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DCL-Sparse: Distributed Range-only Cooperative Localization of Multi-Robots in
Noisy and Sparse Sensing Graphs

Atharva Sagale

Abstract— This paper presents a novel approach to range-
based cooperative localization for robot swarms in GPS-denied
environments, addressing the limitations of current methods
in noisy and sparse settings. We propose a robust multi-
layered localization framework that combines shadow edge
localization techniques with the strategic deployment of UAVs.
This approach not only addresses the challenges associated
with nonrigid and poorly connected graphs but also enhances
the convergence rate of the localization process. We introduce
two key concepts: the S1-Edge approach in our distributed
protocol to address the rigidity problem of sparse graphs
and the concept of a powerful UAV node to increase the
sensing and localization capability of the multi-robot system.
Our approach leverages the advantages of the distributed
localization methods, enhancing scalability and adaptability
in large robot networks. We establish theoretical conditions
for the new S1-Edge that ensure solutions exist even in the
presence of noise, thereby validating the effectiveness of shadow
edge localization. Extensive simulation experiments confirm the
superior performance of our method compared to state-of-the-
art techniques, resulting in up to 95% reduction in localization
error, demonstrating substantial improvements in localization
accuracy and robustness to sparse graphs. This work provides
a decisive advancement in the field of multi-robot localization,
offering a powerful tool for high-performance and reliable
operations in challenging environments.

Index Terms— Multi-Robot Systems, Cooperative Localiza-
tion, Distributed Algorithm, Sparse Graphs

I. INTRODUCTION

Multi-robot systems (MRS) [1], [2], [3] play a crucial role
in various real-world applications, such as urban search and
rescue, mining, exploration, and environmental monitoring.
In scenarios like search and rescue missions in disaster-
stricken areas, robots can be deployed to explore inaccessible
environments, such as collapsed buildings, dense forests,
or underwater cave systems, where human intervention is
difficult or dangerous. Specifically, in urban search and
rescue scenarios, limited infrastructure—such as the absence
of GPS and reliable communication networks—makes tele-
operation by humans impractical due to input lag and weak
connectivity. Under such conditions, teams of robots must
rely on distributed approaches for cooperative localization,
as the lack of exact coordinate information in a global frame
of reference poses a major challenge [4]. To overcome this
challenge, the team of robots must decide on a common
coordinate frame of reference and localize themselves in that
new frame of reference, which will help achieve subsequent
multi-robot tasks such as formation control, object manip-
ulation, etc. Most often, UGVs and UAVs collaborate on
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Fig. 1: Ilustration of the proposed UGV-UAV cooperative localization in
a typical disaster scenario. Here, the links shown in ”Yellow” are the edges
of the sparsely-connected sensing and/or communication graph.

the task for improved performance and capabilities [5]. See
Fig. [T] for a pictorial representation of this deployment.

As noted in [6], [7], a generic globally rigid (GGR) graph
is a sub-type of graph which have been used in works such
as [8] to ensure the rigidity of the inter-robot connection for
applications in distributed approaches. In scenarios where the
graph’s rigidity is insufficient, the network consensus may
not converge but possibly be stuck perpetually in a local min-
imum [9], [10], [11]. This is also possible in rigid-connected
graphs due to low-edge connectivity. These issues are coined
as the "flipping phenomenon” [12], where a vertex can be
reflected across a face and still preserve the relative distance
constraints (inter-robot range measurements) of the graph. In
MRS, this scenario can occur if there is limited connectivity
to preserve bandwidth or if the formation size (i.e., the
configuration of the robot positions) exceeds the maximum
range of the robot sensors [13], [14], [11]. This "flipping”
can be caused by the ambiguity in the pose estimate of
the neighboring robot, causing the cooperative localization
estimates to converge at a local minimum, satisfying the
edge constraints but not truly representing the ground truth
conditions. Fig. 2] depicts a motivating example.

