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ABSTRACT

Recent advances in multi-agent systems manipulation have demonstrated a rising demand for the
implementation of multi-UAV systems in urban areas which are always subjected to the presence of static
and dynamic obstacles. The focus of the presented research is on the introduction of a nature-inspired
collision-free control for a multi-UAV system considering obstacle avoidance maneuvers. Inspired by the
collective behavior of tilapia fish and pigeon, the presented framework in this study uses a centralized
controller for the optimal formation control/recovery, which is defined by probabilistic Lloyd's algorithm, while
it uses a distributed controller for the intervehicle collision and obstacle avoidance. Further, the presented
framework has been extended to the 3D space with 3D maneuvers. Finally, the presented framework has
been applied to a multi-UAV system in 2D and 3D scenarios, and obtained results demonstrated the validity
of the presented method in the presence of buildings and different types of obstacles.

Keywords: Multi-Agent System, Obstacle Avoidance, Collision Avoidance, Formation Control, Centroidal
Voronoi Tessellation, Distributed Control.

INTRODUCTION

Swarm intelligence, an emergent property observed in nature, has long served as a source of inspiration
for engineering applications, particularly in the development of autonomous systems [1]. This phenomenon
demonstrates how decentralized systems, composed of numerous simple agents, can achieve complex
collective behaviors without a central controller. In recent years, multi-agent systems (MAS) have gained
significant attention in both civil and military applications, including intelligent transportation systems,
surveillance, and search-and-rescue operations [2]. These applications demand sophisticated control
strategies that can ensure both mission effectiveness and operational safety in complex urban
environments, where complex obstacles, such as buildings and both static and dynamic obstructions, are
prevalent.

While traditional research has focused primarily on improving system accuracy and autonomy, safety
has become increasingly critical. In urban environments, ensuring that autonomous agents, such as
unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), can operate safely and efficiently without colliding with obstacles or each
other is critical. Although extensive literature exists on the traditional centralized control methods for multi-
UAV systems, their reliability and mission success heavily depend on the central computer—a significant
constraint that can lead to complete mission failure if the central computer malfunctions [2, 3].

The primary focus of our study is to introduce a nature-inspired control method for the collision-free
formation control of multi-UAV systems operating in environments containing buildings, static obstacles,
and dynamic obstacles, utilizing 3D obstacle avoidance maneuvers. Previous research on obstacle
avoidance has identified several approaches: path planning and geometric guidance methods, which
require a known environmental map with modeled obstacles for the optimal collision-free path between two
desired points [4, 5]; potential field function approaches based on defined potential field functions [6]; and
model predictive-based control approaches that make decisions about control inputs based on predicted
system dynamics [7, 8]. Recent advances in the multi-UAV control systems show that stand-alone path
planning methods and their combinations with methods like particle swarm optimization (PSO) remain
active areas of research [9, 10]. Furthermore, strategies based on the artificial potential field (APF) concepts
have been introduced for implementing multi-UAV systems in environments with known obstacle maps [11,
12, 13, 14].
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In [15], researchers statistically investigated pigeons' self-organized obstacle avoidance behavior and
developed a mathematical model for their obstacle avoidance maneuvers. This pigeon-inspired avoidance
model was implemented for a group of four quadrotors [16]. Although numerous methods exist for static
obstacle avoidance, dynamic obstacle avoidance remains an open problem [3]. A novel pigeon-inspired
method was proposed in [3] for dynamic obstacle avoidance, addressing formation control and recovery
through consensus theory. However, this approach increased controller design complexity and limited
obstacle detection and avoidance to planar maneuvers, sometimes resulting in UAVs becoming constrained
between neighboring UAVs and external obstacles. The problem of 3D obstacle avoidance maneuvers has
been primarily investigated for single UAV problems. In [17], researchers introduced a path-planning
approach for single UAV problems utilizing multi-objective spherical vector-based PSO. Moreover, [18]
introduced a novel 3D route planning method for single UAVs by leveraging hybridized slime mould with a
different updating algorithm and employing the Pareto optimality.

Drawing inspiration from research on 3D maneuvers and the pigeon-inspired method introduced in [3],
our study proposes a novel approach for simultaneous consideration of formation control, inter-vehicle
collision avoidance, and obstacle avoidance in the presence of static and dynamic obstacles for multi-UAV
systems. In this approach, optimal UAV positioning within formations is inspired by territorial behavior
observed in tilapia fish. This behavior ensures that the UAVs maintain proper spacing and orientation
relative to one another, akin to how fish in a school or birds in a flock exhibit coordinated movement patterns.

