths. The corresponding probabilities
of a LoS (ΨLoS) and NLoS (ΨNLoS ) transmission between a
transmitter and a receiver are given by:

ΨLoS =

[
1 + a exp

(
−b
(
180θ

π
− a

))]−1

, (1)

ΨNLoS = 1−ΨLoS, (2)

in which the constant parameters α and β are determined by
the environment, θ = arctan(hr ) is the elevation angle, h is
the altitude of DBS, and r is the radial distance, respectively.

As it is difficult to determine whether a particular channel
is LoS or NLoS, it is customary to consider the spatial
expectation of the pathloss over LoS and NLoS links rather
than the exact values of pathloss. The mean pathloss Γ(dB),
is given by [24]:

Γ(dB) = FSPL + ηLoSΨLoS + ηNLoSΨNLoS, (3)

where ηLoS and ηNLoS denote the excessive pathloss in LoS
and NLoS links while FSPL = 20 log

(
4πfcd

c

)
is the free space

pathloss, in which fc is the carrier frequency, c is the speed
of light, and d =

√
h2 + r2 is the distance between the DBS

and a ground point located at radial distance r.
By substituting ΨLoS and ΨLoS in (3), we can see that Γ is

a function of h and r, implying that the path loss is a function
of the altitude and coverage of the DBS. Indeed, for a given
Γ, the coverage of a DBS is a function of its altitude. The
relationship between Γ, h, and r is captured by the following:

Γ = 20 log(d) +
A

1 + a exp
(
− b(θ − a)

) +B, (4)

in which A = ηLoS − ηNLoS and B = ηNLoS + 20 log
(
4πfc
c

)
.

Fig. 2: Pathloss as a function of DBS flight altitude for two
fixed radial distances on the ground.

B. The Notion of Coverage and its Shape

Having defined the expected pathloss in (3), the received
signal power at a ground receiver located in radial distance ri
from the ground image of the DBS is given by

P r(dB) = P t
i (dB)− Γ(dB). (5)

Definition 1. We define the service threshold in terms of the
minimum allowable received signal power for a successful
transmission. Any point in the area is covered if its received
signal power is greater than a threshold ϵ,

Γ(dB) ≤ P t
i (dB)− ϵ. (6)

Proposition 1. For any given values of transmit power and
flight altitude, the coverage area of a DBS is a circular disk.

Proof. According to (6), for a given transmit power P t
i (dB),

the wireless coverage for a ground point only depends on
the average pathloss Γ(dB) which is experienced in that
point. However, the pathloss Γ(dB) in (4) is a function of
a DBS’s distance to the ground station which is given by
d =

√
h2 + r2, in which h is the altitude of DBS and r

is its the horizontal distance to the user. Hence, for a fixed
hovering altitude h, all the ground users at the radial distance
r experience the same pathloss. It is equivalent to saying that
the locus of the points on the 2D area that experience the same
pathloss is a circle centered at the ground image of the DBS.
Thus, the coverage region of a DBS is a circular disk. ■

As shown in (4), the mean value of pathloss is an mplicit
function of flight altitude. This function is shown in Fig. 2.
As it is seen in this figure, by increasing the altitude of a
drone-BS, the pathloss first decreases and then increases. That
is because in low altitudes the probability of NLoS is much
higher than that of LoS, due to reflections by buildings and
other objects, and the additional loss of a NLoS connection is
higher than a LoS connection, but when the altitude increases
the LoS probability increases as well and in turn path loss
decreases. On the other hand, the pathloss is also dependent
on the distance between the transmitter and the receiver, so
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after a specific height, this factor dominates and as the altitude
increases, the pathloss increases as well. In a nutshell, the
DBSs can be considered as a new tier of access nodes in
cellular communication systems where the desired coverage
area can be attained by changing the transmit power and/or
the flight altitude. Moreover, as shown in Fig. 2, for a fixed
value of radial distance, the pathloss is a unimodal function
of altitude. This observation leads us to find the optimal flight
altitude of a DBS in the next section.

C. Optimal Flight Altitude for a Single DBS

The coverage radius of a DSB with transmit power P t is
defined as the radial distance in which the received signal
power on a ground receiver reaches the threshold ϵ, i.e.,

R = r|Γ=P t−ϵ, (7)

in which R is the coverage radius of the DSB. By substituting
(4) into the definition above, we have,

20 log(d)+
A

1 + a exp
(
− b
[
arctan( h

R )− a
]) +B+ ϵ = P t,

(8)
in which A = ηLoS(dB) − ηNLoS(dB) and B = ηNLoS(dB) +
20 log(4πfcc ). The equation (8) shows that for any given value
of P t, the radius R is an implicit function of h. As shown in
Fig. 2, this function (i.e., f(h, r)|P t=cte = 0) is unimodal. As a
unimodal function, f(h, r)|P t=cte = 0 has only one stationary
point which corresponds to the maximum coverage radius. In
order to find this stationary point, we take the partial derivative
∂r
∂h = 0, which can be expanded to:

h

R
+

9 ln(10)abA exp
(
−b[arctan

(
h
R

)
− a]

)
π
[
a exp

(
−b[arctan

(
h
R

)
− a]

)
+ 1
]2 = 0. (9)

We can find the optimal flight altitude with the correspond-
ing coverage radius by solving the simultaneous equations (8)
and (9). There is no closed-form solution to these simultaneous
equations and we need to resort to numerical methods to find
the optimal values of h and R.