Another limitation in multi-robot localization arises from
the presence of noise in the localization process, which
impacts the accuracy and reliability of position estimates.
This noise can lead to erroneous distance measurements
and pose estimates, ultimately degrading the precision of
localization. In practice, localization algorithms may be
sensitive to these inaccuracies, potentially causing the robots
to converge on incorrect solutions. This can exacerbate issues
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Fig. 2: Flipping of sparse (non-rigid) sensing graphs with ground truth
location (left) and estimated (flipped due to sparsity of range inference)
locations (right). Robots 4,6, 10, and 11 are flipped along the axis connecting
the robots 2 and 23 in this example.

such as the ’flipping phenomenon,” where, despite a globally
rigid (GGR) graph, the system may still converge to a local
minimum rather than the true solution.

Contributions: To overcome the limitations of existing
methods in noisy and sparsely connected environments,
we introduce a novel range-based cooperative localization
framework for robot swarms in GPS-denied settings. Unlike
previous approaches, which often rely on leader selection
[15] or edge connectivity manipulations [8], [16] and struggle
with convergence in non-GGR guaranteed graph formations,
our method leverages two key innovations: the S1-Edge
approach and the integration of UAVs. The S1-Edge tech-
nique addresses the rigidity challenges of sparse graphs,
improving structural stability, while UAVs, with their supe-
rior sensing capabilities and broader field of view, enhance
the localization process by accelerating convergence even
in environments with weak connectivity. This multi-layered
framework combines shadow edge localization with the
strategic deployment of UAVs, offering improved scalability
and adaptability for large-scale multi-robot systems. Theo-
retical analysis establishes bounds on the gain coefficient
for shadow edges, ensuring the algorithm’s stability and
accuracy in the presence of noise. Our contribution is further
validated through extensive simulation experiments, demon-
strating significant improvements in localization accuracy
and robustness over the state-of-the-art.

A vided'] demonstration of the simulations and real-world
experiments show the approach’s strengths and novelty.

II. RELATED WORK

In the literature, cooperative localization has been exten-
sively studied, with various methods proposed for MRS [17],
[18], [19], [20], [9], [21], [22], [23], [24]. Wiktor and Rock
[25] introduced a Bayesian optimization-based method for
collaborative localization in natural terrain, but it involves
high complexity and computational costs.

In [26], the authors suggested a graph-theoretic approach
that addressed some scalability issues but still faced high
computational complexity and required extensive and pre-
dictive range (or RSSI) sensing, which may be impractical
in resource-constrained systems. On the contrary, a range-
only sensor could be more practical for MRS operations

Uhttps://youtu.be/ AhrEJp2i0fw

[27]. Authors in [8], [28] proposed variants of gradient-based
approaches for localization in geometrically rigid formations,
using stationary beacons for accurate position information.
However, these methods require multiple specialized robots
(or anchor nodes) and rely on a fully connected graph,
making them less practical in large MRS applications. In
contrast, our approach only needs a single UAV for a group
of UGVs, covering larger areas more efficiently with less
bandwidth. It minimizes frame-of-reference reassignment
and reduces communication rounds for trilateration.

Cao et al. [15] developed an algorithm where a leader
and two reference robots are elected, and trilateration is
used for coordinate determination. This method assumes all
robots can communicate with reference robots and may need
to re-elect a leader if outlier robots cannot communicate.
Our distributed controller operates effectively in scenarios
with limited connectivity, using anchors and range-only
measurements to achieve localization in sparse graphs.

Oliva et al. [29], [30] proposed a localization method
using shadow edges to relax the global rigidity condition
in unit disk graphs. They introduced an algorithm with a
necessary and sufficient localizability condition, showing that
shadow edge localization can succeed where trilateration
fails. Their method, effective in noisy settings, localizes more
nodes and achieves lower localization error compared to
trilateration, particularly after recursive least squares post-
processing. But, their shadow edges are centralized and
not limited to 1-hop neighbors, which limits the distributed
application. In contrast, our method combines distributed
shadow 1-hop edges with UAV deployment for robot swarms
in GPS-denied environments, addressing nonrigid graphs and
improving convergence and accuracy. Our approach ensures
robust performance in noisy conditions and scales effectively
in large networks.