Additionally, the obstacle avoidance behavior of pigeons serves as the foundation for maneuvering
around static and dynamic obstacles. Pigeons, known for their exceptional navigation and obstacle
avoidance abilities, offer a biological model for UAVs to follow, enabling them to detect and circumvent
obstacles in real-time. The distributed nature of this control strategy allows each UAV to operate
autonomously, with local decision-making capabilities that reduce the reliance on a central controller and
enhance overall system robustness.

The primary contributions of this study are: 1) Development of a semi-centralized formation controller
inspired by tilapia fish and utilization of the probabilistic Lloyd algorithm [19] in 3D space for optimal
configuration and formation change/recovery. 2) Improvement of pigeon-inspired obstacle detection and
avoidance through implementation with 3D maneuvers in the presence of dynamic obstacles. 3)
Implementation of 3D obstacle avoidance maneuvers in a multi-UAV system consisting of 12 UAVs,
significantly expanding upon previous studies that examined only 4 and 6 agents, thus demonstrating our
method's scalability for deploying any number of UAVs in the 3D space.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 begins with multi-UAV dynamic modeling followed by
preliminaries of graph theory, then presents the controller design and theoretical developments. Section 3
presents simulation results for different case studies. Finally, Section 4 concludes the paper and suggests
potential applications and future work directions.

THEORY

This section presents the dynamical model of the multi-UAV system, followed by the essential preliminaries
related to graph theory.

Multi-UAV Dynamical Model

Figure 1 schematically depicts a multi-UAV system consisting of N UAVs and demonstrates the two types
of coordinate frames utilized in this study. The first is the inertial coordinate frame described by 0,X,Y; used
for modeling the translational motion of UAVs relative to the ground surface. The second consists of body
coordinate frames described by 0,x,y, located at each UAV’s center of gravity for consideration of
individual flight directions and obstacle locations.

In Figure 1, p; and v; represent the position and velocity vectors of the i®" UAV in the inertial coordinate
frame. p;; = p; — p; and v;; = v; — v, refer to the relative position and velocity vectors of the it" UAV with
respect to the jt* UAV. The parameters r, and r,; denote the safety range and detection range respectively,
while 8., refers to the UAV’s field of view relative to the flight direction. Following common practice in
formation controller design and obstacle avoidance maneuvers, we model the UAVs as particles [3, 20].

The system dynamics are described by:

pi=v; (1)
v = (2)

where u; refers to the auxiliary control input for the it UAV.
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Figure 1. Multi-UAV system dynamic model schematic

Graph Theory

To provide a mathematical foundation for our controller design, we employ graph theory. In this framework,
a multi-UAV system consisting of n homogeneous UAVs is described using G (U, E), which represents a
graph with a set of nodes defined as U = {i},i = 1,2, ...,n and a set of edges E = {(i,j)|i,j € U; i # j} that
models the communication between the agents.

The set N; = {j € U\{i}|(i,)) € E} describes the neighborhood for the i** node in the considered
graph. Thus, if p;,i = 1,2, ...,n refers to the position vector of the i®"* UAV in the inertial coordinate frame
and r,; defines its detection range, the UAVs’ neighborhoods can be defined using the following set of nodes
in space:

Ny = e L\ [Ipi - p;1] < 7a} )
Formation Controller Design
This section presents the formation controller design for the optimal configuration of UAVs in a barrier

area Q. To achieve an optimal formation in a predefined area, the concepts from locational optimization
and Voronoi partitions have been leveraged [21, 22, 23].

