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Multirotor unmanned aerial vehicle is a prevailing type of aircraft with wide real-world
applications. Energy efficiency is a critical aspect of its performance, determining the range and
duration of the missions that can be performed. In this study, we show both analytically and
numerically that the optimum of a key energy efficiency index in forward flight, namely energy
per meter traveled per unit mass, is a constant under different vehicle mass (including payload).
Note that this relationship is only true under the optimal forward velocity that minimizes the
energy consumption (under different mass), but not under arbitrary velocity. The study is
based on a previously developed model capturing the first-principle energy dynamics of the
multirotor, and a key step is to prove that the pitch angle under optimal velocity is a constant.
By employing both analytical derivation and validation studies, the research provides critical
insights into the optimization of multirotor energy efficiency, and facilitate the development of
flight control strategies to extend mission duration and range.

I. Introduction

Multirotor unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) have emerged as a versatile tool in various applications, ranging from
aerial photography and inspections, to intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) missions, to package

delivery.
Despite their widespread use, the limited endurance of these drones, typically around 30 minutes, poses a significant

challenge and restricts their capabilities [1]. With the global market for commercial drones projected to surge to $12.7
billion by 2025 [2], the demand for extended flight endurance and range becomes increasingly critical.

The modeling and characterization of the energy dynamics and consumption of multirotors is important to optimize
their energy performance. This has been achieved through modeling efforts which are either based on physical flight
dynamics, or field measurements data. Noteworthy studies in this regard include those by [1], [3], [4], [5], [6] and [7].
Based on the modeling studies, extensive research has been devoted to identifying optimal flight conditions/factors that
minimize energy consumption. One of the most important flight dynamic variables is the horizontal cruising velocity.
Various studies such as [1], [8], [9] have highlighted the impacts of velocity on energy consumption. For instance, in
[9], experimental measurement data are used to quantify the difference in energy consumption caused by horizontal
velocity, while several model-based works, including those by [10], [11], [12] among others, study the relationship
using model simulation. These works demonstrate the existence of an optimal velocity due to the trade-off of various
factors, such as inflow aerodynamic effects and body drags, and hence velocity control has become an important topic in
energy-optimal flight planning and control [13, 14].

Meanwhile, the impact of mass on energy consumption and energy-optimal flight behavior has not been systematically
investigated. This gap is important to address, especially in contexts such as drone delivery and air mobility, where
mass varies frequently and significantly. Prior works in [12], [15], [16] have generated some numerical results through
simulations and experiments, showing how the energy consumption/power versus velocity curve changes under different
mass. The findings indicate that energy consumption increases with mass, and interestingly, the optimal velocity also
increases, barring any changes in the drag coefficient. There have also been works aiming at developing formula for
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energy consumption computation, which quantifies the relationship between energy efficiency, velocity, and vehicle
mass. A key metric for quantifying energy efficiency is the energy consumption rate per unit distance, i.e. Energy Per
Meter (EPM). An initial study by [17] derived the power consumed using a lift-to-drag ratio (over-)simplified as a
function of drone velocity, from which the energy consumed for steady flight over distance is calculated by dividing
the power with the speed. Other models like [18] provide an energy consumption model only considering hovering
conditions, with the assumption that the energy consumption in horizontal steady-state flight is approximately the same.
However, experimental data obtained using a Hexa-B drone showed the calculated energy consumption of the forward
flight to be excessively high for both payload and no payload cases. The main issue with these existing studies is that the
computed EPM overlooks the complexities of the aerodynamic effects during forward flight, giving inaccurate results
due to oversimplifications. A detailed comparison of these studies and our results will be provided in Section V.

The primary contribution of this work is an in-depth analytical and numerical study of the energy efficiency,
velocity, and vehicle mass relationship. We have made several notable discoveries for the first time, including that (1)
EPM/m remains constant with respect to mass under the energy-optimal velocity, indicating a direct proportionality
between optimal EPM and mass; (2) the optimal velocity is proportional to the square root of the mass; and (3) the
optimal pitch angle remains unchanged with respect to mass. These results will be presented based on both numerical
simulations and theoretical analyses, taking into account the multiphysical dynamics of multirotor flight, including
propeller aerodynamics, inflow momentum, and airframe rigid body kinetics. The findings not only enhance the
theoretical understanding of energy-optimal flight dynamics, but also offer practical insights applicable to flight control
for practitioners. A main advancement of the state of art is that we demonstrate that the linear relationship between mass
and EPM only holds under energy-optimal velocity, but not under any other general velocity. The latter is a commonly
seen assumption/conclusion in existing literature, which is inaccurate due to oversimplified energy consumption models
derived from hovering or quasi-hovering conditions.

