arXiv:2301.05841v2 [eess.SY] 28 Jan 2023

Distributed Optimal Formation Control for an Uncertain Multiagent System in the Plane

Clinton Enwerem^1 John Baras^1 Danilo Romero^2

Abstract— In this paper, we present a distributed optimal multiagent control scheme for quadrotor formation tracking under localization errors. Our control architecture is based on a leader-follower approach, where a single leader quadrotor tracks a desired trajectory while the followers maintain their relative positions in a triangular formation. We begin by modeling the quadrotors as particles in the YZ-plane evolving under dynamics with uncertain state information. Next, by formulating the formation tracking task as an optimization problem — with a constraint-augmented Lagrangian subject to dynamic constraints — we solve for the control law that leads to an optimal solution in the control and trajectory error costminimizing sense. Results from numerical simulations show that for the planar quadrotor model considered — with uncertainty in sensor measurements modeled as Gaussian noise — the resulting optimal control is able to drive each agent to achieve the desired global objective: leader trajectory tracking with formation maintenance. Finally, we evaluate the performance of the control law using the tracking and formation errors of the multiagent system.

Index Terms— multiagent systems, unmanned aerial vehicles, swarm coordination, formation control, optimal control.

I. INTRODUCTION The task of formation control is central to many problems in multiagent coordination and cooperative control, as it is usually the first problem one typically has to solve to achieve some collective objective with multiple agents. In the standard formation control problem, it is usually of interest to control a group of agents — so that they converge to unique terminal states and with the goal of attaining a desired geometric pattern — to facilitate a specific task. Such a control objective finds direct application in several areas such as reconnaissance, aerial coverage and monitoring, mobile target tracking, and in mobile communication network maintenance, to name a handful. In problems involving formation control, the prevailing assumptions are usually that all the agents have either the same forward velocity [1], [2] or angular velocity [3], and that information about the state of each agent is available to its neighbors. The agents obtain this state information from either a central station broadcasting

1C. Enwerem and J. Baras are with the Department of Electrical & Computer Engineering and the Institute for Systems Research, University of Maryland, College Park, MD 20742, USA.

2D. Romero is with the Department of Electrical & Computer Engineering, University of Maryland, College Park, MD and the University System of Maryland at Southern Maryland, California, MD 20619, USA. Emails: {enwerem, baras, dbromero}@umd.edu

*This work received support in part from the Office of Naval Research (Grant No. N000141712622), the Naval Air Warfare Center Aircraft Division Seed Grant (Grant No. N004212120001), and from a joint award from Microsoft Corporation, 1 Microsoft Way, Redmond, WA 98052, USA and the Maryland Robotics Center, 3156 Brendan Iribe Center, College Park, MD 20742, USA.

to all agents or from a more complex distributed network topology that can be fixed, stochastic, or even have intrinsic dynamics [4].

Conventionally, the formation control problem takes one of two broad forms: group reference formation control and non-group reference formation control [4]. Group-reference formation control, also known as formation tracking, is the case where the agents move in formation while tracking a reference trajectory or group reference. In non-group reference formation control on the other hand, the agents are tasked with maintaining a specific geometric shape without following any trajectory setpoint.

Unsurprisingly, much of the research on formation control is centered around the more challenging problem of formation tracking, and several methods have been proposed (see [5] for a detailed survey on the topic). There is the well-researched leader-follower paradigm where one agent is taken as the leader and the other agents, as followers, that must track the leader’s motion while maintaining some pre-specified distance from themselves and the leader. Defining rules that govern the evolution of these inter-agent distances thus leads to the desired formation, and by varying the rules, a new formation results. Simultaneous tracking under this formation is then achieved by specifying the desired trajectory as the leader’s path setpoint.

To effectively track the leader, follower agents require sufficiently accurate estimates of the leader’s pose in the inertial frame, which can be affected by noisy sensor measurements, exogenous disturbances from the environment, such as wind or downwash from nearby agents — in the case where the agents are aerial vehicles — or even uncertainty in the communication network from delays and packet drops. Thus, it is often the case that the multiagent system (MAS) will fail to track the reference trajectory while keeping formation, or deviate from the desired formation altogether, causing unintended and even unsafe effects [6]. Furthermore, the disturbances themselves may be difficult, computationally expensive, or impossible to estimate, making formation tracking under uncertainty both a safety-critical requirement and a nontrivial problem.