W L T W

- £

AFig‘ure 2. Demonstration of Tilaﬁfa fish territorial behavior [24]



Drawing inspiration from the tilapia fish territorial behavior, as demonstrated in Figure 2, which can be
modeled by a centroidal Voronoi configuration, and building on investigations of the Voronoi configurations
in [20], we note that the sensing performance of any UAV at any point q in its sensing range within a desired
area Q depends heavily on the distance ||q - pi||. To quantify the sensing performance of the system, we
consider the following multicenter cost function, which provides a measure of the expected sensing
performance by all UAVs at any point q in space:

J®1, . PN) =fmaxf(||q—pi||)¢(q)dq ©)

To achieve optimal Voronoi partitioning, we define:

Vi={ace:llg-pil<|la-p)l|.i=1} @

This definition of the Voronoi partitions, combined with the cost function defined in Eq. (4) leads to the
following differential equation showing the differentiation of cost function with respect to UAVs location in
inertial frame:

a
i = M, (cy, — Pi) 5)
op; e

This expression demonstrates that the optimal solution for the considered cost function (where % =0)

occurs at locations satisfying p; = ¢,, resulting in a centroidal Voronoi tessellation (CVT). Here, M,,
represents the Voronoi center of mass, and c,, is Voronoi centroid. Further, in our research, we utilize the
probabilistic Lloyd’s algorithm for CVT implementation [19]. Table 1 presents the pseudo-code of the
implemented Lloyd's algorithm, providing a systematic approach to achieving optimal UAV distribution. The
algorithm iteratively refines UAV positions through sampling and updating steps until convergence criteria
are met.

Finally, to achieve optimal configuration for UAVs in our considered barrier area Q, we employ the
following control law:

up, = —Kpi(pi -¢,,) — K, vi (6)

In this expression, the gain Ky, and K,,, are positive definite and can be tuned through trial and error or
systematic design methods. v;_, represents the relative velocity between the UAVs and their desired point
on the considered barrier, which moves at the speed of 1 m/s in the x direction. This control law uses the
Lloyd’s algorithm output for CVT as the desired point for the UAVs to reach. Through this approach, we can
optimally deploy any number of UAVs in a desired barrier area for either static or dynamic barriers, provided
the barrier is large enough to enclose the UAVs with predefined safety areas.

Collision Avoidance Controller Design

The preceding section addresses the inter-vehicle collision avoidance, a crucial factor for multi-UAV
systems. Inspired by Hook’s law and mass-spiring-damper system, considering relative position and
velocities between the vehicles, we implement the control law introduced in [3]:

Ue; = —kePe + keavy) @)
where:
pc= ! Pij .
¢ 2
(Jlpafl] =) lle| ®)

In the above equations, k.; and k., are diagonal positive definite matrices which can be tuned by trial
and error.



Table 1. Pseudo-Code of the implemented Lloyd’s CVT algorithm
Probabilistic Generalized Lloyd’s Algorithm

Input:

- Domain Q

- Density function p(x) defined on Q

- Positive integer N (number of points)

- Positive integer q (number of sampling points per iteration)

- Constants a;, 0, By, Bz suchthata; +a, =1,B8;+B.=1,0,>0,B,>0

Steps:

1. Initialization:
- Choose an initial set of n points {xi}ni-; in Q.
- Set iteration counters {ji}"i.; = 1.
2. Sampling:
- Randomly sample q points {yr}"r-1 in Q using a Monte Carlo method with p(x) as the probability density
function.
3. Point Update:
Foreachi=1,2, ..., n:
- Gather all sampled points yr closest to x; (forming the set Wi, i.e., the Voronoi region of xi).
- If Wi is empty, do nothing.
- Otherwise:
- Compute the average ui of the points in Wi.
- Update xi:
Xi— ((@fi + Ba) / (i + 1)) Xi + ((0zfi + B2) / (ji + 1)) ui
- Increment ji:
ji—ji+t1
4. Repeat or Terminate:
- Form the new set of points {xi}";.
- If Q is a hypersurface, project xi onto Q
- Check stopping criteria (e.g., convergence or tolerance).
- If criteria are not met, go back to Step 2.

Output:

- Final set of points {xi}",.

Obstacle Avoidance Controller Design

Inspired by the pigeon collective behavior for their self-organized obstacle avoidance maneuvers, we first
present the previously introduced obstacle avoidance controller design for planar 2D maneuvers with
moving obstacles constrained to only y-direction movement [3]. We then extend the method to 3D space
through equation reformulation, addressing the main focus of our research. The approach consists of two
key components: obstacle detection and maneuver execution through velocity adjustment.

