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Abstract— This work demonstrates universal dynamic perch-
ing capabilities for quadrotors of various sizes and on
surfaces with different orientations. By employing a non-
dimensionalization framework and deep reinforcement learn-
ing, we systematically assessed how robot size and surface
orientation affect landing capabilities. We hypothesized that
maintaining geometric proportions across different robot scales
ensures consistent perching behavior, which was validated in
both simulation and experimental tests. Additionally, we inves-
tigated the effects of joint stiffness and damping in the landing
gear on perching behaviors and performance. While joint
stiffness had minimal impact, joint damping ratios influenced
landing success under vertical approaching conditions. The
study also identified a critical velocity threshold necessary for
successful perching, determined by the robot’s maneuverability
and leg geometry. Overall, this research advances robotic perch-
ing capabilities, offering insights into the role of mechanical
design and scaling effects, and lays the groundwork for future
drone autonomy and operational efficiency in unstructured
environments.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

Video: https://youtu.be/llRTp3dR5DE

I. INTRODUCTION

Dynamic perching is a routine feat achieved by a diverse
array of biological fliers [1]–[5]. These fliers are often
capable of robust perching on surfaces regardless of ori-
entation, allowing them to land in unstructured environ-
ments to scout territory, evade predators, or rest. In recent
years, perching has emerged as a key area of interest in
aerial robotics, crucial for not merely emulating nature, but
for enhancing robot autonomy in unstructured settings [6].
Perching enables flying robots to perform tasks such as visual
inspection [7], [8], surveillance [9], [10], and reconnaissance
more efficiently, eliminating the need for sustained flight.
Presently, battery constraints limit these robots to the life of
tens of minutes of active operation [11], underscoring the
value of perching in extending operational life by reducing
unnecessary energy expenditure. This is particularly relevant
in urban landscapes abundant with perching opportunities
such as walls, ledges, and ceilings, where robots can execute
more diverse tasks, from passive monitoring to serving as
communication relays in emergency environments [12].

Previous work by the authors have demonstrated that a
highly maneuverable nano-scale quadrotor, approximately
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Fig. 1. (a) Image capturing the body-swing stage of a quadrotor during
an inverted landing in an experimental test. (b) Corresponding simulation
image at the same point in time. (c) Schematic of the dynamic perching
policy network. (d) Visual depiction of the dynamic perching sequence,
illustrating the progression from flight, through the triggering (aTrg) and
rotational action (aRot), to the body-swing and final landing stage.

3.25” in diameter, can successfully land on inverted surfaces
(i.e., ceilings) [13]–[15], while also exploring the effects of
leg geometry on inverted landing capabilities in similarly
sized quadrotors [15]. This was achieved using either a two-
stage machine learning framework (combining supervised
and unsupervised learning) [15] or a deep reinforcement
learning framework [14]. However, several key questions re-
main to be addressed: 1) How do landing surface orientations
affect perching capabilities and can we extend our previous
learning frameworks to achieve universal perching capabili-
ties on surfaces of variable orientations (i.e., omnidirectional
landing)? 2) How do system maneuverability, leg geometry,
and material properties such as hinge stiffness and damping
influence landings? Additionally, how do these factors scale
across varying robot sizes?

Works such as Thomas et. al [16] and Mao et. al [17] have
developed methods for landing quadrotor systems success-
fully onto inclined surfaces. These methods rely heavily on
generating full-state trajectories that align the robot almost
perfectly parallel to the landing surface upon impact, while
placing less emphasis on how factors such as system geom-
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etry, perching dynamics, or robot maneuverability contribute
to landing success. As these factors were implicitly ac-
counted for and embedded within the trajectory constraints.
Additionally, most research has focused on rigid landing
gear attachments [18]–[20], with few exploring how passive
flexibility contributes to landing success [21], [22].

Therefore, the purpose of this work is to further the inves-
tigation of how robot (landing gear) geometry, mechanical
properties and maneuverability affects landing capabilities
across different robot sizes and landing surface orientations,
while aiming at achieving universal dynamic perching capa-
bilities. To this goal, this study expanded the framework de-
veloped by the author’s previous work for performing Deep
Reinforcement Learning (DeepRL) to explore the landing
capabilities of a nano-scale quadrotor robot [14], and using
simulation with experimental validation through zero-shot
Sim-to-Real transfer of the trained policy (Figure 1a,b).