Note that due to the practical limitations on DBS altitude,
we have h ≤ hmax, where hmax is the maximum allowable
flight altitude in the given environment. As it is shown in
Fig. 2, for any given coverage radius, the DBS transmit power
Γ decreases with increasing the altitude of DBS up to some
point, i.e. hopt, and then increases. Thus, considering the
imposed limitation on the DBS flight altitude, the feasible opti-
mal flight altitude which leads to minimal power consumption
for a given coverage radius is equal to ĥopt = min{hopt, hmax}.

IV. PROBLEM FORMULATION

Considering the system model in Fig. 1, we investigate
the joint problem of selection and the 3D placement for a
heterogeneous set of of DBSs to provide wireless coverage
for the ground users. After the locations of all DBSs are
determined, each ground user is associated with the DBS that
has the highest SINR. We consider the transmission between

DBS i and a ground user located at (x, y) coordinates. The
achievable rate for the user is given by:

γi(x, y) = Wi log2

(
1 +

Pi(x, y)/Γi(x, y)

N0 +
∑N

j ̸=i Pj(x, y)/Γj(x, y)

)
,

(10)
where Wi is the transmission bandwidth of DBS i, Pi(x, y)
is the DBS transmit power to the user, Γi(x, y) is the average
path loss between DBS i and the user, and N0 is the noise
power. Clearly, the number of users covered by the DBS
depends on the distribution of users and the location of the
DBS.

The minimum transmit power required to satisfy the rate
requirement β of ground users is given by:

Pi,min(x, y) =
(
2β/Wi − 1

)
Γi(x, y)

(
N0 +

N∑
j ̸=i

Pj(x, y)

Γj(x, y)

)
,

(11)
which is derived using (10) and γ(x, y) > β.

To provide the maximum coverage in a geographical region
which includes a number of ground users with known locations
with the minimum total transmit power, one needs to answer
the following questions:

• How many and which types of the DBSs should be
selected?

• For any subset of the DBSs, what is the optimal place-
ment to achieve minimum aggregate transmit power?

• In case of overlapping coverage areas, how to address the
inter-cell interference?

These questions can be formulated as the following optimiza-
tion problem:

minimize
Ii,(xi,yi,hi)

N∑
i=1

IiP
t
i (xi, yi), (12)

s.t.
Ii ∈ {0, 1}, (13)
γk(x, y) ≥ γ0, (14)
P t
i ≥ Pi,min, (15)

hi ≤ hopt
i , (16)

where N is the total number of available UAVs in the
repository. In addition, Ii is an indicator function which equals
to 1 if DBS Di ∈ D is selected for covering the region
and equals to 0 otherwise. It governs the resource allocation
strategy for a given area of interest. Moreover, γk(x, y) is
the downlink transmission rate of user k at location (x, y) on
the ground which is a function of SINR. Note that a user is
assigned to the nearest UAV as is the case for the terrestrial
networks.

The first constraint in (13) governs the DBS selection
scheme. The second constraint in (14) ensures the quality of
service for the ground users. The third and fourth constraints
in (15) and (16) control the transmit power and flight altitude
of the DBSs. In particular, constraint (16) highlights the fact
that for the flight altitude range hi ≤ hopt

i , the transmit power
is an increasing function of the coverage radius, as discussed
earlier. This constraint restricts the transmit power to be a
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monotonic function of coverage radius and allows a tractable
solution for the optimization problem in (12).

A. Methodology

Due to its non-convexity, non-linear constraints, and the
large number of unknowns, the optimization problem stated
in (12) is very challenging to solve. We divide the optimiza-
tion problem in (12) into two sub-problems and solve them
sequentially to find the best subset of available DBSs along
with their corresponding 3D position.

In the first sub-problem, we neglect the constraints (14) and
(15), i.e., the achievable rate performance, and find a subset of
DBSs to cover the ground users with minimal transmit power.
This problem is similar to the so-called disk covering problem
[33], but with some substantial differences as described in
Section V. Nonetheless, we can employ some ideas from the
disk covering problem to devise a proprietary solution for the
problem in hand.

In the second sub-problem, given the selected DBSs
and their corresponding 3D locations, we introduce a low-
complexity beamforming method to alleviate the co-channel
interference in the overlapping areas between two DBSs where
the impairment caused by the interference is most severe. In
this problem, our goal is to achieve the required transmission
rate at the ground users within the resulting topology from the
first sub-problem.