Several studies have approached the formation tracking problem from an optimal control viewpoint. One of the earliest efforts at formulating the tracking with formation maintenance task as an optimal control problem was presented in [7]. Here, using an approach derived from the Riccati equation, the authors designed a distributed optimal formation control law — for multiple UAVs with linear

Fig. 1. Block Diagram of our proposed control architecture.

models — by minimizing a non-quadratic cost function. The optimal control formulation was given here, however, without any consideration to the pairwise distances between agents. Following standard thinking based on Pontryagin’s Minimum Principle (PMP), the authors in [8] presented an optimal formation control approach by minimizing the control energy of the system, with the agents evolving under perfectstate dynamic models. More recently, an identifier-critic-actor reinforcement learning based method was employed in [9] to select the optimal control policy for an MAS comprising agents with unknown and adaptively-identified nonlinear dynamics.

In our work, we study the problem of formation tracking under localization errors where the leader in the MAS is required to track a sinusoidal reference. Simultaneously, the followers are required to keep their assigned planar positions with respect to the leader and themselves as defined by a triangular formation rule. In contrast to the aforementioned research articles, our work focuses on designing optimal formation tracking laws for a specific case where the agents are modeled as quadrotors in the plane under uncertainty (from sensor noise). We also formulate the formation tracking task as a dynamic optimization problem with a constrainedaugmented Lagrangian and solve it using optimization software tools, as opposed to traditional analytical optimal control methods like PMP or the Riccati equation.

A. Contributions Our contributions are as follows:

i. Application of optimal control theory to a uniquelyformulated multiagent formation tracking problem.

ii. Simulative validation of the effectiveness of the optimal control law in both the nominal setting and the case with Gaussian noise in state measurements.

In what follows, we introduce the notation used in this work and discuss the setting under which we study the formation tracking problem (see Section II). Next, in Section III, we provide details about the planar quadrotor model under consideration. Section IV puts forward the optimal control component of our work. Following that, in Section V, we discuss motivations for electing a triangular formation as the reference formation in our work, along with a brief description of the properties of this desired formation. The simulation setup is provided in Section VI, with key simulation results following in Section VII. Finally, we conclude the paper with recommendations for future research in Section VIII.

II. PRELIMINARIES We pose the formation tracking problem, as considered in this article, under the following assumptions:

i. All agents are homogeneous, i.e., they are identical, hence (iii) follows.

ii. All but one (randomly-chosen) agent (the leader) belong to the follower group; information about the leader’s state is available to all the follower agents through a common communication network shared by all agents.

iii. The model of each agent can be approximated by a linear time-invariant continuous-time model. See Section III for a description of the model.

iv. Each agent’s roll angle – and thus, rate – is approximately zero, i.e., the agent moves to its position in the formation by maintaining a near-hover state.

v. Each follower agent is driven independently to execute the local task of keeping its pre-assigned position in the inertial frame and also to simultaneously achieve the collective task of maintaining a desired group formation with the other agents. This assumption implies that there are no adversarial agents within the group.

vi. The uncertainty in the MAS is only due to localization errors from the state estimation module (see Figure 1), hence the agents’ states are perturbed by sensor noise, and are thus taken to be imperfect. Effects from external disturbances such as wind gust and downwash are neglected.

We denote the i^{th} agent as a_i ∈ A, where A is the set of all agents. a_L ∈ A denotes the leader agent, while the follower agents are in the set A \ {a_L}. Additionally, while it is possible to segment A into a finite number of leader-follower subsets (e.g., in the multi-leader case [10]), we have assumed that there is only one leader (see assumption (ii)) and that all other agents are followers within any optimization horizon. A few other assumptions will be introduced in later sections as we specify the notation required for their definition. However, with the above setting, we can now present the formation tracking problem as follows: Given N agents in total, N − 1 followers must keep their positions in the formation while the randomly-selected leader tracks a particular trajectory in space, with possibly inaccurate state information from sensor measurements. Essentially, we require that the group formation be preserved, with the least possible formation error, while the leader agent tracks a specified trajectory.

III. PLANAR QUADROTOR MODEL We model the agents as quadrotors in the plane (see Figure 2), governed by the dynamics of a planar quadrotor linearized at the equilibrium (hover) state:

ÿ_i = −gϕ_i (1a)

z̈_i = −g + u_{1i} m (1b)

ϕ̈_i = u^{2i} I_{xx} , (1c)

where m is the mass of each agent, g is the gravitation constant, and I_{xx} is the x component of the (diagonal) inertia matrix. To simulate sensor noise, we introduce White Gaussian Noise (WGN) terms to the formulation in (1) to get:

ÿ_i = −gϕ_i + w_1 (2a)

z̈_i = −g + u_{1i} m + w_2 (2b)

ϕ̈_i = u^{2i} I_{xx} + w_3, (2c)