The rest of the paper is organized as followed. Section II
provides a description of our methodology and expansion of
our Deep Reinforcement Learning Policy framework to uni-
versal dynamic perching. Section III details the experimental
validation for the efficacy of our simulation trained landing
policies and simulation behaviors on physical robot systems
as well as the results of our study. Section IV then concludes
the study and provides direction for future work.

II. METHODOLOGY

A. Non-Dimensionalization of System Geometry

Quadrotor systems across different scales and manufacturers
often exhibit variations in their geometric proportions. To
generalize robotic landing capabilities across these diverse
systems, we developed a framework to non-dimensionalize
the geometric relationship between a robot’s leg configu-
ration and body dimensions. This framework projects the
system’s geometry onto the robot’s X-Z plane (Figure 2a)
and defines a set of key dimensionless parameters.

The Forward Reach (FReach) is defined as the maximum
distance from the system’s vertical axis to the furthest point
of the drone’s body, typically represented by the propellers
or prop-guards. The effective leg length (Leff ) is defined
as the distance from the robot’s origin to the tip of the
leg’s attachment pad, projected onto the X-Z plane. The
ratio of these values (FReach/Leff ), along with the angle
(γ) between the vertical axis and the projected leg length,
defines a set of unique dimensionless parameters for scaling
across different drone sizes, as shown in Figure 2b. Assuming
similar angular acceleration, we hypothesized that systems
with identical dimensionless values exhibit comparable land-
ing capabilities. To test this hypothesis, we designed, built,
and modeled two custom drone systems of different sizes
and landing gear designs (Table I).

B. Multi-Surface Landing Policy Formulation

To generalize the Reinforcement Learning framework es-
tablished by Habas et al. [14] to landing on surfaces with
arbitrary orientations beyond inverted, we augmented the
input state vector of the policy network. It now consists of the
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Fig. 2. (a) Depiction of X-Z plane system geometry is projected onto.
(b) Source One and Impulse Micro quadrotors with non-dimensionalized
Semi-Narrow Short leg configuration

TABLE I
LEG DESIGN CONFIGURATIONS (NON-DIMENSIONALIZED)

Quadrotor Frame Leg Config Length Ratio:
Leff/FReach

Leg Angle:
γ (deg)

Source One V5 Wide-Long 1.49 52.4◦

(12” Diameter) Semi Narrow-Short 1.08 27.3◦

Impulse Micro Wide-Long 1.47 53.1◦

(7” Diameter) Semi Narrow-Short 1.18 29.5◦

following: [τ, ϑx, D⊥, θplane], which represent the system’s
time-to-contact, transverse velocity, distance to the landing
surface, and the landing surface orientation, respectively.

The first sensory cue used as an input to our generalized
landing policy is time-to-contact, τ , which provides predic-
tive information about when to initiate a perching maneuver
[1], [4]. Here, τ is determined by defining a circle around
the robot with a radius equal to its effective leg length
(Leff ), representing all reachable orientations as the robot
rotates (see Figure 1d). In practice, τ represents the time
until the landing surface is within reach of the robot, and
is computed by dividing the perpendicular distance between
this circle and the landing surface (D⊥) by the robot’s
velocity component perpendicular to the surface (V⊥).

τ =
D⊥

V⊥
. (1)

The second sensory cue is a visual observable term, ϑx,
which relates to the transverse optical flow observed by the
robot and encodes information about the system’s tangential
velocity relative to the landing surface (V∥) [3], [23]. This
value is emulated by dividing the tangential velocity compo-
nent by the distance described above,

ϑx =
V∥

D⊥
. (2)

Additionally, the landing policy input vector directly in-
cludes the value D⊥ and the landing surface angle (θplane).
As this work primarily focuses on exploring the relationship
between system geometries, these values were emulated
rather than obtained using physical sensors or image pro-
cessing algorithms. It is important to note that the variables
τ and ϑx can be directly estimated onboard using cameras or
optical flow sensors, while D⊥ and θplane can be determined
through computer vision algorithms or laser distance sensors,
enabling fully onboard sensory acquisition [24]–[26].