There exists an interplay between these two problems as
the solution of the first problem impacts the solution of the
second problem and vice-versa. Thus, we propose a recursive
algorithm to solve these two interdependent problems. We also
provide a time complexity analysis of the proposed algorithm
as a measure of its efficiency and scalability.

V. SELECTION AND 3D PLACEMENT OF THE DBSS

In this section, we investigate the joint problem of resource
allocation and optimal placement of a heterogeneous set of
DBSs. Consider K ground terminals T = {Tj}Kj=1 that are
distributed in a two-dimensional area and let (x̃j , ỹj) be the
coordinates of ground terminal Tj . Moreover, let (xi, yi, hi)
denote the three-dimensional location of DBS Di with trans-
mit power P t

i . We need to solve the following optimization
problem,

min
Ii,(xi,yi,hi)

N∑
i=1

IiP
t
i (xi, yi, hi), (17)

s.t.
Ii ∈ {0, 1}, (18)
P r(x̃j , ỹj) ≥ ϵ, ∀Tj ∈ T (19)
hi = min{hiopt , hmax}, (20)
P t
i ∈ [Pimin

, Pimax
], (21)

in which the constraint (18) controls the DBS selection strat-
egy while the constraint (19) guarantees that all the ground
users are covered with at least one DBSs. Recall that the
received power at ground terminal Tj from DBS Di is given
by P r(x̃j , ỹj) = P t

i (xi, yi, hi) − Γ(dij) in which the mean

pathloss Γ(dij) is a function of the distance between Tj and
Di, which is dij =

√
(xi − x̃j)2 + (yi − x̃j)2 + h2

i . Finally,
the constraint in (20) ensures that the DBSs hover at their
optimal altitude and the constraint in (21) limits the transmit
power of the DBSs.

It is worth noting that restricting the DBS flight altitude to
h ∈ (0, hopt], causes the coverage radius R to be an increasing
function of transmit power P t. Therefore, given the fact that
the flight altitude of DBSs is restricted to the range (0, hopt] by
the constraint (20), we can minimize the DBSs’ coverage radii
instead of their transmit power. We will do so by minimizing
the coverage radii of DBSs one at a time, starting from the
largest coverage radius. Consider the following optimization
problem which aims at minimizing the largest coverage radius
of the deployed DBSs:

min
(xi,yi)|Ni=1

max
(x̃j ,ỹj)|Kj=1

min
(xi,yi)|Ni=1

IiDij (22)

s.t.
Ii ∈ {0, 1} (23)

in which Dij =
√
(xi − x̃j)2 + (yi − x̃j)2 is the radial

distance between ground terminal Tj and the image of DBS
Di on the two-dimensional Cartesian plane and the constraint
(23) controls the subset selection of the available DBSs.

The optimization problem in (22) aims at arranging the
M ≤ N coverage disks in the two-dimensional plane such
that: 1) all the ground terminals are covered by at least one
coverage disk; and, 2) the radius of the largest coverage circle
is minimized. Let us assume that K1 < K ground users
are covered by the largest disk. Once the solution to (22) is
found, we can remove the largest coverage disk and all its
encircled ground terminals and solve the smaller version of
the same problem with M − 1 coverage disks and K − K1

ground terminals. This recursive algorithm continues until
there remains only one disk whose optimal placement is
determined for covering the remaining ground terminals with
minimum radius. Next, we propose an efficient algorithm to
solve the optimization problem in (22).

A. Proposed Algorithm

The problem in (22) has an analogy with the so called
planar K-center problem [33]. In the K-center problem, for
a given set of points on a two-dimensional surface, the task is
to arrange a given number of congruent disks, say M disks,
centered at M points from the set, such that all the points on
the surface are covered. The goal is to minimize the radius
of these congruent disks. The problem is known to be NP-
hard [34], and hence, there does not exist a polynomial time
algorithm to solve it optimally. There are many studies in the
literature to tackle the different variants of the K-center prob-
lem, most of which are heavily influenced by the constraint
that disk centers have to be selected from the set of points (e.g.,
the users’ location in our problem) [35]. Nevertheless, the
optimization problem in (22) has some distinctive differences
with the planar K-center problem which mandates devising a
solution tailored to the specific properties of the problem in
hand. First, unlike the original K-center problem, the center of
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the coverage disks can be chosen anywhere in the surface, and
not restricted to some predetermined points. Second, different
from the K-center problem, the number of coverage circles
are not known a priori. Finally, as the coverage radii of the
coverage disks are mere translation of their corresponding
DBS transmit power, there exists a limitation on the maximum
and minimum coverage radii of the coverage disks. In other
words, not all the solution to (22) are feasible and we need to
find a feasible optimal solution.