Park et al. [31] proposed a multilateration approach
for UAV positioning using Ultrawide-band (UWB) ranging
to address flip ambiguity caused by planar anchor con-
figurations. Their method involves an algebraic solution,
flip correction through symmetric reflection, and non-linear
optimization, collectively enhancing positioning accuracy.
Their approach relies heavily on precisely known anchor
locations and assumes a relatively low level of noise in
the UWB ranging measurements. However, most real-world
deployments involve high measurement noise, environmental
interference, and dynamic obstacles that can degrade range
sensor performance, leading to inaccuracies in positioning.

Moreover, these strategies generally assume ideal geomet-
ric anchor arrangements and do not account for irregular
or sparse node distributions, which are often encountered in
practical UAV navigation scenarios. This limitation makes
their solution less robust for dynamic and complex envi-
ronments where robot placement cannot always conform
to a predefined configuration. Furthermore, some of these
methods incur non-linear optimization, which suffers from
computational overhead, limiting the method’s real-time
applicability for UAVs operating in time-critical missions.
Our approach addresses these shortcomings by combining
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shadow edge localization with UAV deployment in a dis-
tributed protocol. This provides a scalable and efficient
solution for MRS operating in GPS-denied environments.
This method reduces computational and communication de-
mands while enhancing localization accuracy and robustness,
representing a notable advancement in practical MRS.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

In this paper, we are concerned with the graph localization
problem with relative range measurements z, which can
be represented as follows. Let there be a set of n nodes
(representing the robots) V = vy, ..., v, in a fixed formation
shape (static configuration) and let P = py,...p, be a set
of positions on the Cartesian plane, where z; = p; =
[pis iy represent the 2D coordinates of the it" node. Fo
an expected, time-invariant formation, the main assumption
is that each robot has a range sensor that can provide sensor
readings within a limited range; Following the unit disk
sensing graph, the robots form a connected sensing graph
G = (V, E) defined by their structural edges E = {(i,7)|j €
N; < |pi —p;| < R}, where R is the sensing range, N;
is the neighbor set of robot ¢ in the graph G.

1) All nodes start with a random position estimate &;(0).

2) For anode i € {1,2,...,n}, the neighbors of i can be
measured, and the node adjusts its position estimate
based on this information.

3) In the graph G, only the relative distance measure-
ments are available, and if a node i can detect its
neighbor j, then 5 must also be able to detect i.

4) There may be special nodes called UAVs in the graph.
UAV e € V, has strong connectivity, i.e., it can be
detected by every node in the formation.

5) If a robot can sense its neighbor, they both can
communicate information. i.e., the sensing graph and
communication graph have the same edges.

6) A network of n nodes is globally rigid (GGR) if it
is defined by a set of pairwise distance measurements
{d;;} such that the configuration of the nodes is unique
up to global rigid transformations (translations and
rotations), and the distance measurements are minimal,
meaning that the network has a minimum radius of
distance constraints required to ensure this rigidity.

The localization problem is to determine the z; for each node
in a new cooperative frame of reference.

IV. APPROACH
Each robot iteratively updates its position estimates Z; at
T to establish a common coordinate frame of reference.
A. Distributed Range-only Localization

Through local neighborhood communication, robots iter-
atively update their position estimates by sharing current
estimates and range sensor readings with the neighbors using
the following update rule [8]:
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Fig. 3: Localization of robots in a network with a unit disk graph where
the associated graph G is not ggr. Robots 7;, 7, and 7, represented by
nodes v;, vj, and vy. Robot r; can detect robot 7, but cannot detect robot
ry (i.e., node vy is outside the dashed circle). The blue dotted line indicates
a potential shadow edge that might be formed between v; and vy. Based
on the distances d;; and d;, upper and lower bounds for d;, are defined.

The gain for direct edges is denoted by «. The term
A;; represents the inconsistency between the range sensor
readings z;; (measurable for (i,j) € FE) and the current
position estimates &; and &; at time 7, and is given by:

i (1) = |l(7) = &5(7)|* — 255(7) 2)

Previous localization approaches, such as the one described
in Eq. (I), face significant challenges with incomplete sens-
ing and the absence of direct communication between robots.
These limitations can result in inaccurate or unstable local-
ization estimates due to the reliance on direct measurements
and the assumption of a fully connected network. Such
assumptions are often impractical in real-world scenarios,
where sparse sensing results in flipping” problems.