To facilitate the landing sequence, the robot follows a
collision trajectory toward the surface with a specified speed,



∥V∥, and angle relative to the horizon, ∠V. At each timestep,
the state vector is input into the policy network, which
outputs two actions: a triggering action, aTrg, and a rotation
action, aRot. When aTrg exceeds an arbitrary threshold,
the system initiates a rotation and samples an angular ac-
celeration (aRot) from the policy output. The robot then
rotates until it either passes 90◦ or makes contact with the
landing surface, indicated by a spike in system acceleration.
If contact is made, the robot transitions to a body-swing for
final landing orientation. More details of this approach are
provided in Habas et al [14].

C. Reward Function Design

To optimize the control policy for emergent landing behav-
iors across various surface orientations and minimize bias
from conventional methods, such as handcrafted policies or
model predictive control, we carefully defined terms that
constructed the reward function based on basic landing
fundamentals and trained the policy network to thoroughly
explore the landing policy-space. We chose the Soft Actor-
Critic (SAC) algorithm for training due to its entropy-based
exploration structure, which promotes extensive exploration
of the policy-space [27]. The fundamental principles we
adopted to design the reward function are: 1) optimize the
robot’s impact orientation for efficient momentum transfer
about the contact point; 2) utilize gravity during the body-
swing stage; 3) ensure a landing orientation that maximizes
the distance between the system’s propellers and the landing
surface to avoid unnecessary collisions.

The overarching reward function was designed based
on curriculum learning, where each aspect of the landing
process incrementally increases the total reward, guiding
the system toward mastering more complex behaviors. The
reward function is a weighted sum, from the reward vector
R⃗ = [Rτtrg , RDpad

, Rg⃗, RL⃗, Rϕ, RLegs] with corresponding
weights W⃗R = [0.1, 0.4, 1.0, 1.0, 2.0, 2.0], resulting in the
scalar reward value used for training.

The first reward term, Rτtrg (3), uses an exponential
function to guide the robot into timing its maneuver as late
as possible to learn to achieve surface contact and is based
on the triggering τ -value (τtrg) and a scaling term (k1).
The second term, RDpad

, minimizes the distance achieved
between the quadrotor’s foot-pad and the surface using
min(Dpad(t)) and scaling term k2 (4). Next, Rg⃗ (5) maxi-
mizes the gravitational contribution towards the body-swing
by ensuring the leg vector (êr) is perpendicular to gravity
(ĝ) (Figure 3a). Similarly, RL⃗ optimizes angular momentum
transfer by aligning the leg vector (êr) perpendicular to the
touchdown velocity (v̂TD), via equation (6) (Figure 3b).

The reward component Rϕ (7) optimizes the robot’s
impact orientation (ϕimpact) to balance avoiding propeller
contact with achieving a stable landing, using ϕimpact and
the minimum orientation where legs contact without body
impact (ϕmin). The final term, RLegs (8), maximizes the
number of legs attached to the landing surface, with an
additional penalty of Rlegs ← Rlegs − 0.25 for body or
propeller contact to discourage damage to the quadrotor.

Fig. 3. (a) Gravitational moment contributions: (a1) suboptimal moment;
(a2) optimal moment with gravity vector perpendicular to leg vector. (b)
Angular momentum transfer: (b1) suboptimal transfer; (b2) optimal transfer
with touchdown velocity vector (v̂TD) perpendicular to leg vector.

Rτtrg =

{
1, if τtrg < 0

e−k1(τtrg), if τtrg ≥ 0
(3)

RDpad
=

{
1, if min(Dpad(t)) < 0

e−k2(min(Dpad(t))), if min(Dpad(t)) ≥ 0
(4)

Rg⃗ = ||ĝ × êr|| (5)

RL⃗ = ||v̂TD × êr|| (6)

Rϕ =

{
ϕimpact

avg(ϕmin,180◦)
, if ϕmin < |ϕimpact| ≤ 180◦

0.5 · ϕimpact

ϕmin
, if 0◦ < |ϕimpact| ≤ ϕmin

(7)

RLegs =


1.0 Nlegs = 3 || 4
0.5 Nlegs = 1 || 2
0 Nlegs = 0

. (8)

The reward weights (W⃗R) were chosen to prioritize be-
haviors that maximize leg contact with the landing surface,
optimize impact orientation, and enhance gravity and mo-
mentum transfer effects. Components like triggering distance
and timing have a stronger influence at the start of training,
but their impact greatly diminishes as reliable contact is
established, reducing bias in the final behavior.