First let us define some concepts that we will need later.
Let T̃ be a subset of T and let F (T̃ ) be the optimal value
of the objective function (22) with a single coverage disk that
covers all the ground terminals in T̃ . This problem is known
as the planar 1-center problem which is modeled as a linear
programming problem and can be solved in O(n) time [36].
F (T̃ ) is given by:

F (T̃ ) = min
(x,y)

max
(x̃j ,ỹj)∈T̃

√
(x− x̃j)2 + (y − ỹj)2 (24)

In fact, F (T̃ ) is the radius of the smallest disk that covers all
the points in T̃ . Also, let X∗(T̃ ) = (x∗, y∗) be the optimal
point of optimization problem (24). It is shown in [37] that
X∗(T̃ ) is unique for any set of points T̃ .

Next, let φ = {T̃1, T̃2, . . . , T̃M} be a partition of T such that
T̃i
⋂
T̃j = ∅ and

⋃M
i=1 T̃i = T . Also, let Fφ be the optimal

value of the objective function for partition φ which is given
by,

Fφ =
{
F (T̃1), F (T̃2), . . . , F (T̃M )

}
, (25)

which is the set of radii of the smallest disks to cover all the
points of T according to partition φ.

We select M starting points {X [0]
1 , X

[0]
2 , . . . , X

[0]
M } as

the initial centers of the coverage disks where X
[0]
i =

(x
[0]
i , y

[0]
i ). Let k denote the iteration number and suppose

that {X [k]
1 , X

[k]
2 , . . . , X

[k]
M } are found by solving the 1-center

problem [36] for the corresponding subsets in partition φ[k].
A set of ground terminals is assigned to each center such
that each ground terminal is assigned to the closest center.
Consequently, the M centers in iteration k define the following
partitioning:

T̃ [k]
i =

{
Tp

∣∣ √
(x

[k]
i − xTp

)2 + (y
[k]
i − yTp

)2 <√
(x

[k]
j − xTp

)2 + (y
[k]
j − yTp

)2, j = 1, 2, . . . ,M
}
. (26)

Next, we update the centers of the disks according to the
new partitions in (26). The new center for each set is the
solution to the 1-center problem defined by the following set,

X
[k+1]
i =

X∗(T̃ [k]
i ) if T̃ [k]

i ̸= ∅

X
[k]
i if T̃ [k]

i = ∅
. (27)

The algorithm runs until the partitioning does not change, i.e.,
φ[k] = φ[k+1], for some k. Upon convergence, the proposed
algorithm partitions the ground terminal into M subsets and
for each subset it yields the optimal location of the coverage
disk with minimum radius that covers all the ground terminal
in that subset.

Algorithm 1: 3D Placement of DBSs

Data: D = {Di}Ni=1, T = {tj}Kj=1, hmax

Result: {Ii, (xDi
, yDi

, hDi
)}Ni=1

Initialization: Ii ← 0 for i = 1, 2, . . . , N
S ← ∅

1 for M ← 1 to N do
2 crt ← 0

/* Loop counter */

3 Initialize M centers {X [0]
1 , X

[0]
2 , . . . , X

[0]
M }

4 repeat
5 calculate the partition φ[crt] using (26)
6 crt ← crt + 1
7 update the centers using (27)
8 calculate the partition φ[crt+ 1] using (26)
9 until φ[crt] = φ[crt+ 1];

10 for j ← 1 to M do
11 Rj ← F (T̃j)
12 calculate the corresponding P t

j using (8), (9)
13 calculate the corresponding hopt,j using (8), (9)
14 for i← 1 to N do
15 if P t

j ∈ [Pmin
i , Pmax

i ] then
16 Ii ← 1
17 Ri ← Rj

18 hi ← min{hopt,j , h
max}

19 D ← D \Di

20 end
21 end
22 end
23 if

∑N
i=1 Ii = M then

24 S ← S
⋃{

(xi, yi, hi, Ri, P
t
i )
∣∣Ii = 1

}
25 end
26 end
27 return S

Given the coverage radii of the DBSs, their corresponding
transmit power and flight altitude are found by solving (8)
and (9). However, a solution to (17) is feasible only if the
calculated transmit power of all selected DBSs fall within
the allowed range according to the constraint (21). Let S
be the set of all feasible solution defined. Upon finding all
the feasible solutions, we select the one with the minimum
aggregate transmit power as the optimal solution. Algorithm 1
shows the pseudocode of the proposed algorithm.

It is worth noting that some ground terminals may be
covered by more than a single coverage disk, which results in
experiencing strong co-channel interference. Next, we present
a bargaining game formulation to model and alleviate the co-
channel interference for overlapping DBSs.

VI. DOWNLINK BEAMFORMING FOR INTERFERENCE
MANAGEMENT

Enabling airborne adhoc systems to efficiently operate in
the same spectral band is a key challenge for the drone
small cells. Similar to the terrestrial wireless cells, the inter-
cell interference caused by communication in an interference
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channel degrades the quality of received signals on the ground
stations. There are many algorithms and solutions to allevi-
ate the impact of destructive co-channel interference for the
conventional terrestrial networks [38]. However, the difficulty
in the airborne small cell networks stems from the fact that
the DBSs are very battery-limited and thus, implementing the
conventional interference management methods for DBSs is
not a viable option due to overwhelming computational com-
plexity. In this section, we adopt the framework of bargaining
game theory [39] to introduce a simple and low-complexity
beamforming method to address the inter-cell interference.

