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Abstract

Unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) swarm control has applications including target tracking,
surveillance, terrain mapping, and precision agriculture. Decentralized control methods are
particularly useful when the swarm is large, as centralized methods (a single command cen-
ter/computer controlling the UAVs) suffer from exponential computational complexity, i.e., the
computing time to obtain the optimal control for the UAVs grow exponentially with the number
of UAVs in the swarm in centralized approaches. Although many centralized control methods
exist, literature lacks decentralized control frameworks with broad applicability. To address this
knowledge gap, we present a novel decentralized UAV swarm control strategy using a decision-
theoretic framework called decentralized Markov decision process (Dec-MDP). We build these
control strategies in the context of two case studies: a) swarm formation control problem; b)
swarm control for multitarget tracking. As most decision theoretic formulations suffer from
the curse of dimensionality, we adapt an approximate dynamic programming method called
nominal belief-state optimization (NBO) to solve the decentralized control problems approxi-
mately in both the case studies. In the formation control case study, the objective is to drive the
swarm from a geographical region to another geographical region where the swarm must form
a certain geometrical shape (e.g., selected location on the surface of a sphere). The motivation
for studying such problems comes from data fusion applications with UAV swarms where the
fusion performance depends on the strategic relative separation of the UAVs from each other.
In the target tracking case study, the objective is the control the motion of the UAVs in a de-
centralized manner while maximizing the overall target tracking performance. Motivation for
this case study comes from the surveillance applications using UAV swarms.

Furthermore, we develop an average consensus-based decentralized data fusion approach
for using data generated by the UAVs in the context of target tracking applications. In central-
ized control setting, often we use Bayesian-based data fusion strategies. There is no consensus
in the literature on what data fusion strategy works best in decentralized control problems. To
address this knowledge gap to an extent, we extend the average consensus algorithm to fuse the
local state estimate information with that of the neighbors when the UAVs pass information for
data fusion while optimizing the controls in the decentralized setting. We test the performance
of our consensus-based data fusion approach in various UAV swarm network configurations
and assess its performance against standard Bayesian data fusion approaches.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) swarm formation has applications in many areas of research

such as infrastructure inspection [1] and surveillance [2], target tracking [3], and precision

agriculture. UAV swarm formation and information passing for data fusion within the swarm

requires control and optimization strategies that can be implemented in near real-time. Many

centralized control [4–8] strategies exist, albeit suffer from exponential computational com-

plexities. To address this challenge, we develop decentralized control and study data fusion

methods using a decision theoretic framework called decentralized Markov decision process

(Dec-MDP). We will develop these methods in two case studies: a) decentralized formation

control [3, 6, 9] of a UAV swarm; b) UAV motion control for multitarget tracking [10–15]. In

the first case study, the primary objective is to drive the swarm fly and hover in a certain geo-

graphical region while forming a certain geometrical shape. The formation shape of a swarm

can be useful in many ways. The motivation for studying such problems comes from data

fusion applications with UAV swarms where the fusion performance depends on the strategic

relative separation of the UAVs from each other. In the target tracking case study, the objective

is the control the motion of the UAVs in a decentralized manner while maximizing the overall

target tracking performance. Motivation for this case study comes from the surveillance appli-

cations of UAV swarms. We develop our control and data fusion strategies in two-dimensional

(2D) simulation scenarios in this study, which can be easily extended to 3D.

Formation control is one of the most actively studied topics in multi-agent systems and

swarm intelligence. Different formation control settings have been studied in the past: ground

vehicles [16–18], unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) [19,20], surface and underwater autonomous

vehicles (AUVs) [21, 22]. Regardless of settings, there are many different methodologies de-

veloped by the researchers to tackle formation control problem, e.g., behavior-based, virtual
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structure, and leader following. The authors of [23, 24] developed behavior-based approach

where they described desired behavior for each robot, e.g., collision avoidance, formation keep-

ing, and target seeking. The control commands for the robot is determined by weighing the

relative importance of each behavior. The virtual structure approach [25, 26] takes a physical

object shape as a reference and mimics the formation of that shape. The robots are required

to communicate with each other in order to achieve a formation in this approach which re-

quires significant communication costs (e.g., bandwidth). The leader following approach [16]

requires a robot, assigned as a leader, moves according to a predetermined trajectory. The

other robots, the followers, are designed to follow the leader maintaining a desired distance

and orientation with respect to the leader. The main drawback of this approach is that the fol-

lowers are dependent on the leader to achieve the goal (formation). The system may collapse if

the leader fails when possibly the leader runs short on power or when the communications link

fails. Considering the aforementioned limitations of formation control, which specifically stem

from centralized approaches, we develop a decentralized Markov decision process (Dec-MDP)

based formation control approach for a UAV swarm. Our decentralized control strategies are

robust to failures of individual UAVs in the swarm and also robust to communications link

failures.

Centralized control strategies for UAV swarm control are well studied [4–6, 8, 27]. For

instance, the authors of [4, 11] developed UAV control strategies for target tracking in a cen-

tralized setting. In centralized systems like these, typically, there exists a notional fusion center

(a computing node) that collects and fuses the sensor measurements (e.g., using Bayes’ the-

orem) from all the UAVs and runs a tracking algorithm (e.g., Kalman filter) to maintain and

update the estimate of the state of the system. More importantly, the fusion center computes

the combined optimal control commands for all the UAVs to maximize the system perfor-

mance. For instance, the authors of [7] used the notion of fusion center to control fixed-wing

UAVs for multitarget tracking while accounting for collision avoidance and wind disturbance

on UAVs. Although, these centralized control and fusion strategies are easy to implement, they



3

are computationally expensive especially if the swarm is large. Specifically, the computational

complexity increases exponentially with the number of UAVs in the swarm.