D. Simulation Setup and Policy Training

To allow for training of our system in simulation and
zero-shot Sim-to-Real transfer of the learned policies to
our physical robots, accurate modeling was paramount. To
achieve this, we utilized the Gazebo simulation environment
and simulated the inelastic attachment of the footpads and
the resulting ball joint behavior which allows the robot to
swing freely around the attachment point. This simulation
also supports modeling complex joint behaviors such as hip
joint flexibility and damping ratios.

The modeling and system identification for both the
Source One and Impulse Micro quadrotor systems followed
the approach by Habas and Cheng [15]. We used the bifilar
pendulum method to estimate the system’s rotational moment
of inertia, and a thrust stand to determine motor-thrust and
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Fig. 4. Experimental setup with an illustrated flight trajectory.

motor torque constants, the thrust-motor command curve,
and the motors’ time-constant behavior—modeled as a first-
order dynamic system. This approach enabled us to establish
the relationship between the necessary command signals and
the resulting motor behavior for flight.

Training in our 3D simulation environment was conducted
using implemented via the StableBaselines3 RL package
[28]. Policy convergence typically occurred within 1,000
episodes or landing attempts. To maintain onboard process-
ing efficiency, we used a small neural network with three
hidden layers of 10 nodes each. During training, the landing
gear configuration was fixed, while the plane angle was
randomly varied among [0◦, 45◦, 90◦, 135◦, 180◦]. The robot
executed a collision trajectory with a flight speed randomly
sampled from the uniform distribution ∥V∥ ∼ U [1.0, 5.0]
m/s and a randomly sampled flight angle relative to the
horizon (∠V) that ensured intersection with the plane while
maintaining a positive x-velocity. Following this framework,
a continuous generalized policy was learned over the range
of flight speeds and plane angles encountered during training.

E. Experimental Setup

The two quadrotor systems (Table I) were built using
Bitcraze Crazyflie Bolt flight controllers carbon fiber rods
with 3D-printed flexible hip joints inset with spring-steel
sheets of varying thickness to altar the torsional stiffness.
The damping ratio of these joints were in the range of 0.3 to
0.5 and torsional stiffness values of K = [0.4, 1.4, 8.5] N ·m

rad
were estimated using a static deflection method.

The footpads, consisting of a custom 3D-printed compliant
mechanism (made from Shore 95A hardness TPU), were
designed to provide desired ball-joint behavior at attachment
point (see video attachment). They were equipped with
magnets for adhesion to the steel landing surface. The freely
rotating behavior of the footpads accurately represents the
ball-joint dynamics simulations, which model pure rotation
at the contact point. Notably, the magnets’ attractive force
only becomes effective within 10mm of the landing surface;
beyond which the magnetic force has minimal impact during
the landing sequence. The landing surface was constructed
using an extruded aluminum frame to hold the steel sheets,
configurable for continuous landing surface angles (Figure

4). The tested angles include ceiling-type, wall-type, ground,
and inclined surfaces, covering 0◦, 45◦, 90◦, 135◦, and 180◦.

Communication with the robot was handled using the
Crazyswarm package [29], which interfaces ROS messages
with Bitcraze’s CRTP messages for real-time data logging
and command streaming. During experimental tests, state
data was streamed from a Vicon motion capture system at
100 Hz and used for onboard trajectory tracking.

For experimental testing, the 3D simulation-trained policy
network for each robot and leg configuration was directly
uploaded in a zero-shot manner to the physical robot. Zero-
shot Sim-to-Real transfer was implemented due to the colli-
sion nature of our experiments which can damage the robots.
In each experimental test, a desired flight speed (∥V∥) and
flight angle (∠V) were selected, and a flight trajectory was
generated onboard to meet these approach conditions. The
robot would accelerate along a collision course with the
landing surface. At each timestep, the current state was fed
into the trained policy network, and the outputs determined
if a rotational maneuver should be initiated based on if aTrg

exceeded a threshold. Once triggered, the rotational action,
dictated by a constant angular body acceleration (aRot), was
executed, allowing the robot to establish leg contact and body
swing into the final landing position. The final number of
leg contacts and the extent of body/propeller collision was
determined using high-speed video footage of the landings.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A. Simulation Results and Experimental Validation for Land-
ing on Surfaces with Variable Orientation

The policy network was successfully trained across a broad
spectrum of velocity magnitudes and flight angles for five
landing surface orientations (see video attachment). To assess
the landing performance in simulation, the trained policy for
each approach condition was tested five times to compute
the average success rate, which was then smoothed for visu-
alization (Figure 5). The results show that universal landing
success (i.e., 4-leg landing) can be achieved in all landing
surface orientations for nearly all approach conditions except
for the inverted surface, which was the most challenging case
for landing success with a reduced set of viable approach
conditions (Figure 5a).

