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Abstract—In this paper we show the application of the new
robotic multi-platform system HSURF to a specific use case of
teleoperation, aimed at monitoring and inspection. The HSURF
system, consists of 3 different kinds of platforms: floater, sinker
and robotic fishes. The collaborative control of the 3 platforms
allows a remotely based operator to control the fish in order to
visit and inspect several targets underwater following a complex
trajectory. A shared autonomy solution shows to be the most
suitable, in order to minimize the effect of limited bandwidth
and relevant delay intrinsic to acoustic communications. The
control architecture is described and preliminary results of the
acoustically teleoperated visits of multiple targets in a testing
pool are provided.

Index Terms—Underwater teleoperation, acoustic control,
shared autonomy

I. INTRODUCTION

The preservation of the health status of the Ocean is of
primary importance. To this aim, the program ”Decade of
Ocean Science for Sustainable Development” (2021-2030) has
been declared by United Nation [1]. Undoubtedly, the oceans
are more and more exploited for commercial purposes, and,
as a consequence, many threads are affecting the natural
underwater environment: from plastic circulation to materials’
dispersion, to oil&gas structures’ leakages and consequent
oil spills. Continuous surveillance and inspections of hulls
and seabed infrastructures become fundamental. In order to
perform regular inspection and surveillance, untethered un-
derwater vehicles are ideal, mostly when these activities are
performed in complex structured environments, like harbors,
piers, archaeological sites, oil&gas facilities [2].

The HSURF platform system has been designed and de-
veloped also for monitoring and surveillance missions, as
already described in [3]: an integrated system consisting of
a floater platform, a sinker and 20 artificial fishes (AUVs).
A picture of the artificial fish, captured during qualitative
testing of teleoperation on open waters, is presented in Fig.1.
As presented in the [4], the control and coordination of the
swarm of fish relies on combining single AUV autonomy, with
coordination between AUVs and operator feedback.

Fig. 1: HSURF fish picture during preliminary open-water
tests.

With focus on the last aspect, multi-modal communication
and a smart use of limited underwater bandwidth is required
to handle communication between the operator and the AUV
without relying to a tethered system [5]. Wireless control of
underwater vehicles have been discussed at length in [6]–[8],
and it is clear that the teleoperation topic is of great interest in
the community [9] for a range of applications including ma-
nipulation in an augmented reality setting [10], with increasing
focus more and more on optimal human-robot interfaces [11].
Acoustic-based remote control is particularly challenging due
to the main drawbacks of acoustic communication: limited
bandwidth and considerable delay [12].

Here we use the HSURF multi-platforms’ system to a
remotely controlled multi-target inspection and monitoring.
This use case is particularly relevant for subsea structures’
inspections, where many components (valves, pipes, risers)
need to be controlled during the same mission.

In this paper, we are presenting experimental testing of
wireless teleportation based on the acoustic channel of a
single HSURF robotic fish by a human operator. We showcase
preliminary results of remote teleoperation by presenting quan-
titative and qualitative analyses of the performance obtainable
with the proposed method.
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II. TELEPORTATION ARCHITECTURE AND GOALS

The general idea is that an operator is able to perform a
survey mission at open sea, being able to control the robot
using teleoperation, in order to inspect the underwater biome
and structures, and collect information while recording videos,
in a data-muling scenario.

From visual inspection, the operator can assess the status
of underwater structures, like the integrity of civil structures,
or the level of corrosion of the oil&gas facilities, as well as
the presence of leaks, or the overall health status of natural
ecosystems (like coral reefs).

The first requirement for the envisioned operation is for the
operator to be able to control the robot underwater. However,
a limited and delayed communication does not allow for
direct actuation control, while the AUV relies only on limited
sensing: pressure (used for depth estimation) and a 9DoF IMU
including a magnetometer (used for heading estimation and
rotation rate).

Direct control of the actuators is not possible due to the
extremely limited and delayed nature of the acoustic channel.
Therefore, a certain level of autonomy must be granted to the
AUV itself. Instead of directly sending motors commands, we
opted for commanding a desired state, in terms of heading
and depth. The AUV then uses its onboard sensors to au-
tonomously control the actuation and reach the desired state.

During the teleoperation, desired state (depth, heading and
forward-backward thrust) is given to the robot based on the
operator inputs. To allow for the fastest rate of transmission,
the three information are compressed in a single byte. Heading
and forward-backward are quantized in 16 cardinal directions
and 5 states respectively (back, slow-back, stop, slow-forward,
forward). The depth is controlled in increments, with 3 states
(lower 2.5cm, hold depth, higher 2.5cm). The total of 240
combinations is then encoded in 1 byte. The byte is commu-
nicated from the operator to the ”floater” via WiFi, from which
is broadcasted underwater by an acoustic modem (Succorfish
V2).