We can now write the planar quadrotor model in state-space form as:

ẋ_i = f_i(x_i, u_i, w) = Ax_i + Bu_i + G_cg + Kw. (3)

where A and B are the plant and input matrices of the state-space model with appropriate dimensions, respectively, with det(A) ≠ 0. G_c is the vector [ 0 0 0 0 −1 0 0 ]^T , which accounts for gravity compensation in the z_O-direction. K ∈ R^{6×6} is the noise gain matrix while w ∈ R^6 is the vector [ 0 w1 0 w2 0 w3 ]^T , where each w_j (j = [1, 2, 3]) follows a Gaussian distribution with mean μ ∈ R and standard deviation, σ ∈ R. Table I, partly adapted from [11], lists the discussed parameters for the simulated planar quadrotor.

TABLE I PLANAR QUADROTOR MODEL PARAMETERS

Parameter Value

m [kg] 0.028

I_{xx} [kgm^2 ] 6.4893 · 10^{−6}

[μ σ] [0.0 0.2]

IV. OPTIMAL QUADROTOR FORMATION CONTROL To achieve the formation tracking task as set forth in Section II, we solve the following initial-value, finite-horizon optimal control problem (FHOCP) for the i^{th} agent’s control input, u_i; i = [1, 2, . . . , N], on the interval τ = [0, T ]:

min_{ui} J_i

subject to: ẋ_i(τ) = f_i(x_i(τ), u_i(τ), w) (4a) x_i(0) = x^0_i , (4b) | | | |Γ_i(τ) − Γ_j (τ) | | | |_2 = d^r_{ij} ; i ≠ j (4c)

|u_{1i} | ≤ u_{1max} ; |u_{2i} | ≤ u_{2max} . (4d)

Here, J_i is the objective for the i^{th} agent equal to the total expectation of the trajectory error, control, and Mayer costs defined as:

E [ ∫_T τ =0

L_i(Γ_i[τ], u_i[τ])dτ + h(x_i(T )) ] , (5)

where L_i(x_i[τ], u_i[τ] : R^2 × R^2 → R is the Lagrangian defined as follows (the τ argument has been omitted for brevity):

u^T_i R_iu_i + (Γ_i − Γ_i^r)^T Q_i(Γ_i − Γ_i^r), (6)

and h : R^6 → R is the terminal (Mayer) cost for the i^{th} optimal control problem, given as:

h(x_i(T )) = x_i^T (T )P_ix_i(T ). (7)

In (5), E is the expectation operator — defined in terms of the instantaneous probabilities p(s = s(∗(τ)) — as: E[s(∗)] = ∫_T τ =0 s(∗(τ))p(s)dτ, (8) where ∗ here represents a generic time-dependent argument of s, a generic function. In the preceding equations, we denote the set of admissible control laws or policies as U ⊆ R^2 . T ∈ R is the time horizon for the optimal control problem, and x_i = [ yi ẏi zi żi ϕi^˙ϕi ]^T ∈ R^6 is the state of the i^{th} agent. y_i and z_i are the respective positions of the i^{th} agent along the Y and Z inertial axes, while ϕ_i is its roll angle. The ( ˙ ) variables in x_i represent the corresponding linear (y and z) and roll rates. x_i^r ∈ R^6 is the i^{th} agent’s reference state, u_i = [^{u1}i^{u2}i ] ∈ U is the i^{th} control, with u_{1i} and u_{2i} respectively equal to the effective gravity-opposing force produced by the propellers of the i^{th} agent and the torque about the suppressed inertial X axis. Γ_i is the i^{th} agent’s trajectory equal to the vector [^yi^zi ]^T ∈ R^2 while d^r_{ij} ∈ R_+ is the prescribed inter-agent distance, which can be thought of as representing the limited communication range between agents or as a simple inter-agent proximity

Fig. 2. Planar Quadrotor Model and Coordinate Frames: O is the origin of the inertial frame. A moving body frame, subscripted by B and pictured in blue, is attached to the agent’s center of mass. u_1 and u_2 retain their former definitions.

constraint for collision avoidance. x^0_i is the initial state of the i^{th} agent. P_i ∈ R^{6×6} is the weight matrix of the i^{th} terminal cost, R_i ∈ R^{2×2} is the weight matrix corresponding to the control cost, and Q_i ∈ R^{2×2} is the weight matrix for the cost corresponding to the i^{th} trajectory error (Γ_i − Γ_i^r), with the i^{th} time-varying trajectory Γ_i^r(τ) as reference. P_i and R_i are taken to be positive definite (p.d.) matrices, while Q_i is chosen as follows:

Q_i is { p.d., if a_i = a_L 0 ∈ R^{2×2} , otherwise.