Planar Obstacle Detection (2D)

Figure 3 schematically depicts the obstacle detection strategy for UAVs with considered a sector-like field
of view (FOV), inspired by pigeons' natural visual capabilities [3]. The detection mechanism is governed by
two key conditions:

[Ipi — orl| <714 + 0k 9

o) — . 0 [— .
|atan( vk pyl) _diﬂy zk pzz)

<60 10
Oxk — Dxi Oxk — Dxi Fov ( )

< Oggy OT |atan<

where 0y = [0y, Oky, 0k,] is the location of k" obstacle in the space. According to these detection rules,
an obstacle is detected when two conditions are met: first, the distance between the i*"* UAV and k"
obstacle falls within the detection range, and second, the angle between the flight direction and obstacle is
less than considered FOV.
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Figure 3. Schematic representation of obstacle detection strategy, illustrating the sensing range and FOV.

Planar Velocity Adjustment (2D)

Drawing inspiration from pigeons' navigation behavior, where flight direction is determined by
considering both obstacle distance and field of view [3], we define a potential function for the avoidance
maneuvers as :

1 2
Uy (P, 0x) = {E(llky(m —ol|—1)",  detected (11)
0, otherwise

In the above function, k, is a positive definite diagonal matrix, where it obeys k, = diag{kz, ky}, and
1, = 14 + 1. Differentiating the potential function with respect to p; leads to the following expression:

VU, = {(“k'li(pl _ok)” _ra) V(llpl _Okll)r detected (12)
r 0 otherwise

where Vrefers to the gradient operator, and W||p; — okl|) = (p; — 0,)/|Ip: — okl|-

The above potential function definition could potentially result in UAVs becoming stationary (velocity =
0 m/s) when the forward force equals the evasive obstacle force—effectively creating a local minima. To
prevent this condition, we introduce a rotational potential function:

kr 2
U, (p;,0,) = {7(||Tr(pi —ol|)°,  detected (13)
0, otherwise

Differentiation with respect to p; yields to the following:

V. = {krTr(H(Pi—Ok)||)‘7(||m—0k||), detected
" 0, otherwise (14)

where, k, refers to a positive coefficient and T,. is rotation matrix defined as below:

__[cosa —sina
T, = [sina cosa ] (15)
where:
wla — ||prelik||
a= ET' s < ||prelik|| <1 (16)
0, otherwise

Here, p,.;,, refers to the relative position vector between the i UAV and k*" obstacle in the space.
Finally, the obstacle avoidance control law will be achieved as it has been expressed below:
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U= ko) Wp= ) Wi—kav (D)

where, k,, is a diagonal positive definite matrix which can be tuned using trial and error.

Using the presented control law in Eq. (17), UAVs can perform planar obstacle avoidance in their motion
surface. Thus, in the presence of the neighbor UAVs, sometimes it can be challenging for the UAVs to
perform their maneuver simultaneously with collision avoidance and they might get stuck for a while
between their neighbor UAV and the detected obstacle. To address this limitation and provide additional
maneuverability (i.e., additional degrees of freedom) to the UAVs, we extend the method to 3D space using
rotational matrices and 3D rotation concepts [25].

Nonplanar Obstacle Detection (3D)

As shown in Figure 4, we modify the previous assumptions to consider spherical sensing and safety
ranges around the UAVSs, with a conical FOV region around the flight direction.

Zp

1
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ensing range ‘ Xp
Figure 4. Schematic representation of obstacle detection strategy, illustrating the sensing range and FOV in 3D space

Considering the assumptions mentioned, the implementation of vectors inner product properties in the
space led to the following set of conditions for the obstacle detection:

||pi_0k|| < 1q + 0on (18)
prel-vi

cos™?! (—) )| <6 19

( vl Fov (19)

An obstacle is detected when both conditions are met simultaneously, indicating the obstacle is within both
the sensing range and the UAV's FOV.

Nonplanar Velocity Adjustment (3D)

In our previously presented framework for planar maneuvers, the rotation matrix used in the potential
function corresponded to planar rotation in the 0,x,y, plane of the body coordinate frame (Figure 3). To
extend this pigeon-inspired maneuver into the 3D space, the rotational potential function presented in Eq.
(13) needs to be reformulated as below:

2
|TTXTTyTT‘Z(pi - Ok)||) ’ deteCted (20)
0, otherwise

K,
Ur(pi' ok) = 7(



where:

1 0 O
T, = [0 1 0] (21)
0 0 1
cosa 0 sina
T,, = [ 0 1 0 ] (22)
—sina 0 cosa
cosa —sina 0
T,, = [sina cosa Ol (23)
0 0 1

In the above expression, T,,, T,, and T,, are rotation matrix for the rotations around x,, y, and z,
respectively. Differentiation with respect to p; yields to the following:

VU.. = {krTrxTryTrz(“(pi - Ok)||) V(| |pi - Okl |) ’ detected
T 0, otherwise (24)

Finally, utilizing the above-introduced 3D rotational potential function and its derivative, the obstacle
avoidance rule presented in Eq. (17) can be implemented. It is notable that, to avoid the rotation around
the x-axis of the body coordinate frame, and keep the attitude stable during the maneuvers, the rotation
matrix for T,., has been considered as an identity matrix.