To tackle these challenges, a few studies in the literature developed decentralized control

strategies [27–30]. The authors of [27] used the decentralized partially observable Markov de-

cision process (Dec-POMDP) to formulate and solve a target tracking problem with a swarm of

decentralized UAVs. As solving decentralized POMDP is very hard (as is the case with solving

any decision-theoretic methods), the authors introduced an approximate dynamic programming

method called nominal belief-state optimization (NBO) to solve the control problem. The au-

thors in [9] developed a UAV formation control approach using decentralized Model Predictive

Control (MPC). In their work, the UAVs were able to avoid collisions with multiple obstacles

in a decentralized manner. They used figure of eight as reference trajectory; their results show

that the UAVs were able to avoid collision with obstacles and among themselves. Several re-

cent papers describe formation control of different geometric shapes, e.g., multi-agent circular

shape with a leader [6]. The authors of [6] propose centralized formation control, which is not

suitable for swarm control when the number of UAVs in the swarm is large. Although decen-

tralized control methods exist in the literature, our method is novel in the sense that each UAV

in the swarm optimizes its own control commands and its nearest neighbor’s controls over

time. Then, each UAV implements its own optimized controls, and discards the neighbor’s

controls. We anticipate, from this decentralized control optimization approach, a global coop-

erative behavior among the UAVs emerges mimicking a centralized control approach. The au-

thors of [31] demonstrated a successful use of a distributed UAV control framework for wildfire

monitoring while avoiding in-flight collisions. The authors of [32] introduced path tracking and

desired formation for networked mobile vehicles using non-linear control theory to maintain

the formation in the network. They have showed that path tracking error of each vehicle is re-

duced to zero and formation is achieved asymptotically. As centralized control strategies suffer

from exponential computational complexity and high memory usage, the decentralized control

methods are being actively pursued in the context of swarm control, especially when the size
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of the swarm is large. A survey of these decentralized control strategies can be found in [30].

With this motivation, we adapt a decision theoretic framework called decentralized Markov

decision process (Dec-MDP) to solve our UAV swarm control problems. As Dec-MDPs suffer

from the curse of dimensionality, we extend a fast heuristic approach called nominal belief-

state optimization (NBO) [7,33] to solve the Dec-MDP problem to obtain suboptimal but near

real-time solutions for UAV swarm control.

In decentralized swarm systems, information fusion is as important as the control strategies.

Since there is no central fusion center in decentralized systems, there is a need for methods that

allows the agents/sensors to cooperatively share information among themselves and perform

information fusion locally. To this end, we evaluate the performance of an average consen-

sus algorithm for multisensor fusion for a target tracking application. Multisensor data fusion

has been widely studied [34–36] in the context of applications including surveillance, remote

sensing, and guidance and control of autonomous vehicles. A commonly used stochastic sig-

nal processing method Kalman filter [37] allows multisensor data fusion for linear systems,

where the process and measurement noise are modeled by zero-mean Gaussian distributions.

The Kalman filter based multisensor fusion requires prior knowledge of the cross covariance

of estimate errors. In this study, we will perform a comparative study to compare the per-

formance of consensus-based information fusion against Kalman filter-based data fusion for a

dencentralized network of sensors in a target tracking context.

The authors of [38, 39] developed distributed fusion algorithms to estimate the state of in-

terest effectively. In distributed fusion approach, each sensor has its own local information and

combine with other sensors of the same network to update its local information. The authors

of [40] developed a novel consensus approach called Gaussian Mixture-Cardinalized Probabil-

ity Hypothesis Density (GM-CPHD) filter for multitarget tracking application. Despite many

distributed fusion approaches, some consensus approaches [41–45] are very successful in ho-

mogeneous data fusion due to the scalability requirement, the lack of a fusion center, and

limited knowledge of the whole sensor network (more details in [46]). The authors of [46]
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surveyed both classical approaches and recent advances in multi-sensor data fusion for sen-

sor networks. The authors of [47] reviewed the key theories and methodologies of distributed

multi-sensor data fusion and discussed their advantages including graceful degradation, scala-

bility, and interchangeability. Average consensus was studied previously in distributed comput-

ing [48] and for achieving consensus among agent values (a real number possibly representing

its opinion or state). In [49], a distributed consensus algorithm was developed for obtaining

the averages of the node values over networks with large volume of data. The authors of [50]

proposed an asynchronous distributed average consensus algorithm to guarantee information-

theoretic privacy in multi-agent systems. In [51], the authors provide a theoretical framework

for analysis of consensus algorithms for multi-agent networked systems. In [52], the authors

developed a distributed consensus tracking filter to solve the target tracking problem. The au-

thors in [45] discussed algorithms for solving decentralized consensus optimization problems.

None of the existing studies used average consensus algorithm for decentralized sensor data

fusion for target tracking applications. Our study fills this knowledge gap.

In Chapter 2, we develop a novel decentralized UAV swarm formation control approach

using Dec-MDP formation. In this problem, the goal is to optimize the UAV control decisions

(e.g., bank angle and forward acceleration) in a decentralized manner such that the swarm

forms a certain geometrical shape while avoiding collisions. We use dynamic programming

principles to solve the decentralized swarm motion control problem. As most dynamic pro-

gramming problems suffer from the curse of dimensionality, we adapt a fast heuristic approach

called nominal belief-state optimization (NBO) to solve the formation control problem approx-

imately. We perform simulation studies to validate our control algorithms and compare their

performance with centralized approaches for bench-marking the performance.

In Chapter 3, we use decentralized Markov decision process (Dec-MDP) to solve UAV

swarm control problem for multitarget tracking. We extend the above-mentioned ADP scheme

NBO to this case study as well. We compare the performance (average target tracking error

and average computation time) of our decentralized approaches to a centralized approach.
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In Chapter 4, we develop a novel data fusion strategy for fusing information among a

sensor network in a decentralized setting. These data fusion strategies can be easily extended

to applications such as UAV networks or autonomous car networks. Specifically, we extend

the average consensus algorithm to perform decentralized data fusion while tracking a moving

target via a sensor network. The sensor network is modeled by an undirected graph, which

is assumed to be non-time varying. Each sensor generates a noisy measurement of the target

state. The presence of an edge between the nodes or sensors means that the sensors are allowed

to exchange information/messages for data fusion. In this study, we assume that each sensor

maintains a local tracker (or tracking algorithm, e.g., Kalman filter), which updates its local

target state estimate using the locally generated sensor measurements and the information it

receives from its neighbors. We measure the performance of the above consensus algorithm

using the performance metric average target tracking error - the mean-squared error between

the target state (ground truth) and the estimate. For bench-marking, we also implement the

standard Bayesian data fusion approach and compare the performance of our approach with

the Bayesian approach.

1.1 Key Contributions

• We formulate the UAV swarm formation control problem as a decentralized Markov

decision process (Dec-MDP).

• We extend an approximate dynamic programming method called nominal belief-state

optimization (NBO) to solve the formation control problem.

• We perform simulation studies to validate the swarm formation control algorithms de-

veloped here.

• We perform numerical studies to quantify the impact of neighborhood threshold on av-

erage computation time and average pairwise distance.
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• One of the key contributions of this thesis is to induce cooperative behavior among the

UAVs in the swarm as explained below:

– Each UAV i optimizes the control vector [aik, a
nn
k ] at time k, where aik is the control

vector for UAV i, and annk is the control vector for its nearest neighbor.