B. Distributed Localization With Shadow 1-Hop Edge

We address the limitations of the previous localization ap-
proach outlined in Eq. (1) and propose a new algorithm based
on the concept of distributed shadow edges for scenarios with
sparse direct sensing. A significant challenge in this process
is the issue of sparsity. Without a global reference frame
(GPS), the robots need to establish a reliable communication
network to ensure that they can accurately localize them-
selves and one another. Connectivity issues can complicate
the process, as some robots may be out of range or unable
to communicate with others [32], leading to incomplete or
unreliable distance information. To address this challenge,
we introduce the concept of shadow edge localization. In
this context, certain edges—Ilike the one depicted by the blue
dotted line in Fig. 3] are referred to as S1-Edges. These S1-
Edges help address sparsity issues by providing additional
reference points, aiding the robots in defining their local
coordinate frame and achieving more accurate localization
despite the challenges of non-ggr sensing graphs.

Definition 1: Shadow 1-hop edge (S1-Edge): In graph G,
a Shadow 1-Hop Edge exists between a pair (i, k) ¢ E when
robot k is indirectly connected to robot ¢ via an intermediate
node j € N;, where N; is the set of 1-hop neighbors of
i. For robots 4, j, and k, where j € N; and k € N, the



distance d;, is bounded by d;t*" < d;j, < di:
upper

Upper Bound:d,, = dij + djg
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where d;; and dj;, are the Euclidean distances between the
consecutive robots that share an edge E. The Upper bound
(di;™") is derived from the co-linear property, while the
lower bound (dﬁ‘;"“er) is derived from the triangle inequality,
as depicted in Fig. [3}

The S1-Edge concept enables flexible distance estimation
between non-adjacent robots via intermediate nodes. The
upper and lower bounds provide key insights into accuracy
and feasibility. These bounds ensure reliable estimation when
direct measurements are unavailable, with the upper bound
covering worst-case scenarios and the lower bound reflecting
the shortest geometric distance. This approach guarantees
convergence and stability in MRS, especially where main-
taining communication is critical. Limiting shadow edges
to 1-hop neighbors simplifies implementation and ensures
scalability in distributed frameworks.

Distributed Protocol Our algorithm is defined by the fol-
lowing update rule, which allows a distributed utilization of
the S1-Edges integrated in the distributed protocol of (T).
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The set of shadow S1-Edges represented as k € N;/N;,
representing shadow edges that are not in the direct neigh-
borhood set INV; of robot i and .S;; represents the virtual
interaction between robot 7 and robot k (i.e., k ¢ N; if |x; —
2k| > R). Note that S;;(7) = 1 if the robot i and robot k are
within the range R of each other as per the current estimate
Z(7) (but they are not in reality); otherwise, it is set to zero.
The gain for shadow edges is denoted by /.

Note that A;x(7) is not directly available as z;; is not
measurable per the sensing graph G since (i,k) ¢ E.
However, we leverage the knowledge of the S1-Edge bounds
we established earlier to obtain an estimate Z;; of the virtual
edge (i, k) by averaging the upper and lower bounds of d;
using the range measurements of (¢,j) and (j,k) € E,
which are available or sharable in 1-hop (distributed) manner

per G.
. 1
Ziv = 5l(zij +20) + () 25+ 23] o)

Accordingly, we use A (1) = ||2;(7) — 25 (7)||? — 22,(7).
Here, the information about % (7) is communicated to the
node ¢ by its 1-hop neighbor node j to realize the algorithm
as a distributed implementation.

The S1-Edge term ZkeNj/Ni BSikNik (T, — Z;) is es-
sential for improving localization performance by lever-
aging additional virtual connections, thus enhancing esti-
mate accuracy in sparse and poorly connected graphs. In

other words, the S1-Edge term significantly compensates for
the lack of direct measurements by incorporating indirect
connections, thereby improving localization accuracy. This
iterative process allows robots to achieve consensus, aligning
their estimates with range measurements and establishing a
common reference frame for relative positioning.