Actual depth, rotation rate and heading, obtained by the
onboard sensors, are used by PID controllers, along with the
last desired state received. The controllers return outputs as
vertical thrust Fz and torque around the vertical axis Mz . The
depth PID controller directly takes the depth as input, while for
the heading we adopted a cascade controller: a proportional
controller outputs a desired rotation rate, which is input in
a PID with the rotation rate of the onboard IMU gyroscope
as feedback. Fx is instead controlled in open-loop, since the
AUV does not have any mean of measuring its own velocity
or position. Using the vehicle Thrust Allocation Matrix, those
are converted in motor thrusts, and then in motor commands
[13].

III. METHOD

The AUV architecture and control system are described in
depth in [3]. Of particular interest for this work is the HSURF
fish-robot. The fish-robot in our testing is a 4kg, 450mm long

underwater autonomous underwater vehicle. It features a 9-
DoF IMU, an V2 Succorfish acoustic modem, and 3 propellers
(1 for vertical motions and 2 for planar motion). The HSURF
fish is obviously under-actuated and allows for direct control
of surge and heading but not sway. The AUV is powered by
its own batteries and controlled by a RaspberryPi4 on which
it is executed the control software, which is based on ROS-
Noetic. The system is sketched in Fig.2. The teleoperation is
based on acoustic communication.

The remote control happens through a joystick controller
connected via Bluetooth to the PC. The PC sends the signal
through WiFi to the platform floating on the surface. For the
current test, we used a simple platform including a micropro-
cessor and an acoustic modem. The signal is encoded and re-
transmitted at regular intervals, using acoustic communication
which is propagating underwater. Only the most updated
joystick communication is sent for every communication slot.
For the current configuration, a frequency of 1 message per
1.6 seconds is achieved, which is limited by the acoustic
modem proprieties and pool echo. The underwater artificial
fish receives and interprets the message, acting accordingly to
the instruction received until a new message is obtained. The
internal control system allows to maintain control of the AUV,
with limited command adjustment, then can be transmitted
acoustically.

Both surface and underwater AUVs are based on ROS
software architecture, although they are isolated from each
other when underwater.

Fig. 2: Sketch of the experiment configuration.

IV. TESTS

The tests were performed in the marine robotics pool in
Khalifa University. The pool, in Fig.3, is 12.5m by 8m by
2.1m. The pool’s walls host the waves and current generators
and were kept off during testing. A previous verification
showcased that while acoustic communication is possible in
the water, the signal quality is heavily degraded by the re-
verberation effect, and de-facto pushes the acoustic to operate
close to its limits of operablility.

At the beginning of the day, magnetic calibration of the
magnetometer is performed in the pool. As the pool bottom
and wall are for the most part made of stainless steel, and
the pool is in an enclosed area, the magnetic field is affected.



Fig. 3: Testing Pool, Marine robotics pool in Khalifa Univer-
sity.

Nonetheless, the magnetic field is constant enough to be usable
as absolute reference.

A set of targets were placed in the pool, positioned as shown
in Fig.4. The target consists in vertical gates through which the
AUV has to pass through, as shown in Fig.5. The first target is
positioned 1 meter below the surface, with visible markers to
delimit the maximum allowed depth, second and fourth targets
are circular gates of 0.75m diameter placed at different depths,
one above the other, while the third target extends 0.90m from
the bottom. The AUV must pass each gate in the right order
from the desired side: the AUV is teleoperated in front of the
first gate, then the starting time is taken, the fish passes the
first gate, performs a U turn, passes the second gate, performs
a second U turn and reducing the depth of approximately 1
meter pass the third gate, finally cover the last U turn and does
a small upward adjustment of depth to pass the fourth gate,
when the test is ended.

The test was repeated 5 times. For each test the fish passed
through the 4 gates. We recorded the total time of each test
(counted from the first attempt at gate 1 to the successful
passing of gate 4), the number of attempts to pass each gate, as
well as the list of sent and received messages over time. Note
that we ensured the PC and fish clocks to be synchronized. If
any attempt to pass a gate resulted in failure, the vehicle was
teleoperated back and the attempt repeated. The gate has to
be traversed only from the intended side and the time count
was not interrupted.