– Next, UAV i discards the optimized controls for its neighbor and implements just

its own controls aik.

– Each UAV in the system implements the above approach.

• We extend the average consensus algorithm [49] to track a moving target via a decentral-

ized network of sensors. We compare the performance of this method against a standard

benchmark method - decentralized Bayesian data fusion approach [47].

• We perform a numerical study to quantify the impact of various sensor network configu-

rations (e.g., varying degrees of the nodes) on the performance of the average consensus

algorithm.
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Chapter 2

Decentralized Formation Shape Control of UAV Swarm

2.1 Introduction

Unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) swarm formation control has applications in various fields

such as infrastructure inspection [1] and surveillance [2, 53], target tracking [3], and precision

agriculture. The main objective in these application scenarios is to let the UAVs fly or hover

in a certain geometrical formation, e.g., hover at locations lying on the surface of a sphere

in a certain geographical region. There are methods existing in the literature to control UAV

swarms using centralized methods [11], where there is a command center (centralized system)

computing optimal motion commands for the UAVs. Centralized methods are comparatively

easy to develop and implement, but when the swarm is large, the computational complexity

for evaluating optimal motion commands is extremely high. This is because the computational

complexity in optimizing the UAV motion commands grows exponentially with the number of

UAVs in the system. We present a novel decentralized UAV swarm formation control approach.

The word swarm throughout this study refers to a collections of UAVs. Each UAV makes

decisions on its local kinematic controls, i.e., bank angle and forward acceleration. All UAVs

in the system are aware of the global objective, which is arriving at a position on a given

geometrical surface in a geographical region. We call the geometrical region in which UAVs

are supposed to arrive as formation shape. Although these formation shapes could be three

dimensional, we develop our control strategies in the context of 2-D formation shapes for ease

of implementation and to emphasize control strategies. The objective is to drive the swarm to

the desired formation shape in the shortest time possible while avoiding collisions among the

UAVs.

We pose this control problem as a decentralized Markov decision process (Dec-MDP) and

use a dynamic programming approach to solve the control problem. As dynamic programming
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problems suffer from the curse of dimensionality, we adapt a fast heuristic approach called

nominal belief-state optimization (NBO) to solve the formation control problem approximately.

The remaining parts of this Chapter are organized as follows. Section 2.2 provides the

problem specification. We formulate the problem using decentralized Markov decision pro-

cess in Section 2.3 followed by the discussion on the NBO approach in Section 2.4. UAV

motion model and kinematic equations are provided in Section 2.5. In Section 2.6, we discuss

simulation results to evaluate the performance of our method.

2.2 Problem Specification

Unmanned aerial vehicles: We assume UAV motion dynamics as described in [7], where

the motion controls are forward acceleration and bank angle. UAVs are allowed to hover at

any location, i.e., the minimum speed limit on the UAVs is zero.

Communications and Sensing: We assume that UAVs are equipped with sensing systems

and wireless transceivers using which each UAV learns the exact location and the velocity of

the nearest neighboring UAV. Our decentralized method requires only the state of the nearest

neighbor to optimize the control commands of the local UAV.

Objective: The goal is to control the swarm (optimizing control commands) in a decen-

tralized manner such that the swarm arrives on a certain known geometrical surface in a certain

region in the shortest time possible. The UAVs must complete this objective while avoiding

collisions.

2.3 Problem Formulation

We formulate the swarm formation control problem as a decentralized Markov decision process

(Dec-MDP). Dec-MDP is a mathematical formulation useful for modeling control problems for

decentralized decision making. This formulation has the following advantages: 1) allows us

to efficiently utilize the computing resources on-board all the UAVs, 2) requires less computa-

tional time compared to centralized approaches, 3) as UAVs are decentralized, point of failure

of the entire mission is minimal, 4) decentralized approach provides robustness to addition or
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deletion of UAVs to the swarm, 5) UAVs do not need to rely on a central command center for

evaluating optimal control commands. With Dec-MDP formulation, we can achieve the above

features in our swarm control method. We define the key components of Dec-MDP as follows.

Here, k represents the discrete-time index.

2.3.1 Dec-MDP Ingredients

Agents/UAVs: We assume there are N UAVs in our system. The set of UAVs is given

by I = {1, ...., N}. Traditionally, this component is referred to as set of agents or set of

independent decision makers. Here, an agent is a UAV.

States: The state of the system sk includes the locations and velocities of all the UAVs in

the system.

Actions: The actions are the controllable aspects of the system. We define action vector

ak = (a1k, . . . , a
N
k ), where aik represents the action vector at UAV i, which includes the forward

acceleration and the bank angle for the UAV.

State Transition Law: State transition law describes how the state evolves over time.

Specifically, the transition law is a conditional probability distribution of the next state given

the current state and the current control actions (assuming Markovian property holds). The

transition law is given by sk+1 ∼ pk(·|sk, ak), where pk is the conditional probability distri-

bution. Since the state of the system only includes the states of the UAVs, the state transition

law is completely determined by the kinematic equations of the UAVs (discussed in the next

section). In other words, the transition law is given by sik+1 = ψ(sik, a
i
k) + wik, i = 1, . . . , N ,

where sik represents the state of the ith UAV and aik indicates the local kinematic controls (for-

ward acceleration and bank angle) of ith UAV, ψ represents the kinematic motion model as

discussed in Section 2.5, and wik represents noise, which is modeled as a zero-mean Gaussian

random variable.

Cost Function: The cost function C(sk, ak) deals with cost of being in a given state sk and

performing actions ak. Here, sk represents the global state, i.e., the state of all the UAVs in

the system. Since the problem is decentralized, each UAV only has access to its local state and
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the state of the nearest neighboring UAV. Let bik = (sik, s
nn
k ) represent that local system state at

UAV i, where snnk is the state of the nearest neighboring UAV, and nn ∈ I\{i}.

Let di is the destination location UAV i must reach, and dcoll,thresh is the distance between

the UAVs below which the UAVs are considered to be at the risk of collision. We now define

the local cost function for UAV i as follows:

c(bik, a
i
k, a

nn
k ) = w1

[
dist(si,posk , di) + dist(snn,posk , dnn)

]
+ w2

[
dist(sik, s

nn
k )−1I(dist

(
sik, s

nn
k ) < dcoll,thresh

)] (2.1)

where si,posk represents the location of the ith UAV, w1 and w2 are weighting parameters,

dist(a, b) represents the distance between locations a and b, and I(a) is the indicator function,

i.e., I(a) = 1 if the argument a is true and 0 otherwise.