C. UAV Nodes to Speed up the Convergence

To speed up the convergence process further, UAVs (pow-
erful sensing nodes, aka emitters) are introduced to the net-
work. They provide extended-range detection and overcome
the communication limits of edge neighbors. Mathematically,
we assume there is a UAV robot e € V, which can sense
the range of all robots (or a subset of robots in a distributed
setting). i.e., (i,e) € EVi € V. Placed strategically in the
robot formation, The reflection of some nodes as emitters
modifies the adjacency matrix, thereby enhancing connectiv-
ity and convergence rates. Experimental data supports this
approach, demonstrating that powerful sensing nodes help
apply in systems with noisy measurements and facilitate
faster convergence to a global minimum. We use one UAV as
an emitter in this paper and propose a variant ”Emitter-based
localization”, which applies the distributed localization in (T))
without considering the S1-Edges.

D. DCL-Sparse:

The proposed DCL-Spare algorithm combines the advan-
tages of S1-Edge and the UAV node together, and the whole
process is summarized in the pseudocode of Alg. [T}

Algorithm 1: Distributed DCL-Sparse Localization

Initialize:
V + {v1,v2,...,vn} < Nodes (robots)
X = (Z1,%2,...,%n) < Initial position estimates (random)

G <« (V, E) + Graph based on sensing range
«, 3 < Gain factors
Main Loop:
for 7 = 0 to max_iterations do
Distributed protocol applied at each robot i
for each i € V do
Information Propagation of Self + 1-Hop Estimates
for j € N; do
Send: z;, (Zij,.’ij)v_j € N;tog
Receive: &;, (25, &1) Yk € N; from j
Include UAV node in the neighbor set
for j € N; U UAV do
Aij < Hij — i'2||2 — ZZQJ
T; — T; + OéAij(.i’j — il)
for k € N; \ N; do
if ||#; — Zx|| < R and 35 € N; N Ny, then

2
E. Theoretical Analysis

A 12, — &2 — 22,
By = Ti + BSikNir (T — 24)

In our DCL-Sparse approach, we combine the S1-Edge
approach and the Emitter-based approach. This combination
leverages the advantages ofof both methods and helps im-
prove convergence and localization accuracy in sparse and
noisy sensing graphs. We present the main results.

Theorem 1: Consider a unit disk graph G = (V,E),
where V' = {ry,ry,...,r,} represents robots in a network
and F represents relative distance measurements based on a
threshold p. Let E; be the set of S1-Edges, representing



virtual connections between robots without direct relative
distance measurements. The gain coefficient [ associated
with each S1-Edge must satisfy the following bounds to
ensure stable and accurate localization:
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Nik = 2dy;d;j cos (ank; — anij) + Nkj + Mij
_2\/(dij + nk‘j)(d?j + nij) cos (dhkj - dhij)
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e 7 is the noise associated with the shadow edge be-
tween robots r; and 7y,
e N and 7);; are the noise terms associated with the dis-
tance measurements from 1 and r; to r;, respectively.
e di; and d;; are the relative distances from rj, and r; to
a common neighboring robot 7;,
e ¢ is a small positive constant to avoid division by zero
when 7, is extremely small,
e apk; and ap,; are the angles between the lines connect-
ing (r,7y) and (r3,7;), and the line connecting (7,,r;),
e apkj and apg; are the estimated angles between the lines
connecting (rp,r;) and (rp,r;), respectively.
These bounds ensure that the shadow edge contributions to
the localization process are neither negligible nor dispropor-
tionately large, leading to stable and reliable convergence.

Proof: The localization process is governed by the
update rule ({@): Define the error vector as:

e(r) = X(r) - X* )

The error dynamics are e(7 + 1) = (I + aLq + BLs)e(T).

For stability, the spectral radius must satisfy p(I + oLy +
BLs) < 1.