We consider the scenario whereby M interfering DBSs
are trying to transmit their information in the downlink to
M ground users located in the overlapping region of their
corresponding coverage disks. Assuming that each DBS per-
forms single-stream transmission, and given that all channels
are frequency flat, we have the following complex baseband
symbols ym received by the ground users Tm:

ym = hT
mmwmsm +

M∑
l=1,l ̸=m

hT
lmwlsl + em, (28)

where sm, 1 < m < M is the transmitted symbols from DBS
Dm, hlm represents the K × 1 channel vector between DBS
Dl and user Tm, wm is the k×1 beamforming vector used by
DBS Dm, and nm is the zero mean additive Gaussian noise
with variance σ2. The maximum transmit power per DBS is
normalized to 1 which yields the following power constraint
on each DBS Dm: ∥ wm ∥2≤ 1,∀m ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,M}.

Each DBS Dm seeks to optimize its weight vector wm

in order to maximize the quality of service received by its
corresponding ground user. However, there exists an interplay
between the strategies (i.e., optimizing the weight vectors) of
the DBSs as any selected value of wm impacts the choice
of wl, l ̸= m, and vice versa. Thus, the key question is
whether we can implement some sort of cooperation between
the interfering DBSs to improve their performance? To answer
this question, we first assess the non-cooperative scenario in
which the DBSs act selfishly with no exchange of informa-
tion. We formulate a non-cooperative zero-sum game between
the interfering DBSs for which the Nash equilibrium is the
accepted outcome [40].

A. Nash equilibrium

Consider the non-cooperative downlonk beamforming game
G as the triplet G =

{
M, (Sm)|m∈M, (um)|m∈M

}
where:

• M is the set of players, i.e., the interfering DBSs;
• Sm is the strategy of DBS Dm which is its choice of

weight vector wm such that ∥ wm ∥2≤ 1;
• S−m is the vector of strategies of all DBSs except Dm;

S−m = [S1, . . . , Sm−1, Sm+1, . . . , SM ];

• um : [Sm, S−m] → R is the utility of each DBS Dm

which is the rate it achieves at its correponding ground
user.

For a given tuple of beamforming vectors
(w1, w2, . . . , wM ), the received rate at the ground users
is given by:

Rm = log2

(
1 +

|wT
mhmm|2

σ2 +
∑M

l=1,l ̸=m |wT
l hlm|2

)
. (29)

We define the utilities of the DBSs as

um(Sm, S−m) = Rm(w1, w2, . . . , wM ). (30)

As the utilities depend on the strategies of the competing
players, we have a noncooperative game among the DBSs. In
the absence of coordination among the DBSs, the outcome of
the game will generally be the Nash equilibrium. A vector of
strategies (SNE

1 , SNE
2 , . . . , SNE

M ) is the Nash equilibrium if it
satisfies the following condition:

um(SNE
m , SNE

−m) ≥ um(Sm, SNE
−m), 1 ≤ m ≤M, (31)

which means that no DBS can unilaterally deviate from
its optimal Nash equilibrium strategy without decreasing its
own utility. By substituting (29) and (30) in (31) and by
performing some algebraic manipulations, we can find the
unique equilibrium strategies as,

wNE
m =

h∗
mm

||hmm||
, 1 ≤ m ≤M, (32)

where h∗
ij is the complex conjugate of hij . The equilibrium

strategies in (32) correspond to the maximum-ratio transmis-
sion beamforming. This conclusion is resulted from the fact
that when DBS Dm uses the beamforming vector wNE

m at the
Nash equilibrium, there exists no other vector that can yield a
larger rate while satisfying the power constraint ∥ wm ∥2≤ 1.

B. Bargaining Solution

The Nash strategies in (32) represent the natural outcome
of the considered scenario and it does not necessarily amount
to the optimal beamforming strategies for the DBSs. In fact,
the inefficiency of the Nash equilibrium solution in (32) is
due to the uncoordinated actions of the DBSs. Our goal is
to improve on the Nash strategies by allowing some level of
cooperation among the DBSs. Note that the DBSs are selfish
and try to maximize their own individual rate. Therefore, any
sort of cooperation is feasible only if leads to better utilities,
i.e., downlink transmission rate, for all the involved parties.
We show that by small exchange of information between
the interfering DBSs and without any need for a centralized
controller, they can coordinate their strategies such at all the
involved DBSs benefit from the cooperation.

We define a bargaining game between the interfering DBSs
in which the DBSs need to find a point in the achievable
rate region which yields better individual transmission rate
for all the interfering DBSs compared to the non-cooperative
scenario, i.e., the Nash equilibrium rates. Once they agree on a
point, the beamforming are optimized accordingly. Let’s define
the achievable rate region R as

R = ∪
wi,1≤i≤M,∥wi∥≤1

(R1, R2, . . . , RM ), (33)
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which is a compact set since the set {wi}Mi=1 subject to power
constraint ∥ wi ∥≤ 1 is compact and the mapping from
{wi}Mi=1 to {Ri}Mi=1 is continuous.