By minimizing the above cost function, each UAV optimizes its own control commands

and that of its neighbor, but only implement its own local control commands and discards the

commands optimizes for its neighbor. The first part of the cost function lets the UAV reach its

destination, while the second part minimizes the risk of collisions between UAVs.

The Dec-MDP starts at an initial random state s0 and the state of the system evolves ac-

cording to the state-transition law and the control commands applied at each UAV. The overall

objective is to optimize the control commands at each UAV i such that the expected cumulative

local cost over a horizon H (shown below) is minimized.

min
{aik,a

nn
k },k=0,...,H−1

E

[
H−1∑
k=0

c(bik, a
i
k, a

nn
k )

∣∣∣∣∣bi0
]

(2.2)

where bi0 is the initial local state at UAV i, and the expectation E[·] is over the stochastic

evolution of the local state over time (due to the random variables present in the UAV kinematic

equations).

2.4 NBO Approach to Solve Dec-MDP

It is well know in the literature that solving Equation 2.2 exactly is computationally prohibitive

and not practical. For this reason, we extend a heuristic approach called nominal belief-state
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optimization (NBO) [7]. As discussed in the previous section, we let a UAV optimize its own

and its nearest neighbor’s kinematic controls over the time horizonH . Once the UAV calculates

local controls for itself and its neighbors, the UAV implement its own controls and discards its

neighbors controls at each time step. Since obtaining the expectation in Equation 2.2 exactly

is not tractable, the NBO approach approximates this expectation by assuming that all the

future random variables (over which the expectation is supposed to be evaluated) assume the

nominal values, i.e., the mean values. Since we model the above-mentioned random variable

as zero-mean Gaussian, the nominal values are simply zeros. In summary, the NBO approach

approximates the cumulative cost function in Equation 2.2 by replacing the expectation with

the random trajectory of the states over time by a sequence of states obtained by replacing

future random variables with zeros.

In the NBO method, the objective function at agent i is approximated as follows:

J(bi0) ≈
H−1∑
k=0

c(b̂ik, a
i
k, a

nn
k ),

where b̂i1, b̂
i
2, . . . , b̂

i
H−1 is a nominal local state sequence.

2.5 UAV Motion Model

The state of the ith UAV at time k is given by sik = (pik, q
i
k, V

i
k , θ

i
k) , where (pik, q

i
k) represents

the position coordinates, V i
k represents the speed, and θik represents the heading angle. The

kinematic control action for UAV i is given by aik = (f ik, φ
i
k), where f ik is the forward acceler-

ation and φik is the bank angle of the UAV. The kinematic equations of the UAV motion [7] are

as follows:

V i
k+1 =

[
V i
k + f ikT

]Vmax

Vmin
+ wi,speedk

θik+1 = θik + (gT tan(φik)/V
i
k ) + wi,headingk ,

pik+1 = pik + V i
kT cos(θik) + wi,xposk ,

qik+1 = qik + V i
kT sin(θik) + wi,yposk ,
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where [v]Vmax
Vmin

= max {Vmin,min(Vmax, v)}, Vmin and Vmax are the minimum and the maximum

limits of each UAV, g is the acceleration due to gravity, T is the length of the time step, and

wi,speedk , wi,headingk , wi,xposk , wi,yposk are the zero-mean Gaussian random variables.

2.6 Simulation Results

We assume that each UAV has its own on-board computer to compute the local optimal con-

trol decisions. We implement the above-discussed NBO approach to solve the swarm control

problem in MATLAB. We test our methods with three formation shapes - a circular shape, a

rectangular shape, and a square shape. The UAVs are aware of the shape dimensions and the

exact location of shape. Each UAV randomly picks a location on the formation shape, and uses

the NBO approach to arrive at this location. We use MATLAB’s fmincon to solve the NBO

optimization problem. Here, we set the horizon length to H = 7 time steps.

We define the following metrics to measure the performance of our formation control ap-

proach: 1) Tc - average computation time to evaluate the optimal control commands and 2) Tf :

time taken for the swarm to arrive on the formation shape. As a benchmark method, we use a

centralized approach to solve the above-discussed swarm formation control problem. In other

words, we use a single NBO algorithm, which optimizes the motion control commands for

all the UAVs together based on the global state of the system. We implement this centralized

algorithm in MATLAB.

We implement the Dec-MDP approach with a circular formation shape, a rectangular for-

mation shape, and a square formation shape. The resulting swarm motion is shown in Fig-

ures 2.1a, 2.1b, and 2.1c respectively. For the scenario in Figure 2.1a, we also plot the distance

between every pair of UAVs in the swarm as shown in Figure 2.2. Here, we assume that there

is a collision risk between a pair of UAVs when the distance between them is less than 10 m.

Clearly, the Figures 2.1, and 2.2 demonstrate that our decentralized algorithm drives the swarm

to the destination while successfully avoiding collisions between the UAVs.
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(a) Circular formation (b) Rectangle formation (c) Square formation

Figure 2.1: 9 UAVs converging to the formation shapes using the Dec-MDP approach
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Figure 2.3: Computation time (Tc): centralized vs decentralized method

Dec-MDP Centralized
Tf (sec) 16.7 25.98

Table 2.1: Average time taken by the swarm to arrive at the formation shape.

We calculate the Tc and Tf values for both the centralized and the decentralized algorithms

for 9 UAVs. Figure 2.3 and Table I clearly demonstrates that our decentralized method signifi-

cantly outperforms the centralized method with respect to both the metrics Tc and Tf .

We now compute average computation time and average pairwise distance with respect to

neighborhood threshold where each UAV communicates with other UAVs within the radius

of neighborhood threshold. If neighborhood threshold is infinity, a UAV can communicate

with all other UAVs in the swarm. UAVs optimize its decision together with neighbors which

depends on neighborhood threshold and implement its own control. We expect that with the

increase of neighborhood threshold, average computation time rises and after certain neighbor-
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hood threshold, average computation time saturates. Figure 2.4 shows average computation

time rise until neighborhood threshold reach 240 m and then waves between 20 to 25 sec.