Proof Part 1: Lower Bound on f3: § > m

This lower bound prevents the S1-Edges from being
ignored due to large noise, ensuring they always contribute
to the update rule in (@).

Proof Part 2: Upper Bound on §: § < diﬁdjlk)ﬂ_k.
=I5 ) 4
This bound limits the influence of S1-Edges, preventing
instability when relative distances are large or noise is low.
Proof Part 3: Convergence and Stability Analysis: The
spectral radius of I + aL4 + SLs must be less than 1 for
stability. The eigenvalues \; of L+ /L, must satisfy —2 <
A; < 0. Ensuring 3 is within the bounds guarantees stability
and convergence of the error e(7) to 0, leading to an accurate
cooperative localization system in MRS. [ ]
Remark 1: The proposed localization framework ensures
robustness and stability by carefully bounding the gain coeffi-
cient /3 associated with shadow edges. The lower bound on 3
prevents underutilization of shadow edge information, main-
taining efficiency even in the presence of noise. Conversely,
the upper bound prevents shadow edges from dominating the

localization process, ensuring that direct relative distances
retain significance and the system is not destabilized by
excessive shadow edge corrections. The stability of the
algorithm is guaranteed by ensuring that the eigenvalues of
the system matrix [ + L4 + 5L, remain within the range
(—2,0), which supports convergence to true robot positions
despite noisy conditions. Noise perturbations, both in direct
distance measurements and shadow edges, are accounted for,
and the spectral radius condition p(I + oLy + SLs) < 1
ensures that deterministic error components decay over time.
As long as the noise remains bounded, the algorithm main-
tains stable convergence, with the final error confined within
noise-defined limits. This approach effectively mitigates the
impact of noise, ensuring stable and convergent localization.

Remark 2: The introduction of a UAV/Emitter (Sec.
significantly alters the graph Laplacian, thereby enhancing
sensing density. This alteration has a direct impact on both
the estimation error and the convergence rate of the localiza-
tion. Specifically, improved connectivity through the emitter
accelerates convergence and reduces estimation error, leading
to more accurate and efficient localization performance.

V. EXPERIMENTS

Experiment Setup: In our experimental setup, we set up 25
robots in the Robotarium [33] simulation-hardware testbed,
which provides remote accessibility to the hardware multi-
robot testbed. By default, the robots are arranged in a square
lattice, bound within the coordinates of the 3mx3m testbed.
Due to the leaderless approach, we use the algorithm in
[8] as the baseline distributed localization. We also compare
variants of our integrated DCL-Sparse approach without the
influence of the Emitters (i.e., S1-Edge Localization) and the
S1-Edges (i.e., Emitter-based Localization). In this case, we
consider the emitter, and we test the different placements
for the UAV. Initially, we set the parameters 7, and 7;; to
0.05, the radius of the robot’s range to 0.4, and the number of
robots to 25 for our experiments. We define the accumulation
of absolute localization error (ALE) as

N N
ALE =) ) |l — x5 = [[(Ri = %)),

i=1 j=1
J#i

(10)

where x is the position of robots expressed in the ground
truth reference frame and X is the outcome of the distributed
localization.

As proven in [6], for a unit disk graph with a sensing
radius R in a unit square area, if R > 2v/2y/log(n)/n,
with n being the number of robots, then there is a very high
probability that the graph is GGR. We use this equation to set
the sensing radius appropriately to simulate different sparsity
conditions in the sensing graphs.

A. Impact of SI-Edge Gain on Localization Performance

We examine how the ALE relates to § in (@) of the
DCL-sparse with N = 25 and N = 49 robots. According
to Theorem (1| increasing n enhances network density and
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connectivity but also introduces more noise (signal inter-
ference), which can decrease the lower bound of ALE.
Additionally, more robots generally lead to closer distances
between them, resulting in a higher upper bound for ALE and
a greater influence of shadow edges. Despite these factors,
the ALE for the DCL-sparse algorithm remains low when
the S1-Edge Gain is appropriately set within the bounds,
as shown in Fig. f[a), thereby validating our theoretical
analysis. Accordingly, we set § = 0.5 in further experiments.