The bargaining game between M DBSs with interfering
regions is composed of the following elements:

• The compact and convex set R of all possible utilities
(i.e., transmission rates) of the players (i.e., the DBSs).
Note that the achievable rate region R defined in (33) is
not necessarily a convex set, thus, we consider the convex
hull R of the points in R as the bargaining utility region
R. Formally, R = Conv(R).

• The disagreement point d which is the outcome of the
bargaining game if the players fail to reach an agreement.
Let the disagreement point be the Nash equilibrium rates
that the players achieve in absence of cooperation:

d =
(
R1, R2, . . . , RM

)
|wi=wNE

i ,1≤i≤M

=
(
RNE

1 , RNE
2 , . . . , RNE

M

)
.

(34)

Definition 2. The bargaining solution is a function f(.) that
specifies a unique outcome f(R, d) ∈ R for every bargaining
problem (R, d). Let fi(S, d) represent the component of player
i in the bargaining outcome.

Definition 3. A bargaining solution f(R, d) is Pareto efficient
if there does not exist a point (R1, R2, . . . , RM ) ∈ M such
that R > f(R, d) and Ri > fi(R, d) for some i. Any
reasonable bargaining scheme must choose a Pareto efficient
outcome since, otherwise, there would exist another outcome
which is better off for all the players.

There exist several axiomatic definitions for the solution of
bargaining game, such as the Nash bargaining solution (NBS)
[40] and the Kalai–Smorodinsky bargaining solution (KSBS)
[41]. In this work, we use the KSBS solution concept since
it results in individual fairness which will be explained in the
remainder of this section. In the KSBS formulation, given the
beamforming bargaining problem (R, d), the rate for the DBSs
satisfies the following equation,

R1 −RNE
1

Rmax
1 −RNE

1

= · · · = RM −RNE
M

Rmax
M −RNE

M

, (35)

where RNE
m is the rate of player m at the disagreement

point (i.e, Nash equilibrium), and Rmax
m denotes the maximum

possible rate for player m. For our problem, achieving Rmax
m

corresponds to allowing user m to occupy all available re-
sources, i.e., all the bandwidth in interference channel, and
thus it is easy to determine. Thus, in the Kalai–Smorodinsky
bargaining solution (35), every player gets the same fraction
of its maximum possible rate which makes it an attractive
approach in situations where one wishes to balance individual
fairness with overall system performance. The optimal values
of transmission rate according to KSBS can be found by
solving the following optimization problem

maximize
(w1,w2,...,wM )

r (36)

s.t. r =
Rm

Rmax
m

, i = 1, 2, . . . ,M. (37)

Algorithm 2: Bisection Algorithm for KSBS

Data: Disagreement point: d =
(
RNE

1 , . . . , RNE
M

)
Maximum achievable rates:

(
Rmax

1 , . . . , RNE
M

)
Error threshold: δ

Result: Optimal rate vector:
(
R∗

1, . . . , R
∗
M

)
Initialization: Bl ← 0 and Bu ← 1

1 repeat
2 r ← Bu+Bl

2
3 R1 ← rRmax

1

4 Given R1, compute R2, . . . , RM by (35)
5 if (R1, . . . , RM ) is feasible according to (38) then
6 Bl ← r
7 else
8 Bu ← r
9 end

10 until Bu −Bl ≤ δ;
11 R∗

1 ← rRmax
1

12 for m← 2 to M do
13 R∗

m ← RNE
m +

(
Rmax

m −RNE
m

) R1−RNE
1

Rmax
1 −RNE

1

14 end
15 return

(
R∗

1, . . . , R
∗
M

)

The optimization problem in (36) cannot be solved by
the convex optimization techniques due to the fact that the
additional equality constraints in (36) are not affine with
respect to r and (w1, w2, . . . , wM ). However, inspecting (35)
and (36) reveals that the KSBS corresponds to the intersection
of the rate region boundary and the line segment from the
origin to the point (Rmax

1 , . . . , Rmax
M ). Thus, the optimization

problem (36) can effectively be solved by employing the
bisection method [42]. The goal of the bisection method is
to efficiently search along this line segment until the point of
intersection is found.

Since, 0 ≤ r ≤ 1, we set Bl = 0 and Bu = 1 as the lower
bound and upper bound of r. At each iteration, we bisect the
the interval between Bl and Bu by the midpoint Bl+Bu

2 . Then,
we check the feasibility test

Rm

Rmax
m

> r′, m = 1, · · · ,M, (38)

to determine if the current bisection point r′ = Rm

Rmax
m

cor-
responds to an achievable rate pair for some beamforming
vector. It is worth noting that due to the fact that Rm is strictly
concave with respect to wm, the inequality constraints in (38)
are strictly convex and the test can be performed by standard
numerical methods. Once the feasibility is checked, we update
the search interval as follows. If the point is feasible, Bl is
updated by the current midpoint Bl+Bu

2 , otherwise, the Bu

is replaced with Bl+Bu

2 . This process is repeated until the
difference between the lower bound and the upper bound is
within the error tolerance δ, which requires at most log2(

1
δ )

iterations. The pseudocode for the bisection method is shown
in Table 2.
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TABLE II: Simulation parameters.