We also expect that with the increase of neighborhood threshold, average pairwise distance

drops. The reason we are interested in analyzing average pairwise distance is, we expect the

swarm to be as closely as possible while avoiding collision between UAVs. Small average

pairwise distance allows the swarm to be more cooperative while saving battery life as com-

munication distance depends on distance between UAVs. Figures 2.5 and 2.4 suggest that

neighborhood threshold more than 130 m allows UAVs to stay closely in the swarm with rea-

sonable computation cost.
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Chapter 3

Target Tracking with Decentralized UAV Swarm

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter, we extend the Dec-MDP framework for a UAV swarm control problem for

single and multitarget tracking applications. Target tracking using UAV swarms is a well stud-

ied problem in the literature owing to their applications in surveillance and monitoring. For

instance, [4,5] studied centralized UAV control methods for target tracking. The authors of [7]

developed a UAV control problem as a partially observable Markov decision process (POMDP)

for a target tracking application. As mentioned in the earlier chapters, centralized control

methods are computationally expensive especially when the swarm is large. Specifically, the

computational complexity grows exponentially with the number of UAVs in the swarm. To

tackle this challenge, several research studies were carried out previously. For example, the

authors of [29] presented a distributed multi-UAV target search algorithm for search, tasking,

and tracking ground targets. They combine urban road map and target detection probability

map information for UAV guidance and control. However, they did not formulate a decision

theoretic approach for UAV guidance.

The authors of [28] used a graph-theoretic approach to guide the UAVs while tracking a

target, and used potential field-based approaches to avoid collisions. In this paper, the authors

designed a decentralized controller for agents which is a modification of navigation function

developed in [54]. The authors of [27] posed a UAV control problem as a decentralized par-

tially observable Markov decision process or Dec-POMDP.

Inspired from these efforts, we develop a decentralized UAV swarm control strategies using

a decision theoretic framework called decentralized Markov decision process (Dec-MDP). We

develop these methods in the context of single and multitarget tracking applications. Typically,

these Dec-MDP problems are studied using dynamic programming (DP) [55]. DP problems
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are computationally hard and not tractable. So, a plethora of approximation methods exist in

the literature called approximate dynamic programs (ADPs). A survey of these ADP schemes

can be found in [8]. In our study, we extend an ADP method called nominal belief-state

optimization (NBO) [7, 33], which is computationally the most efficient compared to other

ADP schemes in the literature.

3.2 Problem Specification

We assume the targets move in a 2D plane for simplicity. These methods can be easily extended

to 3D. We use a 2D motion model for the UAVs assuming the altitude of the UAVs to be

constant; the kinematic equations that drive the UAVs are discussed in Section 2.5. The motion

of the UAVs is controlled by the forward acceleration and the bank angle. We assume that the

UAVs are equipped with sensors on-board that generate the position coordinates of the targets,

albeit these measurements are corrupted by random noise. Our aim is to develop a decentralized

control algorithm that runs on each UAV and performs the following tasks: collects the target

measurements, constructs the target state estimated, and computes the control commands for

maximizing the target tracking performance. The target measurement error at a UAV depends

on the position of the UAV and the target. The objective is to minimize the target tracking error

measured as the mean-squared error between the target state and its estimate. We assume that

the total number of targets are less than or equal to the total number of UAVs in this study.

3.3 Dec-MDP Formulation and NBO approximation

The benefits of using a Dec-MDP formulation is explained in Section 2.3, which hold here as

well. Before we define the key elements of Dec-MDP for the current case study, we define the

state of the system as follow.

Suppose k represents the discrete time index. The system state at time k is given by xk =

(sk, χk, ξk,Pk) where sk represents the state of the UAVs which includes location and velocity

of all the UAVs in the system, χk represents the target state including the locations, velocities,

and accelerations of the targets. (ξk,Pk) represents the tracker state, which is the state of the
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tracking algorithm (in our study we use the standard Kalman filter [56, 57]), where ξk is the

posterior mean vector and Pk is the posterior co-variance matrix.

The target state is not fully observable; we infer the target state via Kalman filter using

the noisy measurements and the target motion model. Since one of the state variables is not

observable, if we were to use this state definition as the state of the system, then the system

dynamics cannot be modeled via Dec-MDP since the state in Dec-MDP is assumed to be

observable. To formulate this problem as a Dec-MDP, we instead use the “belief state” as

the state of the system. Belief state is the posterior distribution over the state space. Let Bk

represents the belief state at time k given by (Bs
k, B

χ
k , B

ξ
k, B

P
k ), where

Bs
k = δ(s− sk)

Bξ
k = δ(ξ − ξk)

BP
k = δ(P − Pk)

and Bχ
k = N (ξk, Pk). Since the UAV and tarcker states are fully observable, the corresponding

belief states are represented by the delta functions as shown above. The target belief state is

given by the Gaussian distribution with mean and covariance matrix given by the elements in

the tracker state.

3.3.1 Dec-MDP Elements

States: The state at time k is given by Bk = (Bs
k, B

χ
k , B

ξ
k, B

P
k ) as discussed above.

Actions: The action vector ak = (a1k, . . . , a
N
k ), where aik represents the control decisions at

UAV i, which includes the forward acceleration and the bank angle for the UAV.

State Transition Law: Given the current state and the control action, the transition law

is the conditional probability distribution of the next state. The transition law is given by

Bk+1 ∼ p(·|Bk, ak), where p is the conditional probability distribution. The state transition

law is determined by the motion model described in the Section 2.5. We model the target’s

motion using constant velocity model as shown below.

χk+1 = Fkχk + vk, vk ∼ N (0,Vk),
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where Fk is the target motion model (same for all targets), and Vk is the covariance matrix of

the additive process noise [56, 57]. Finally, the tracker state evolves according to the Kalman

filter equations [56,58]. In essence, the Kalman filter equations capture the state-transition law

for the target state and the tracker state.

Cost Function: Suppose Bi
k is the local state of the system at agent i. The cost function

defines the cost of taking an action in a given state at agent i. We use the mean-squared error

between the tracks and the targets as the cost function at agent i given by:

c(Bi
k, a

i
k, a

nn
k ) = w1Tr(P

i
k) + w2

[
dist(si,posk , snn,posk )−1I(dist

(
si,posk , snn,posk ) < dcoll,thresh

)]
(3.1)

where P i
k is the target state’s posterior covariance matrix at agent i, annk is the set of actions

of the nearest neighbor (same as the definition in the previous chapter), snnk represents the

state of the nearest neighboring UAV, si,posk represents the location of the ith UAV, w1 and w2

are weighting parameters, dist(a, b) represents the distance between locations a and b, and

I(a) is the indicator function, i.e., I(a) = 1 if the argument a is true and 0 otherwise. The

first component in the cost function captures the target tracking performance and the second

component captures the penalty for collision.