Since the desired position [^yi^zi ] in the Y Z-plane encodes the trajectory of the i^{th} agent, the choice of Lagrangian in (6) – with Q_i as defined – ensures that the leader tracks a specific trajectory determined by a high-level trajectory planner (see Figure 1), while the other agents maintain their position in the formation. We define this desired formation by specifying rules that guide the inter-agent distances between the leader and follower agents and between the follower agents themselves (see Section V). We also set an upper bound on the magnitude of the control signals for each agent (u_{1max} and u_{2max} ), which is standard in practice. f_i : R^6 × R^2 → R^6 is the continuous linear time-variant statespace model describing the i^{th} agent, presented in Section III.

With the model in (3), we rewrite the optimal control problem (4) in a more compact fashion as:

min_{ui} J_i + λ_i · (d^r_{ij} − | | | |Γ_i(t) − Γ_j (t) | | | |_2)

subject to: ẋ_i(τ) = f_i(x_i(τ), u_i(τ), w) (9a) x_i(0) = x^0_i (9b) |u_{1i} | ≤ u_{1max} ; |u_{2i} | ≤ u_{2max} , (9c)

where we have introduced the inter-agent distance constraint as a penalty term in J_i. The objective function in (9) is the i^{th} augmented Lagrangian. λ_i is a non-negative real term that specifies whether the inter-agent distance constraint is taken into account in the i^{th} optimal control problem, and to what degree if so. Thus, we set the value for λ_i as follows:

λ_i = { 0, if a_i = a_L β > 0, otherwise.

With this problem formulation and choice of λ_i, only the leader tracks the desired trajectory, while the follower agents simply keep their respective positions in the formation as determined by the triangular formation rule and corresponding inter-agent distances.

V. FORMATION SPECIFICATION In addition to tight trajectory tracking, we require the MAS to maintain a triangular formation. We elect this formation because it is geometrically well suited to the leader-follower concept and also ensures that the followers are uniformly distributed spatially on a line segment behind the leader. This pattern has been shown to be locally asymptotically stable under the assumption that the formation is infinitesimally rigid [12].

To this end, we require that the formation be rigid, and translation and rotation invariant, i.e., that: | | | |Γ_i − Γ_j | | | |_2 = d^r_{ij} ∀ i, j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}; i ≠ j, (10) and that there exists a ξ_i ∈ R^2 for the i^{th} agent such that: R^θ τ^d 0 1 · ξ^i 1 = Γ^i 1 , (11)

respectively, for some homogeneous transformation in SE(3) comprising a fixed rotation about the X axis by θ ∈ R – encoded by the rotation matrix R_θ ∈ SO(2) – and a fixed translation by τ_d ∈ R^2 . Figure 3 depicts three agents in triangular leader-follower formation with the desired interagent distances labeled.

Fig. 3. Three agents in the plane assuming a triangular leader-follower formation. d^r_{Lf} and d^r_{f f} are the desired leader-follower and followerfollower distances, respectively.

VI. SIMULATION STUDIES For simulation, we solve (4) using the Ipopt Python optimization package [13], with the problem setup parameters outlined in Table II. 1_n is the n × n identity matrix. In our problem setup, we also assume that the dynamics of each agent is propagated forward in time.

TABLE II FHOCP SETUP PARAMETERS

Parameter u_{1max} u_{2max} P_i, K_i Q_i, R_i d^r_{Lf} d^r_{f f} β T

[N] [N-m] [m] [m]

Value 1.2mg^{Ixxπ}_{10} 1_6 1_2 0.5 0.5 1 10

VII. RESULTS & ANALYSIS A. Trajectory Tracking Figures 4 and 5 show the optimal state variables and control inputs, respectively, for the leader agent. As expected, the optimal ϕ and u_2 values over the time horizon are approximately zero implying near hover state. Concerning tracking performance, we can see from Figure 7a that the optimal trajectory closely tracks the desired sinusoidal reference trajectory. As expected, in the case with no measurement noise, a much better tracking performance is recorded – near zero trajectory error and hence, tight trajectory tracking (Figure 6). For a numerical comparison, Table III presents root-mean-square error (RMSE) values for the leader agent’s trajectory error, along with those for the error between the desired and actual inter-agent distances for both follower agents (abbreviated as f_1 and f_2).

Fig. 4. Time evolution of the optimal configuration for the leader agent (model with w).