Overall Controller for Multi-UAV System
Applying the superposition principle to our previously introduced controller designs, the overall control
law for each UAV follows:

u; = uﬂ- + U + U, (25)

In this expression, the first term (u;;) manages formation control, forcing UAVs to follow their desired
points obtained from the Lloyd’'s method with a non-static barrier area. The second (u.;) handles inter-
vehicle collision avoidance while the third term (u,;) manages obstacle avoidance.

NUMERICAL SIMULATION

To evaluate the validity of the proposed method in this study, three case studies have been investigated.
Firstly, to assess the formation change and recovery of the UAV swarm, the proposed control approach
has been applied to a scenario of passing between two buildings. Next, for further assessment, the
proposed method has been applied to the same scenario with the added static and dynamic obstacles.
Finally, the proposed method has been applied to a full 3D problem in the presence of buildings and various
types of obstacles.

Case Study 1: Collision-free Formation Control

This initial study examines the deployment of eight UAVs in a predefined barrier with a 5-meter height
from the ground focusing only on formation control and inter-vehicle collision avoidance (without
considering the obstacle avoidance term in the control law):

U = Up + U (26)

We conducted simulations using the parameters in Table 2 over 145 seconds with a time step of 0.1
seconds. Notably, the initial position vectors of UAVs have been sampled from the set {(xol"yoi' 0)|0 <x; <
1,0<y; <1:i=12,..,8} using a zero mean Gaussian distribution with unit covariance, assuming
stationary at t = 0s.



Figure 5 shows the simulation results obtained for the collision-free formation control of a UAV swarm
using optimal desired locations obtained from Lloyd’s algorithm. The scenario involves a moving barrier
area where UAVs perform formation change and recovery maneuvers while encountering a narrow space
between two buildings—a common situation in urban environments.

Figure 5(A-a) demonstrates the successful initial deployment of UAVs in the barrier area with optimal
configuration. The UAVs maintain their formation while moving in the x direction until the first UAV detects
the buildings within its sensing range. Upon building detection, the UAVs execute a formation change
without inter-vehicle collisions, adopting a new optimal configuration in a smaller barrier area to navigate
through the narrow space between buildings. Figure 5(A-b) illustrates this formation change maneuver as
the UAVs pass through the buildings with their new formation. Figure 5(A-c) shows the successful recovery
of the initial formation.

Figure 5(B) shows the time history of the obtained distance between UAV1 with all the other UAVs
throughout the simulation. The results confirm effective collision avoidance, with no UAVs approaching
closer than 2 meters to UAV1. For clarity of visualization, we present only the plan view of the plots. (The
complete simulation video is available in the supplementary materials.)

These results validate our proposed method's effectiveness in integrating semi-centralized formation
control with distributed collision avoidance, achieving safe and reliable formation change and recovery
without requiring complex consensus theory-based methods.

Table 2. Numerical values utilized in the simulations

Parameter Value
ra(m) 2
r:(m) 1
K, diag([3,3,3])
K, diag([5,5,5])
ks, diag([0.1,0.5,0.1])
k_r 0.5
k_ol 5
k_o2 1
v_obs4 (m/s) [0.2,0.05,0]
Tor, (m/5) 1
Orov (deg) 60
20 T 20 20 (A c) I

(A-2) (A-b) e pLmE

0 50 100 150 0 50 100 150 0 50 100 150
X (m) X (m) x(m)

(B) (a) (b) (c)

//ﬁ_ 5 —d, d, g —dyg
1 du _dws du

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140
time(s)
Figure 5. simulation results for the collision-free formation control scenario without obstacles




Case Study 2: Collision-free Formation Control with Obstacle Avoidance

To evaluate the ability of the presented controller in a more complex situation, we applied it to the same
formation control scenario but added static and dynamic obstacles. We maintained the same simulation
parameters and duration as shown in Table 2. Static obstacles were positioned as shown in the figures,
while the dynamic obstacle (obs4) moved with a constant velocity vector of v,,., = [0.1,0.025,0]7 m/s,
beginning its motion after t = 42s.