3.3.2 Optimal Policy

To minimize the cost function in Equation 3.1, each UAV optimizes its own actions and its

nearest neighbors’ actions. After this step, the UAV implements its own actions and discards

the neighbors’ actions.

The objective is to choose control commands for a UAV i over a time horizon H such that

expected cumulative cost is minimized. The cumulative cost at i over time horizon H can be

written as follows.

JH = E

[
H−1∑
k=0

c(Bi
k, a

i
k, a

nn
k )

]
(3.2)

Equation 3.2 is hard to solve exactly due to its exponential computational complexity in

worst-case. We extend a heuristic approach called nominal belief-state optimization (NBO) to
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solve the Equation 3.2 approximately, which is described in Section 2.4. The objective function

at agent i is then approximated as follows:

JH ≈
H−1∑
k=0

c(B̂i
k, a

i
k, a

nn
k ) (3.3)

where B̂i
0, B̂i

1, . . . , B̂i
H−1 is the nominal local belief-state sequence obtained from the NBO

approach.

3.4 Simulation Results

In this part, we evaluate performance of our methods for single target and multitarget track-

ing with 5 UAVs. We compare the performance of our Dec-MDP method with a centralized

approach as a benchmark. We find out average target tracking error for both single target and

multitarget tracking in Dec-MDP setting and compare with centralized method. Average target

tracking error is evaluated each time step over all targets and all sensors. We also find out av-

erage computation time taken by our decentralized approach and compare with the centralized

approach.

Figure 3.1: 5 UAVs tracking a single target
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Figures 3.1 and 3.2 illustrate the simulation of 5 UAVs tracking a single and 3 targets

respectively. Targets start from near origin for both figures and moves with a constant speed.

The UAVs also start near the origin and move according to kinematic control obtained from

the fmincon. For the single target scenario, all UAVs are tracking the target in the Figure 3.1.

For the multitarget tracking, the UAVs are assigned to a target. UAVs track the associated

target showed in Figure 3.2. We run the simulation for 150 discrete time steps to measure the

performance (average target tracking error and average computation time over all targets and

all sensors) of our approach.

Figure 3.2: 5 UAVs tracking 3 targets

The tracking performance for a single target tracking and multitarget tracking shows a

similar view in the Figure 3.3 and 3.4. In both cases, the centralized approach outperforms the

decentralized approach. Figure 3.3 and 3.4 represent that centralized approach gives less target

tracking error for both single and multitarget tracking in all time steps. However, decentralized

approach shows contrasting view for single and multitarget tracking. Average target tracking

error for multitarget tracking in decentralized setting illustrates increasing trend over discrete
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Figure 3.3: Average target tracking error: single target
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Figure 3.5: Average computation time: single target
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time step although the error for single target tracking waves between 15 and 30 meters. For

the multitarget tracking in our case, the targets are going away from one another, which leads

the UAVs to spread as well. As distance between target and UAVs other than assigned to the

target increases over time step, measurement error is expected to be higher which leads the

decentralized approach for multitarget tracking error increase over time.

Average computation time for both single and multitarget tracking shows similar view. In

both cases, centralized approach takes more time than decentralized approach which is quite

expected.
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Chapter 4

Decentralized Data Fusion in UAV Swarm

4.1 Introduction

Autonomous and adaptive sensing has applications such as target tracking, surveillance [2],

autonomous car navigation [59], and UAV swarm tactics [11, 27]. Particularly, target tracking

via adaptive sensing is becoming increasingly important in autonomous car industry for accu-

rate pedestrian detection and tracking [56]. Sensors such as RADAR, LIDAR, optical sensors,

thermal sensors are typically used to measure the target state including its position, velocity,

and acceleration. Target tracking with multiple sensors was studied in the past, e.g., [11],

where a central fusion node was responsible for making sensing decisions (e.g., sensor loca-

tion - assuming sensor mounted on a UAV) for all the sensors combined. Clearly, sensing

decisions optimized for all the sensors combined provides the best target tracking performance

as these decisions are coupled via sensor data fusion. The main drawback with these central-

ized decision making methods is that they are computationally intensive as the computational

complexity is exponential in the decision space and the number of sensors. To address this

challenge, we investigated decentralized strategies in the past to some extent [27].

In this study, we develop a decentralized autonomous sensing method over a networked

sensor system for a target tracking application. Specifically, we extend an existing approach

called average consensus algorithm to perform decentralized data fusion while tracking a mov-

ing target. The sensor network is modeled by an undirected graph, which is assumed to be

non-time varying. Each sensor generates a noisy measurement of the target state. The pres-

ence of an edge between the nodes or sensors means that the sensors are allowed to exchange

information/messages for data fusion. In this study, we assume that each sensor maintains a

local tracker (or tracking algorithm, e.g., Kalman filter), which updates its local target state

estimate using the locally generated sensor measurements and the information it receives from
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its neighbors. We measure the performance of the above consensus algorithm with average

target tracking error - the mean-squared error between the target state (ground truth) and the

estimate. As a benchmark, we also implement the standard Bayesian data fusion approach for

performance comparison.

The rest of the Chapter is organized as follows. Section 4.3 presents the problem specifi-

cation and the objectives. Section 4.4 provides the problem formulation and the methods. We

describe simulation results in Section 4.5.

4.2 Average Consensus Algorithm

Assume there are a number of sensors in a sensor network each having it’s local attribute (real

number). The sensors are connected according to a network graph G at a certain discrete time

step k. Figure 4.1 depicts such a sensor network with different local values at each sensor.

Sensors have to come to a consensus on the attribute.

Figure 4.1: Basic idea of average consensus algorithm - I

If two sensors in the graph G has an edge between them, we call them neighbors. Sensors

share their attributes with their neighbors. For a sensor i, there are j neighboring sensors
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communicating to sensor i. Each sensor updates its attributes to its neighbors at every discrete

time step. Once sensor i has its neighbors attributes at time step k, it updates its attribute at time

step k+1 by taking arithmetic mean of its own attribute and its neighboring sensors attributes.

Figure 4.2 shows the sensor with an attribute 10 was updated by (10 + 4 + 5)/3.

The authors of [44] showed that the sensors updating their attributes reach a consensus after

a certain time steps. They also establish a convergence rate estimate. Figure 4.3 represents a

network with sensors having a consensus on their attributes. The graph has to be connected for

all time steps in order for a consensus to happen.