Parameter Value Parameter Value
a 9.61 fc 2 GHz
b 0.16 ϵ -60 dBm

ηLoS 1 dB Lx 10 Km
ηNLoS 20 dB Ly 10 Km
K 10 β 1 Mbps
σx 20 N 12
σy 20 hmax 3 Km
ξ 0.05 P t

max {35, 39, 43} dB

VII. SIMULATION RESULTS

For simulations, we consider the drone-based communica-
tions over 2 GHz carrier frequency, i.e., fc = 2 GHz, in an
urban environment with parameters a = 9.61, b = 0.16 [24].
We assume that the minimum allowable received signal power
for a successful transmission is ϵ = −60 dBm. We also
consider a repository of 12 DBSs in which there are three
different types of DBSs with maximum transmit power of 35
dBm, 39 dBm, and 43 dBm, and there are four identical DBSs
of each kind. The goal is to provide wireless coverage for the
ground users that are distributed in a 10 Km × 10 Km area.
The simulation parameters are summarized in Table II.

The ground users are distributed randomly in the area.
We consider the uniform and truncated Gaussian distributions
for users location. Assuming that the x-coordinate and the
y-coordinate are independent random variables, these distri-
butions for a rectangular area with size of Lx × Ly are
respectively given by [43]:

fU(x, y) =
1

LxLy
, (39)

f tG(x, y) =
1

G
exp

(
Lx − µx√

2σx

)2

exp

(
Ly − µy√

2σy

)2

,

(21)

in which G = 2πσxσyerf
(
Lx−µx√

2σx

)
erf
(Ly−µy√

2σy

)
is the normal-

izing constant and erf(z) = 2√
π

∫ z

0
e−t2dt is the Gauss error

function. Moreover, µx, σx, µy , σy are the mean value and
standard deviation in the x and y directions. The truncated
Gaussian distribution is used for modeling a hotspot area in
which the ground users are concentrated around the hotspot
center (µx, µy) and their density decreases as they get further
further away from the center [30].

Fig. 3 illustrates the optimal resource allocation and 3D
placement of the DBSs as well as the user-DBS association for
snapshot of the ground users’ topology. In particular, Fig. 3a
shows the 2D projection of the DBSs and their corresponding
coverage disks. It can be seen that for each coverage disk, there
exists at least two ground users on its boundary. Consequently,
one cannot shrink any of these coverage disks without leaving
some ground user out of the coverage area. In other words,
the DBSs’ coverage radii are minimized while providing the
required service to the ground users. Fig. 3b shows the 3D
location of the DBSs. Given the coverage radius of each DBS,
its flight altitude has been optimized to minimize the required
transmit power. Moreover, it can be seen that only 6 out of the
12 DBSs are deployed in this particular illustrative example.

(a)

(b)

Fig. 3: An illustrative snapshot of the optimal placement of
the DBSs and the user-DBS association: (a) User distribution
and the 2D projection of the DBSs, and (b) the optimal 3D
location of the DBSs and their corresponding coverage disks.
The user are illustrated by red dots and uniformly distributed
in a 10 km × 10 km area.

Deploying more DBSs will unavoidably decrease the power
efficiency by increasing the inter-cell interference.

Fig. 4 shows the average transmit power of the DBSs
as a function of the number of ground users which are
uniformly distributed in a 10 Km × 10 Km area. For a
better comparison, two scenarios are considered, namely, the
heterogeneous network consisting of all 3 different DBSs and
the homogeneous networks consisting of a single type DBS.
In this figure, we can see that as the number of users increases,
the average required transmit power of DBSs increases as
well. However, by increasing the number of users beyond
100, the area becomes more and more saturated and thus,
the optimal location of the DBSs and their transmit power
do not change dramatically which explains the concavity of
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Fig. 4: Total average power consumption versus the number
of ground users for uniform distribution.

Fig. 5: Total average power consumption versus the user
density for the truncated Gaussian distribution.

the transmit power. Moreover, it is seen that as the number of
users increases, the DBSs use their maximum transmit power
to provide the required QoS for the ground users.