B. Optimal UAV Placement for Enhanced Network Coverage

We determine the optimal placement for the UAV/Emitter
node. We used N=25 and N=36 robots, and R is set to be at
the GGR threshold. Fig. f[b) shows that the ALE decreases
as the emitter node is placed further from the center of the
robots’ cluster. This improvement is attributed to enhanced
sensing coverage, as moving the emitter (UAV) outward
allows it to cover a larger portion of the network, extending
its communication and sensing range. The wider coverage

improves the density of the sensing graph, facilitating better
information exchange and localization. Accordingly, we set
one of the boundary nodes as UAV in further experiments.

C. Performance, Scalability, and Formation Analysis

We consider three scenarios in our experiments for rigor-
ous analysis of the distributed localization algorithms.
Qualitative Performance: We present the formation results
for different localization algorithms for a square-shaped
initial configuration with a sensing radius set to exhibit a
non-ggr graph. As shown in Fig. ] the baseline method
suffers from both flipping and ambiguity. The S1-Edge
algorithm also experiences flipping but performs better than
the baseline. The emitter method exhibits flipping, primarily
along the diagonal direction. In contrast, the DCL-sparse
algorithm shows no flipping or ambiguity as it leverages the
benefits of both the S1-Edge and the Emitter concepts.
Impact of Graph Sparsity: We assess the evolution of
ALE under different graph rigidity conditions. Fig. [6| presents
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these results. Note that for radii where 0.4 < ggr and
1.5 > ggr, the DCL-Sparse approach demonstrates superior
performance compared to other methods, providing better
convergence (up to 95% reduction in ALE). This is partic-
ularly notable when compared to the performance at radius
0.4 (non-ggr sparse graph), where typical algorithms fail.
The DCL-Sparse approach not only achieves optimal perfor-
mance at this radius but also exhibits enhanced convergence
across the broader range of radii.

Impact of Robot Configuration: We assess the ALE under
different ground truths (initial configurations) and radius
(sensing range). As the range of robots increases, the net-
work becomes denser, providing more connections between
robots. The DCL-sparse algorithm is designed to handle this
increased connectivity efficiently. As shown in Fig. [7(a)-(b),
the overall ALE for the DCL-sparse localization algorithm is
lower than for the other methods in both configurations and
converges to the minimum ALE faster as the range increases.
Impact of Noise: As shown in Fig. [/[c), adding Gaussian
noise in the distance measurements (STD 0 to 0.3) results in
only slight changes in the ALE for the proposed DCL-sparse
localization algorithm (remains close to 0), whereas the
baseline localization method experiences significant changes
(from 150m to 225m). The baseline method is highly sensi-
tive to noise, while the S1 Edge alone handled low-noise
conditions well but suffered from increased noise levels
due to its dependence on high-noise link measurements.
The power node increases the sensing density, providing a

balance between low ALE and consistent performance. Thus,
the DCL-sparse demonstrates superior robustness compared
to the baseline localization method by leveraging the advan-
tages of S1 Edge and Power node.

Scalability: Fig. [7(d) shows that the baseline method strug-
gles to scale with an increasing number of robots, showing
significant degradation due to its reliance only on the local
neighborhoods, and the ALE is compounded with more
robots in the team. For small systems (n < 25 robots), the
Power Node retains competitive performance but deteriorates
beyond 35 robots. DCL-sparse algorithm demonstrates supe-
rior scalability as it maintains lower ALE even for a larger
number of robots than other methods because it can better
handle network density and computational challenges that
typically increase after reaching a saturation point.

VI. CONCLUSION

This paper introduces a distributed multilayered approach
for achieving distributed cooperation localization for MRS
with sparse sensing graphs. It incorporates shadow edge
techniques and UAV deployment to enhance robot swarm
accuracy in GPS-denied environments. The DCL-Sparse,
validated through rigorous theoretical and experimental anal-
ysis, outperformed existing methods in reducing localization
across different graph sparsity settings, initial robot configu-
rations, and sensor noise levels. The algorithm scales effec-
tively with more robots, and the optimal UAV deployment
enhances sensing coverage, further reducing errors.
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