To validate the dynamic landing policy in experimental
settings, we performed a zero-shot Sim-to-Real transfer, pri-
marily focused on the Semi-Narrow Short leg configuration
with our Source One (12” diameter) quadrotor. We subjected
the quadrotor to flight conditions similar to those in the
simulation, taking into account the spatial and acceleration
limits of our experimental setup (Figure 5). We observed that
landing performance in our experiments matched closely to
those in simulation for inverted landing. In the 0◦, inverted
(ceiling) landing scenarios (Figure 5a), the simulation shows
a minimum vertical flight velocity to achieve any level of leg
contact with the landing surface, and a required tangential
velocity to convert two-leg hanging landings into desired
four-leg landings. This distinction between two-leg and four-
leg landings arises from the need for a sufficient level of



Fig. 5. Polar plots illustrating the landing success rate (color spectrum) for
the complete set of approach conditions tested in simulation across five sur-
face orientations [0°, 45°, 90°, 135°, 180°], labeled a-e, and experimentally
validated conditions (colored dots). The dashed box indicates the range of
conditions testable within the constraints of our experimental setup (due to
limited thrust capacity and lab space). Radial lines represent constant flight
speeds, while angular lines denote the flight angle relative to the horizon
during the quadrotor’s approach. Results are based on the Semi-Narrow
Long leg configuration on the Source One quadcopter.

momentum transfer from the robot’s translational motion to
angular motion [15].

Similar experimental validation procedures were con-
ducted for other landing surface orientations (Figure 5b-
e). The match between simulation and experimental results
remained close in general, except for the wall landings
(90-degree plane) with downward approach conditions with
higher rate of speed (Figure5c). This discrepancy can be
attributed to the extreme angular accelerations of 90 rad/s²
prioritized by our learned landing policy in simulation. High
angular acceleration is beneficial for inverted landings but
detrimental for wall or ground-based landings, due to the
limited time window of viable impact orientations, which
rendered the landing success more sensitive to increased data
lag or system noise in experimental testing. This suggests
that for ground or wall-based landings, lower angular accel-
erations should be prioritized when developing policies.

B. Landing Performance Across Robot Scales and Dimen-
sionless Geometric Parameters

To test the hypothesis that maintaining geometric proportions
across different robot scales ensures consistent perching be-
havior, we compared the simulation results between Source
One and Impulse Micro quadrotors for landing on a 0◦

ceiling (Figure 6a) and a 45◦ overhang surface (Figure 6b).
The comparison shows minimal differences in landing

capabilities between the two robots for both cases, with only
slight discrepancies appearing around the vertical velocity

Fig. 6. (a) Polar plots comparing inverted landing (0◦ - surface) capabilities
of the Source One and Impulse Micro drones with similar dimensionless
leg parameters; the third plot illustrates the absolute difference between
them and validates our hypothesis. (b) Corresponding depiction for a 45◦

overhanging landing surface.

threshold (Figure 6a), which can be attributed to the stochas-
tic nature of the policy. The 90◦ wall, 135◦ incline, and
180◦ ground surfaces were omitted for brevity as they yield
similar conclusions of success for all conditions; like those
shown in Figure 5c-e. Together, the above results supports
our hypothesis, which underscores the relationship between
body geometry and leg geometry in determining landing
success capabilities across robot sizes.

C. Effects of Leg Stiffness and Damping

We evaluated the effects of stiffness and damping of the
robot hip joint using the Impulse Micro quadrotor robot with
Wide-Long leg configuration for inverted landing (Figure 7).
Note that landing on other surface orientations was largely
successful over all approach conditions and therefore not
ideal to reveal the effects of leg stiffness and damping. These
policies were trained in simulation with varied leg stiffness,
followed by experimental validation (see video attachment).