V. RESULTS

Using the recorded ROS bags on both PC and AUV, we
could extract further information regarding the communica-
tion. Firstly a statistic on the effective time delay between
each sent message confirmed that the time distance between
transmission was 1.6 seconds on average, with minimal vari-
ation between each test.

By analysing the command sent and received, we extracted
a statistics of message loss rate and effective communication
delay.

Fig. 4: Picture of the target-gates. Top panel: the gate 1, with
the floating foam on the surface and 2 markers delimiting the
bottom limit at a depth of 1m and a width of 1m. Bottom left
panel: gates 2 and 4 which have a diameter of 0.75m, with
gate 2 reaching the water surface. Bottom right panel: gate 3,
with a full height of 0.9m and 1.1m width

Fig. 5: Schematic of a test. Gates 1, 2&4 and 3 are respectively
placed on a line at approximately 2 meters distance each. The
robot enters the gate 1, maintaining a depth between 1m and
the surface, it performs a U-Turn and threads through gate 2.
It then performs a second U-turn and descends to pass through
gate 3. Finally, it raises and U-turns to pass through gate 4.



The message loss rate is calculated on commands variation
(we consider a command variation when the new encoded
command differs from the previous command sent). The total
number of command variations per test is reported as well as
the percentage of messages lost during command variations.
The counting of command losses is made over command
variations, as they are the ones affecting the dynamics of
the system, reducing the responsiveness of the AUV and
introducing an occasional control delay.

Time delay is measured from the moment the message
is sent to the modem for transmission (from the PC), to
the execution of the command itself on the HUSRF-fish.
This includes WiFi transmission delay, acoustic delay and all
processing and structural delays. For each test, the average
delay and variance are reported.

A full table of the results is presented in Tab.I and Tab.II.

TABLE I: Tests’ Results: Number of attempts per gate

Test N.
Total
test

time [s]

Gate 1
Attempts

Gate 2
Attempts

Gate 3
Attempts

Gate 4
Attempts

Test 1 219 2 1 1 1
Test 2 129 1 1 1 1
Test 3 329 1 2 1 3
Test 4 181 1 1 1 1
Test 5 133 1 1 1 1

TABLE II: Statistics on acoustic communication messages ∗

Test N.
Message

loss percentage
(lost//total)

Commands
sent N.

Message
Delay

Average [s]

Message
Delay

Variance [s]

Test 1 10% 62 1.88 0.13
Test 2 14% 22 1.83 0.11
Test 4 21% 58 2.04 0.17
Test 5 13% 37 1.85 0.09
∗ Data of Test 3 were not recorded

In fig.6 is shown the view of the targets from the vehicle
frontal camera, collected during the test.

VI. DISCUSSIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

In this work a multi-targets’ inspection and monitoring use
case has been proposed, in a teleoperation scenario, based
on the HSURF multi-platforms system. The main actors of
the system are 1) an operator remotely based, 2) a floating
platform (surface vehicle) and 3) a robotic fish (underwater
robot). The teleoperation relies on acoustic underwater com-
munication channels and on wifi as aerial communication.
While aerial communication does not produce strong con-
straints, acoustic communication poses many challenges, due
to its well-known intrinsic characteristics and limitations.

The results here presented prove that our method retains
an appropriate level of control for simple operations, despite
the communication delay, very limited bandwidth and relative
high loss rate, due to the acoustic modem. The current

Fig. 6: View of each of the gates before being traversed,
captured from the frontal camera of the AUV. The gates are
ordered left to right, top to bottom.

architecture sends commands at fixed intervals, which proved
to be effective in the case presented, but could be improved by
only sending messages when a command variation is required.
Similarly, we have observed that, while the magnetometer was
not accurate at estimating the North, and the value could
change significantly depending the position relatively to the
pool, it allowed for a fairly stable control of the heading,
where the operator could add adjustments whenever needed.
The expectation is that both magnetic heading and data loss
will improve in the open-water, while a code optimization
can significantly drop the delay time. Nevertheless, the system
proved to be reliable for teleoperation via the acoustic channel.

The choice of subdividing the control between the operator
and onboard is related to the large discrepancy between the fish
dynamics and the transmission and feedback time. Currently,
the feedback control is based on direct observation from the
operator, which adds minimal delay. In an applied scenario,
the delay should account for the communication delay back to
the operator. This will be included in the future investigation,
as the method of returning usable feedback to the operator
must be properly investigated.