Figure 4.2: Basic idea of average consensus algorithm - II
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Figure 4.3: Basic idea of average consensus algorithm - III

4.3 Problem Specification

In our study, we assume there are n sensors tracking a moving target in a decentralized setting,

where the sensors are connected via an undirected graph. The target is assumed to be moving

on a 2-D plane, where the motion is modeled via a stochastic process, i.e., the state-transition

law is a linear model with zero-mean Gaussian noise. We assume the sensor measurement law

is also linear with zero-mean Gaussian noise. Thus, each sensor maintains and updates a local

target state estimate via Kalman filtering algorithm.

We assume that the sensors have limited battery power and computational capabilities,

which sets limitations on the sensors in terms of how they generate measurements and commu-

nicate with other sensors. Specifically, we assume that the sensors can either sense (generate

target measurements) or exchange information with neighboring sensors, but not simultane-

ously.
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Communications: The sensors have communications capabilities, i.e, each sensor can

transmit or receive data to/from the sensors they share edges in the network graph. We further

assume that the communications delay is negligible.

Sensor network: The n sensors are assumed to be connected via an undirected graph.

Each sensor i has a set of neighbors, denoted by N(i), where sensor j ∈ N(i) if there is an

edge connecting j with i.

Performance measure: We measure the performance of the algorithms using average

tracking error, which is the mean-squared error between the target state and the estimates

averaged over all the sensors and over time.

Objective: The objective is to compare the performance the average consensus algorithm

against the standard decentralized Bayesian data fusion technique for target tracking with a

decentralized sensor network. We measure the performance of these algorithms for different

sensor network configurations.

4.4 Problem Formulation
4.4.1 Tracking Approach

In our study, {1, ..., n} represent the sensor indices, and Si represents the 2D location of sensor

i. The target’s motion is described by a linear state-space model (specifically constant velocity

model [60]):

xk = Axk−1 + θk, θk ∼ N (0, Q) (4.1)

where xk is the state of the target at time k (which includes the target’s 2D location, 2D ve-

locity, and 2D acceleration), A is a state transition matrix, and θk is an additive process noise

with zero-mean normal distribution with co-variance matrix Q. Sensor i generates a position

measurement zik given by:

zik = Hxk + vik (4.2)

where H is the observation matrix given by

H =

[
1 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0

]
,
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which means that the sensors only generate positional measurements.

Here vik ∼ N (0, R(xk, Si)) is the random additive measurement noise modeled as a zero-

mean normal distribution, where the co-variance matrix R(xk, Si) captures the dependence

of the noise characteristics on the location of the target with respect to the sensor. Here, Rk

reflects 10% range uncertainty and 0.01π radian angular uncertainty. Since the state and the

observation laws are linear with zero-mean Gaussian noise disturbances, we run Kalman filter

at each sensor node to maintain and update the target state posterior distribution with mean and

co-variance given by x̂ik|k and P i
k|k.

Clearly, if the sensors do not exchange any information, the tracking performance suffers at

each node. The sensors are connected via an undirected graph, where the presence of an edge

between nodes i and j means that the sensors are allowed to exchange information. So, we

extend an approach called average consensus algorithm to allows sensors to exchange infor-

mation in a manner that improves the target tracking performance across the sensor network.

4.4.2 Average Consensus

Average consensus algorithms let a network of sensors or agents reach a common consensus on

certain attributes (real numbers) such as the agent opinions, sensor measurements, etc. Specif-

ically, in these approaches, each agent or sensor updates/replaces (in an iterative manner over

time) its local value by taking a weighted average between its local value and the values from

all the neighbors. We extend this approach to let the sensors in our problem reach a common

consensus on their state estimate parameters (mean vector and covariance matrix). Let yik is a

vector obtained by concatenating x̂ik|k and P i
k|k into a column vector at sensor i at time k. N(i)

is the set of neighbors for ith sensor. Average consensus algorithm applied to our problem is

captured by the following equation:

yik+1 =
αyik + (1− α)

∑
j∈N(i) y

j
k

α + |N(i)|(1− α)
, ∀i (4.3)

where α is a weighting parameter.

This algorithm achieves its objective if all the sensors reach consensus on the state estima-

tion parameters, i.e., yik = yjk for all i, j.
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4.4.3 Decentralized Bayesian data fusion

Multi-sensor data fusion techniques can be applied in both centralized and decentralized set-

tings. In our study, we use decentralized Bayesian data fusion techniques over the sensor

network. Each sensor has a local state estimate xik which is updated in each time step by fusing

xik with the estimates from its neighboring sensors as given by the following equations (using

standard Bayes rules [61]).

P i
k+1 =

(P i
k)
−1 +

N(i)∑
j=1

(P j
k )
−1

−1 (4.4)

x̂ik+1 = P i
k+1

(
(P i

k)
−1x̂ik +

N(i)∑
j=1

(P i
k)
−1x̂jk

)−1
(4.5)

4.5 Simulation Results

We implement our methods for a scenario with 10 sensors, i.e., n = 10. We set α = 0.5 in

the following numerical studies except when we evaluate the performance of our algorithms

with varying α. We compare the performance of the average consensus algorithm against

the decentralized Bayesian data fusion approach for different sensor network configurations

with average tracking error (defined earlier) as the performance measure. In our numerical

studies, we use error bars with one standard deviation to show the spread of the performance

measure for multiple network graphs generated from a given configuration as discussed below

(examples of configurations in Figure 4.4).

Configuration I. This corresponds to a network where each sensor has the same degree,

where the degree is given by D, which is referred to as network degree. We generate a random

graph with n sensors and D network degree.

Configuration II. In this configuration, we generate a random graph with edge probability

Pe, where Pe represents a probability of an edge existing between two sensors. We start with

n sensors with no edges at the beginning, and we create an edge between every pair of sensors

with probability Pe. We repeat this process until we get a connected network.
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Figure 4.4: Examples of configurations (configuration I, II, III from top to bottom)
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Configuration III. This corresponds to a network with a total number of edges Ne in a

connected network.

As sensors typically have limited computational capability and limited battery life, we

assume they can run only tracking algorithm while generating sensor measurements or only

communicate with neighbors, i.e., run the consensus or data fusion methods as described in

Section 4.3. Specifically, in our study, sensors track the target for M time steps and apply the

consensus/data fusion algorithms in the next M time steps, and repeat the process. During the

M time steps when the consensus/data fusion algorithms are being applied, sensors update the

state estimates of the target without the measurements, i.e., perform only the prediction step

and ignore the measurement update step. In other words, the uncertainty in the target state

estimate steadily increases during these M time steps.