As shown in Figure 7a-c, the landing performance re-
mained comparable for the hip stiffness ranging from ex-
tremely flexible to semi-flexible, and finally to effectively
rigid (while maintaining an underdamped behavior). On the
other hand, the landing performance with varied hip joint
damping ratios ranging from under-damped to critically-
damped and over-damped (where the joint stiffness remains
flexible) showed considerable difference for inverted landing
with near vertical approach conditions, while remaining
consistent in other conditions(Figure 7a,d-f). In these vertical
approach conditions, the robot achieved only two-leg (hang-
ing) landings on the ceiling. This outcome is primarily due to
the overly high damping in the hinge joint, which dissipates
energy too quickly at touchdown, preventing the robot from
leveraging the momentum transfer from vertical translation
to rotation. In addition, limited changes are observed under
higher forward velocity conditions. This behavior stems from
a shift in landing dynamics, where the robot leverages its
forward momentum to swing into the final landing position,
a scenario involving minimal flex at the hip joint.

These findings suggest that landing success in inverted
cases heavily depends on the efficient transfer and retention



Fig. 7. (a-c) Polar plots illustrating the landing performance of the
Impulse Micro with a Wide-Long leg configuration, showing inverted
landing scenarios across different hip stiffness values. (a,d-f) Corresponding
plots depicting the effects of varying hinge damping ratios.

of momentum. Notably, a substantial increase in system
damping diminishes landing performance, while variations
in joint stiffness have minimal effect.

D. Angular Acceleration Limits and Velocity Threshold

A notable result from this work is the identification of a
perpendicular velocity threshold that depends on the landing
surface orientation, the leg configuration of the robot, and the
robot’s maneuverability (angular acceleration limit). As the
angular acceleration capabilities decrease, the required per-
pendicular velocity threshold increases, with any approach
conditions below this threshold resulting in landing failure.
Figure 8 illustrates this relationship, showing the landing
performance for different angular acceleration capabilities of
the Semi-Narrow configuration on our Source One Drone
during landings on an (inverted) ceiling-type surface.

This phenomenon stems from the system’s kinematics. As
the robot translates and rotates during the rotation maneuver,
the forward propellers and foot-pads trace distinct trajecto-
ries. Along these trajectories, the minimum distance achieved
between the foot-pad and the landing surface (min(Dpad(t)))
must be closer to the landing surface than the minimum
distance from the propeller to the surface (min(Dprop(t))).
In the inverted landing scenario, if the system rotates too
slowly or lacks sufficient vertical velocity, the robot may
fall away from the surface before its legs rotate into a
favorable inverted orientation. However, with enough angular
acceleration and velocity, the system can time its rotation so
the legs are oriented toward the surface just as the robot
reaches its peak height. This relationship suggests a predic-
tive model for the minimum velocity conditions required for
robots, with any landing geometry, to land on surfaces of
any orientation. Our simplified kinematic modeling of this

Fig. 8. Landing performance of our Source One robot with Semi-Narrow
Short leg configuration and performing inverted landings with variations on
the angular acceleration limit.

predicted perpendicular velocity, represented by the dashed
line in Figure 8, aligns closely with the transition from
landing failures to successful touchdowns.

IV. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

By expanding upon previous work using a Deep Reinforce-
ment Learning framework by Habas et al. [14], we success-
fully demonstrated universal dynamic perching capability on
surfaces of variable orientation with robots of variable sizes.
We also developed and applied a non-dimensionalization
framework for assessing the landing capabilities of quadro-
tors across different surface orientations and sizes, while
investigating the contributions of flexible hip joints and
system maneuverability on perching success.

Our findings confirmed that maintaining geometric pro-
portions results in similar perching behaviors across robot
sizes, with our simulation effectively matching real-world
dynamics across varied landing scenarios. Our investigation
into landing gear stiffness and damping revealed minimal
impact from changes in joint stiffness, whereas variations
in damping ratios significantly influenced landing outcomes
but only under certain approach conditions. Additionally, this
study highlights key relationships between system kinematics
and robot geometry, such as the inverse relationship between
angular acceleration and the velocity threshold required for
successful landings (i.e., as angular acceleration decreases,
the velocity threshold increases).

In future work, we aim to refine the relationship between
mechanical damping, system geometry, and angular accel-
eration to develop more predictive, robust models for au-
tonomous quadrotor perching. A custom-designed miniature
controllable landing gear will also be developed for landing
on surfaces commonly found in urban environments. We will
also explore integrating onboard sensors and real-time data
processing to enhance quadrotor autonomy and situational
responsiveness, broadening the potential applications of these
technologies in complex operational environments.
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