Figure 6 illustrates the results of this enhanced scenario. Figure 6(A-a) shows a successful initial UAV
deployment, matching the previous case. Figure 6(A-b) depicts the formation change before entering the
narrow area between buildings, now complicated by obstacles. At this point, UAVs must simultaneously
maintain safe distances from neighboring UAVs, avoid building walls, and execute obstacle avoidance
maneuvers.

Figure 6(A-c) demonstrates successful navigation past the static obstacles (obs1, obs2, and obs3) and
approach to the dynamic obstacle (obs4). Figure 6(A-d) shows successful passage past obs4 and
immediate formation recovery. Figures 6(A-e) and 6(A-f) illustrate the initial and final stages of formation
recovery, respectively.

Figure 6(B) presents the time history of distances between UAV1 and other UAVs, with vertical dashed
lines corresponding to the situations shown in Figure 6(A). The results confirm maintained safe distances
throughout the complex maneuvers. (Complete simulation video available in supplementary materials.)

Obtained results in this section demonstrated the acceptable performance of the proposed method by
the integration of previously presented semi-centralized formation controller with distributed collision and
obstacle avoidance controllers in a collision-free formation control scenario considering formation change,
formation recovery, and obstacle avoidance maneuvers in a safe and reliable way without the need for
complex consensus theory-based methods in the presence of static and dynamic obstacles.
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Figure 6. Simulation results for collision-free control scenario with planar obstacle avoidance maneuver



Case Study 3: Collision-free Formation Control with 3D Obstacle Avoidance

This final study evaluates our proposed 3D maneuvers with a larger swarm of 12 UAVs operating in an
environment containing buildings, static obstacles, and dynamic obstacles. We conducted simulations over
140 seconds with a 0.1-second time step.

Figure 7 reveals the obtained trajectories in 3D space along with the relative distance history between
UAV1 and other UAVs. Figure 7(A-a) demonstrates the successful optimal deployment of UAVs in a 3D
barrier space determined by the Lloyd's algorithm, with ground projections of UAV positions clearly shown.
Figure 7(A-b) illustrates how the swarm executes formation changes to achieve optimal positioning between
buildings while simultaneously performing 3D maneuvers for obstacle avoidance and maintaining inter-
vehicle safety distances.

Figure 7(A-c) shows successful obstacle navigation between buildings, with some UAVs utilizing
pathways above and below obstacles, including the dynamic obstacle. Figure 7(A-d) demonstrates
successful formation recovery after passing the buildings. Figure 7(B) presents the time history of distances
between UAV1 and other UAVSs, with vertical dashed lines corresponding to the scenarios shown in Figure
7(A). Results confirm consistent maintenance of safe distances exceeding 2 meters from UAV1.

The results from this section demonstrate our method's scalability with 3D maneuvers, successfully
increasing the swarm size from 8 to 12 UAVs without additional complexity. This suggests that for larger
spaces allowing larger barriers, our approach provides an effective solution for deploying any number of
UAVSs. (The complete simulation video is available in supplementary materials.)
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Figure 7. Simulation results for collision-free control scenario with nonplanar 3D obstacle avoidance maneuver



CONCLUSION

This research addressed the challenges of implementing multi-UAV systems in urban environments containing both static and
dynamic obstacles. Drawing inspiration from tilapia fish territorial behavior and pigeons' self-organized obstacle avoidance,
combined with the probabilistic Lloyd's algorithm for CVT, we developed a nature-inspired collision-free formation control
system with 3D obstacle avoidance capabilities for nonplanar multi-UAV missions. We validated our controller through three
progressively complex scenarios: (1) Formation change between buildings without obstacles, (2) The same scenario with
added static and dynamic obstacles, and (3) Large-scale implementation with 12 UAVs using full 3D maneuvers. Results
demonstrated successful performance in obstacle avoidance, formation change, and formation recovery maneuvers. Future
work could extend this framework to develop a learning-based neuromorphic digital-twin network for improved energy
efficiency.
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