Let Z represent the total number of time steps in our simulation run time. We set Z = 300

in this study. We define the average tracking error measure as follows:

1

Z

1

n

Z∑
k=1

n∑
i=1

∥∥x̂ik − xk∥∥22
where xk represents the ground truth at time k, and ‖·‖2 is the Euclidean norm.

4.5.1 Average tracking error vs. M

We now compare the performance of average consensus and decentralized Bayesian data fu-

sion algorithms for different values of M on five randomly generated graphs for n = 10. We

evaluate the average tracking error, as defined earlier, for each value of M considered. Fig-

ure 4.5 shows the average tracking error as a function of M , where M ∈ {3, 6, 9, . . . , 24}.

The figure suggests that the average consensus algorithm outperforms the data fusion approach

for all values of M considered. The consensus algorithm seems to be more effective in merg-

ing information from multiple sensors than the standard decentralized Bayesian data fusion

approach.

Figure 4.6 represents average tracking error as a function of M for M ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 9}.

Figure 4.6 shows that the average consensus and decentralized Bayesian data fusion algorithm
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Figure 4.5: Average tracking error across all sensors with respect to number of time steps, M

give better performance for M = 2 and M = 3 respectively compared to all other values of M

considered here.

4.5.2 Average tracking error for configuration I

We now evaluate the average tracking error as a function of the network degree as shown in

Figure 4.7. We compare the performance of these two algorithms on five randomly generated

graphs for M = 1 and n = 10. We observe that the performance of both algorithms increase

as the network degree increases. Furthermore, from Figure 4.7, we observe that the average

consensus algorithm performs better than the decentralized Bayesian data fusion method. This

is an expected behavior since with greater network degree, the sensors have better capability in

merging information from other sensors.

4.5.3 Average tracking error for configuration II

We now perform the same numerical study for a randomly generated graph by using Con-

figuration II with different values of Pe drawn from the set {0.1, 0.2, . . . , 1}. For each Pe,



37

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
0

100

200

300

400

500

600

700

800

900

Figure 4.6: Average tracking error across all sensors with respect to number of time steps, M
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Figure 4.7: Average tracking error across all sensors for configuration I
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we generate 10 graphs. Figure 4.8 shows that, for both algorithms, the average tracking er-

ror decreases with respect to Pe, which is expected since the network connectivity increases

with increasing Pe. We also notice that the consensus algorithm outperforms the decentralized

Bayesian data fusion approach for each Pe.
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Figure 4.8: Average tracking error across all sensors with respect to edge probability Pe

4.5.4 Average tracking error for configuration III

We now evaluate the average tracking error for different value of Ne as shown in Figure 4.9.

We generate (randomly) five graphs with Configuration III for this study. We observe that

with increasing Ne, the performance of both of the algorithms increases. We fit 5th degree

polynomial curves for the performance plots in Figure 4.9, which characterize the variation of

the performance of the algorithms as a function of Ne.

4.5.5 Average tracking error for weighting parameter α

In this part, we study the performance of the average consensus algorithm with respect to

the weighting parameter α. Here, α = 0 means that the consensus algorithm replaces the
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Figure 4.9: Average tracking error across all sensors with respect to number of edges
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Figure 4.10: Average tracking error across all sensors with respect to weighting parameter α
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local sensor’s state estimate with the average of its neighbors’ estimates. On the other hand,

α = 1 means that the consensus algorithm ignores the estimates from the neighbors and simply

retains the local state estimate. For different values of α in the interval [0, 1], we evaluate the

average tracking error, as shown in Figure 4.10. The figure shows that the average tracking

error increases significantly when the value of α is close to 1.
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Chapter 5

Conclusions

In this thesis, we developed decentralized control and information fusion methods for UAVs

in the context of formation control and target tracking applications. Specifically, we extended

a decision-theoretic formulation called decentralized Markov decision process (Dec-MDP) to

develop near real-time decentralized control methods to: a) drive a UAV swarm from an initial

formation to a desired formation in the shortest time possible; b) drive a UAV swarm to track

multiple moving targets while maximizing the tracking performance and avoiding collisions.

As decision-theoretic approaches suffer from the curse of dimensionality, for computational

tractability, we extended an approximate dynamic programming method called nominal belief-

state optimization (NBO) to solve the Dec-MDP approximately. For benchmarking, we also

implemented a centralized approach (Markov decision process-based) and compared the per-

formance of our decentralized control methods against the centralized methods. In the context

of the formation control problem, our results show that the average computation time for ob-

taining the optimal controls and the time taken for the swarm to arrive at the formation shape are

significantly less with our Dec-MDP approach compared with that of the centralized methods.

Similarly, in the context of the target tracking problem, our Dec-MDP methods significantly

outperformed the centralized methods in terms of the computational time required to obtain the

optimal controls, while sacrificing only marginally on the target tracking performance.

To address the problem of information fusion in decentralized swarm systems, we extended

the average consensus algorithm for decentralized data fusion over a networked sensor system

for a target tracking application. We compared the performance of our average consensus-

based data fusion method against the standard Kalman filter-based centralized data fusion for

different network configurations. We found that the average consensus algorithm outperformed

the Kalman filter-based data fusion in terms of the target tracking performance.
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5.1 Future Scope

The formation control approach discussed in this thesis can be extended to 3D formation, and

these formations can be used to sense the environments for 3D reconstruction of a scene. The

vantage points of the UAVs in the swarm in 3D formation can be exploited for efficient recon-

struction of the scene in 3D, while extending tomography-type approaches. The decentralized

control strategies presented in this thesis can be extended to control the motion of the UAVs

in the swarm to maximize the efficiency of the above 3D scene reconstruction process. These

methods have several applications including the use of drones to map unexplored and unsafe

regions (e.g., caves, underground mines, toxic environments).

In this thesis, we studied decentralized data fusion methods over a time-invariant sensor

network. Such methods are critical for inducing cooperative behavior among the agents in a

swarm. These decentralized fusion methods can be extended to more realistic time-varying

networks, where the future behavior of the network may need to be incorporated in the motion

planning of the agents in the swarm for long-term data fusion performance.

For both the case studies we considered in this thesis: decentralized UAV motion control

for formation and multitarget tracking, which are posed as Markov decision processes, are

solved via an approximate dynamic programming approach NBO. At the expense of increased

computational intensity, other ADP approaches can be extended such as policy rollout, Q-

learning, and Monte-Carlo tree search, to improve the optimality of the control decisions.
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