Fig. 5 shows the average transmit power of the DBSs
versus the density of the users for the optimal placement
of the DBSs and the Voronoi tessellation. The users are
distributed according to the truncated Gaussian distribution
with the hotspot center being located at the center of area, i.e.,
(µx, µy) = (0, 0). In order to draw a fair comparison, once the
optimal number of DBSs for a given user density is obtained,
the area is divided into equal subareas and a DBS is placed
at the center of each subarea for the Voronoi cell placement.
As we can see, the average transmit power for optimal DBS
placement approach is significantly lower than the Voronoi
case. According to Fig. 5, the Voronoi case is more sensitive
to the users’ density compared to the optimal DBS placement
approach. This is due to the fact that the DBS placement
approach is determined based on the location of the users such

that the transmit power is minimized. However, in the Voronoi
case, location of the DBSs is set without considering the users’
location. As observed in Fig. 5, for the low user density case in
which the users are more spread over the area, the performance
of Voronoi and optimal cell boundaries are close. However,
as the density increases, the proposed optimal case becomes
better but then they get close again. The reason is that, for
highly dense scenarios, the area becomes more saturated and
the users spread over a larger area. Thus, the number of DBSs
and subareas in the Voronoi tessellation increases and power
efficiency for the Voronoi case is improved.

Fig. 6a shows the optimal number of DBSs in order to
satisfy the coverage requirement of the ground users with
minimum average transmit power. In this figure, we can see
that number of DBSs is a monotonically increasing function
of the number of ground users. However, the number of DBSs
does not solely depend on the number of users, it also depends
on how the users are distributed in the area. According to
Fig. 6a, for a large number of users, the required number of
DBSs in a congested hotspot scenario is less than the scenario
in which the users are evenly distributed in a larger area.
However, this result may be misleading at the first glance.
Providing coverage with a smaller number of DBSs is not
necessarily equivalent to having a better power efficiency. In
fact, the optimal number of DBSs and power efficiency are
significantly dependent on the topology of the users. Fig. 6b
shows the the number of DBSs in a homogeneous network
as a function of the number of ground users for a uniform
distribution. Similar to Fig. 6a, we can see that that the number
of DBS is a monotonically increasing function of the number
of ground users. However, as the power capacity of the DBSs
increases, a lower number of DBSs is required to service a
given number of users. This is to the the fact that more transmit
power corresponds to larger coverage disk on the ground.
For instance, according to Fig. 6b, for 140 ground users, the
number of required DBSs with transmit power 43dB, 39dB,
and 35dB are 5, 6, and 7, respectively.

Fig. 7a shows the users’ average received data rate versus
the number of users for two different distribution models.
According to Fig. 7a, the average received data rate for a
given number of users is significantly lower in hotspot areas.
This is in fact due to the severe interference caused by the
neighboring DBSs located in the hotspot area compared to
the more distant and presumably low-interference DBSs when
deployed in a regular area with uniformly distributed users.
Although the latter case requires more DBSs according to 6a,
it is more power efficient and offers a higher data rate for
the ground users. Fig. 7b shows the users’ average received
data rate in a homogeneous network of DBSs. It shows that as
the number of users increases, the average received data rate
decreases. In homogeneous networks, the more transmit power
the DBSs possess, the higher data rate they can provide for
the ground users. However, the higher data rate comes at the
price of higher average transmit power (see Fig. 4), which is in
agreement with our intuition. One interesting feature in Fig. 7b
is the change of its concavity as the number of users increases.
Indeed, by increasing the number of users which demands
for more DBSs, the chance of severe intercell interference
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(a)

(b)

Fig. 6: The number of DBSs vs. the number of ground user: (a)
the deployment of the heterogeneous repository of the DBSs to
provide service for ground users for two different distributions;
and (b) the deployment of identical DBSs (i.e., homogeneous
DBS network) for uniform user distribution.

increases which explains the concavity change in Fig. 7b.

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

This paper provided a new resource allocation and optimal
3D placement method for drone-based wireless networks.
Given a heterogeneous set of DBSs, the proposed method finds
the optimal number of DBSs out of the available resources
and determines their optimal location to satisfy the ground
users’ rate requirement while maintaining the minimal aggre-
gate transmit power. The optimization problem to tackle this
problem is NP-hard and too complex to solve due to the sheer
number of unknowns and the interdependence of optimization
variables. Therefore, the optimization problem is decomposed
into two sub-problems which are solved iteratively. First, ig-
noring the intercell interference between the DBSs, we find the
optimal subset of DBSs along with their optimal 3D location
to cover the ground users based on the received SNR criterion.
Next, a Kalai–Smorodinsky bargaining solution is developed

(a)

(b)

Fig. 7: Average received data rate versus the number of ground
users: (a) the deployment of the heterogeneous repository of
the DBSs to provide service for ground users for two different
distributions; and (b) the deployment of identical DBSs (i.e.,
homogeneous DBS network) for uniform user distribution.

to address the intercell interference between the DBSs in a fair
manner and increase the users’ data rate, which is a function
of SINR. These two sub-problems are solved iteratively until
the algorithm converges to the optimal solution. It is worth
noting that the proposed algorithm requires low to moderate
computational resources and offers a practical solution to
be implemented on the DBSs. The results have shown the
effectiveness of the developed algorithm in satisfying the
users’ data rate while using minimum transmit energy.
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