Regardless of which type of feedback is implemented, even
the current delay for command transmission only was high
enough that direct control of the actuators from the operator
was not feasible. By delegating depth and heading keeping
to the robot, a much higher degree of delay was tolerable.
Ideally, the Forward-Backward thrust command should be
substituted with movement increments or speed command, but
this requires expensive and bulky position or velocity sensors
(Long Base Line localization, Doppler Velocity Logger ...)
that were not integrated onboard by design. As experienced in
preliminary tests, directly controlling the rotation rate (angular
velocity) resulted in uncontrolled behavior. On the contrary,
with the approach presented, the heading was controllable even
in presence of significant magnetic anomalies.

The HSURF-fish represents, in its design, to be extremely



challenge for teleoperation, due to its small size, limited
sensors and fast dynamics. Any other class of AUV featuring
acoustic communications, will most likely have a slower
dynamic and better sensing, which in turn will further enhance
the performance of our approach.

A preliminary qualitative test in open water has also been
successfully performed. The test highlighted the impact of
water currents to the operations, but proved that the method
allowed a reasonable degree of control of the robotic fish.
Such tests were only aimed at confirming the preservation of
functionality when in open water. We envision to reconstruct
a setup similar to the one used in the pool to reconfirm and
build upon the existing results. The main challenge will be
handling the factor of currents and waves’ disturbance, which
were not present during pool tests.

The work presented can also be framed within a larger
scope of the HSURF project, controlling the multi-robots’
system. The teleportation aspect in particular is envisioned
for a leader-follower approach: the leader will be controlled
by the operator, using the method above, while the rest of the
AUVs are autonomous and use their relative positions as input
to control their trajectories. In this sense, the teleoperation
becomes a building block of a more complex control system.

Furthermore, the ability to directly control the single robot
acts as a fail-safe or fine correction tool when operating the
full swarm: while from a mission point of view, the loss of
one or few AUVs is deemed acceptable, as the mission can
negotiate the loss, from a practical point of view is necessary
to have retrieval strategy to regain control of those AUVs.

Regarding the feedback return to the operator, different
approaches are being considered: trilateration through acoustic
allows for a general localization, while the most promising
approach is the use of video streaming by a tethered sinker:
The advantage to a traditional ROV are the possibility of
having a third person point of view, especially useful in precise
navigation, and the reduction to a single tether in the water.
A sinker will not be required precise control to maintain
visual contact, while AUVs are not affected by the presence
of tethers.

In a mission scenario, AUVs and Floater-sinker are released
in the water. The sinker is deployed at a depth similar to the
AUVs and through a set of cameras streams a 360 degree
video back to the floater via tether. The video stream is
then forwarded to the operator wireless from the floater. The
operator is then able to select the desired AUV and send
control commands through the acoustic modem mounted on
the floater/sinker, and monitor the progress from the point
of view of the sinker, while adjusting the point of view by
moving the floater and adjusting the sinker depth. The operator
can then command a different agent by changing the AUV
addressed acoustically. Other than the direct control presented
in this paper, we envision a set of different autonomous
behaviors (such as station keeping or following another agent)
that can be selected and triggered by an operator command,
allowing a degree of control on each agent of the multi-robot
system.

VII. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors acknowledge the project “Heterogeneous
Swarm of Underwater Autonomous Vehicles” funded by the
Technology Innovation Institute (Abu Dhabi) developed with
Khalifa University (contract no. TII/ARRC/2047/2020).

REFERENCES

[1] “OceanDecade United Nations decade of ocean science and sustainable
development,” https://oceandecade.org/, accessed: 2023-01-13.

[2] V. Sudevan, N. Mankovskii, S. Javed, H. Karki, G. De Masi, and J. Dias,
“Multisensor fusion for marine infrastructures’ inspection and safety,”
in OCEANS 2022, Hampton Roads. IEEE, 2022, pp. 1–7.

[3] S. Iacoponi, G. J. Van Vuuren, G. Santaera, N. Mankovskii, I. Zhilin,
F. Renda, C. Stefanini, and G. De Masi, “H-surf: Heterogeneous swarm
of underwater robotic fish,” in OCEANS 2022, Hampton Roads. IEEE,
2022, pp. 1–5.

[4] S. Iacoponi, M. Hanbaly, A. Infanti, B. Andonovski, N. Mankovskii,
I. Zhilin, F. Renda, C. Stefanini, and G. De Masi, “Heterogeneous
underwater swarm of robotic fish: Behaviour and applications,” in to
appear in International Conference on Embodied Intelligence. IOP,
2023.
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