B. Triangular Formation Maintenance Results that portray the inter-agent distance maintenance results are presented in Figure 7b and Table III, from where we observe that, over the time horizon, the triangular formation is maintained as the leader closely tracks the desired trajectory. Upon the introduction of the WGN term, a comparable performance is recorded, with only slight deviations from the trajectory reference and inter-agent distance constraints — evidenced also by the low RMSE values obtained for all three agents. A sample simulation video (showing the

Fig. 5. Optimal control inputs for the leader agent.

Fig. 6. Leader trajectory error.

formation tracking performance) is available at the following link: https://youtu.be/aJJXmN3UJoQ.

TABLE III RMSE VALUES FOR THE LEADER AND FOLLOWER AGENTS

Agent

RMSE

Nominal Model Model with w

Leader 1.18×10^{−7} 0.0836

f_1 1.34×10^{−12} 1.4×10^{−9}

f_2 2.6×10^{−9} 1.3×10^{−9}

VIII. CONCLUSION & FUTURE WORK This paper presented results from formation tracking experiments for a special class of multiagent systems: quadrotors in the plane, restricted to states near the equilibrium. We showed that for the studied model, an overall acceptable tracking performance was recorded for the MAS, even with simulated white Gaussian noise in the model. In future work, we will apply similar ideas to the case where the agents’ states evolve in space under the standard nonlinear quadrotor model. Another promising direction would be to study how the performance of the optimal control scheme is affected by scaling the number of agents.

(a) (b)

Fig. 7. (a) Optimal leader agent trajectory with a sinusoidal reference (for both model cases) and (b) A snapshot demonstrating the planar formation tracking performance for the model with w (over T ).

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS The authors gratefully acknowledge Microsoft Corporation and the Maryland Robotics Center for their kind financial support.

REFERENCES

[1] L. Ma and N. Hovakimyan, “Cooperative Target Tracking with Time- Varying Formation Radius,” in 2015 European Control Conference (ECC), pp. 1699–1704, July 2015.

[2] J. A. Marshall, M. E. Broucke, and B. A. Francis, “Formations of vehicles in cyclic pursuit,” IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control, vol. 49, pp. 1963–1974, 2004.

[3] L. Briñón Arranz, A. Seuret, and C. Canudas de Wit, “Contraction control of a fleet circular formation of AUVs under limited communication range,” in Proceedings of the 2010 American Control Conference, pp. 5991–5996, June 2010.

[4] Y. Cao, W. Yu, W. Ren, and G. Chen, “An Overview of Recent Progress in the Study of Distributed Multi-Agent Coordination,” IEEE Transactions on Industrial Informatics, vol. 9, pp. 427–438, Feb. 2013.

[5] K.-K. Oh, M.-C. Park, and H.-S. Ahn, “A survey of multi-agent formation control,” Automatica, vol. 53, pp. 424–440, Mar. 2015.

[6] T. Liu, M. de Queiroz, P. Zhang, and M. Khaledyan, “Further results on the distance and area control of planar formations,” International Journal of Control, vol. 94, pp. 767–783, Mar. 2021. Publisher: Taylor & Francis eprint: https://doi.org/10.1080/00207179.2019.1616824.

[7] J. Wang and M. Xin, “Integrated Optimal Formation Control of Multiple Unmanned Aerial Vehicles,” IEEE Transactions on Control Systems Technology, vol. 21, pp. 1731–1744, Sept. 2013.

[8] Y. Liu and Z. Geng, “Finite-time formation control for linear multiagent systems: A motion planning approach,” Systems & Control Letters, vol. 85, pp. 54–60, Nov. 2015.

[9] G. Wen, C. L. P. Chen, and B. Li, “Optimized Formation Control Using Simplified Reinforcement Learning for a Class of Multiagent Systems With Unknown Dynamics,” IEEE Transactions on Industrial Electronics, vol. 67, pp. 7879–7888, Sept. 2020.

[10] N. Sorensen and W. Ren, “A Unified Formation Control Scheme with

a Single or Multiple Leaders,” in 2007 American Control Conference, pp. 5412–5418, July 2007. ISSN: 2378-5861.

[11] J. Förster, “System Identification of the Crazyflie 2.0 Nano Quadrocopter,” bachelor’s thesis, ETH Zurich, Aug. 2015.

[12] K.-K. Oh and H.-S. Ahn, “Formation control of mobile agents based on inter-agent distance dynamics,” Automatica, vol. 47, pp. 2306– 2312, Oct. 2011.

[13] A. Wächter and L. T. Biegler, “On the implementation of an interiorpoint filter line-search algorithm for large-scale nonlinear programming,” Mathematical Programming, vol. 106, pp. 25–57, Mar. 2006.