II. Modeling of Multirotor Energy Dynamics
A system-level model of a multirotor is used in this study, consisting of the aerodynamics of the propeller-rotor

assembly, the electro-mechanical dynamics of the motor and electronic speed controller (ESC), the electrical dynamics
of the battery [19], and the rigid body dynamics of the vehicle, as shown in Fig. 1. The low-level control signals are the
Pulse-Width Modulation (PWM) commands sent to the motors by the flight controller. These commands are translated
by ESC to motor input voltage as a fraction of the battery voltage sourced to ESC. In response to the PWM commands,
the motor draws current and rotates at a certain angular velocity, which is also influenced by the torque load of the
propeller. The motor drives the rotation of the propeller, which generates torque and thrust according to the blade
element theory. The thrust and torque are then used in the rigid body dynamics model to calculate the motion of the
multirotor, including the planar and perpendicular inflow velocities of each propeller, which in return affect the thrust
and torque generation through propeller aerodynamics. The torque is also fed back to the motor, determining the motor
speed and current, which are then looped back to the ESC to determine the current drawn from the battery. The model
calculates the power consumption by multiplying the battery current with the voltage. In the following subsections,
we will briefly discuss propeller aerodynamics and rigid body kinetics, which are the subsystem dynamics critical to
the derivation and analysis in this work. Detailed information regarding the derivation and parameterization of the
subsystem and overall models can be found in [10].
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Fig. 1 Block Diagram of Model Architecture

Fig. 2 Multirotor Free Body Diagram

A. Key Subsystem Dynamics

1. Rigid Body Kinetics
The motion of the vehicle is modeled based on the rigid body dynamics of the airframe. In this work, 2D dynamics

are considered, which are sufficient for horizontal flight,

¥𝑋 =

𝑁𝑝∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑇𝑗 sin(Θ)
𝑚

− 𝐶𝐵𝐷𝑉𝑥 |𝑉𝑥 |
𝑚

¥𝑍 =

𝑁𝑝∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑇𝑗 cos(Θ)
𝑚

− 𝑔

¥Θ =
𝜏Θ

𝐽Θ
=

𝑁𝑝∑︁
𝑗=1

𝐿Θ, 𝑗𝑇𝑗

𝐽Θ

(1)

where 𝑋 and 𝑍 are the horizontal and vertical positions, 𝑉𝑥 and 𝑉𝑧 are the horizontal and vertical velocities of the
vehicle center of mass in the global frame and Θ is the pitch angle. In addition, Σ𝑇𝑗 is the sum of thrusts of all rotors
computed by the propeller model (with each rotor indexed by subscript 𝑗 and total number of rotors 𝑁𝑝), 𝐶𝐵𝐷𝑉𝑥 |𝑉𝑥 | is
the body drag force with 𝐶𝐵𝐷 as the body drag coefficient, 𝜏Θ is the total pitch-axis torque on the vehicle generated by
the thrusts, 𝐽Θ is the moment of inertia about the pitch axis, and 𝐿Θ, 𝑗 is the arm length of each rotor thrust to the pitch
axis. The vertical drag associated with the vertical velocity 𝑉𝑧 is negligible in the steady-state horizontal flight, and
hence not considered.

Finally, the velocities of each rotor (center) in the vehicle frame can be calculated as

𝑣𝑥, 𝑗 = 𝑉𝑥 cos(Θ) +𝑉𝑧 sin(Θ)
𝑣𝑧, 𝑗 = −𝑉𝑥 sin(Θ) +𝑉𝑧 cos(Θ) + ¤Θ𝑥 𝑗

(2)

where 𝑥 𝑗 is the x-axis position of the propeller relative to the vehicle center of mass.
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Fig. 3 Geometries of a Blade Cross-section

2. Propeller Aerodynamics
The propeller model uses the blade element and momentum theory to calculate the thrust 𝑇 and torque 𝑄 generated

by each propeller, with propeller angular velocity 𝜔, horizontal and vertical velocities, 𝑣𝑥 and 𝑣𝑧 computed by the rigid
body kinetics as inputs. Noted that since all equations are related to a single propeller in this subsection, we dropped the
subscript 𝑗 of all notations for brevity.

An infinitesimal segment of the propeller blade are shown in Fig. 3, where the lift and drag force element 𝑑𝐿 and
𝑑𝐷 generate the thrust 𝑑𝑇 and torque 𝑑𝑄 of the segment. The thrust and torque of the whole propeller blade can be
computed by integrating 𝑑𝑇 and 𝑑𝑄 along the blade length coordinate 𝑟 and averaged over one rotation cycle,

𝑇 =

∫ 2𝜋

0

∫ 0.97𝑅

𝑅0

𝑑𝑇𝑑𝜓𝑑𝑟/2𝜋

=

∫ 2𝜋

0

∫ 0.97𝑅

𝑅0

(0.5𝑁𝑏𝜌𝑢𝑝𝑙
2𝑐𝑎(𝜃 − 𝑢𝑝𝑟/𝑢𝑝𝑙))𝑑𝜓𝑑𝑟/2𝜋

𝑄 =

∫ 2𝜋

0

∫ 𝑅

𝑅0

𝑑𝑄𝑑𝜓𝑑𝑟/2𝜋

=

∫ 2𝜋

0

∫ 𝑅

𝑅0

(0.5𝑁𝑏𝑟𝜌𝑢𝑝𝑙
2𝑐(𝜙𝑎(𝜃 − 𝑢𝑝𝑟/𝑢𝑝𝑙) + 𝑐𝑑))𝑑𝜓𝑑𝑟/2𝜋,

(3)

where 𝜓 represents the angular position of the blade along its rotating direction, 𝑁𝑏 is the number of blades in each
propeller, 𝜌 is the air density, 𝑐𝑑 is the blade drag coefficient, 𝑎 is the blade lift coefficient factor, 𝑐 is the blade chord
length, and 𝜃 is the twist angle of the blade. Integration is performed from the base of the blade 𝑅0 to 97% of the tip 𝑅
instead of 100% to approximate tip loss. The planar inflow velocity 𝑢𝑝𝑙 , perpendicular inflow velocity 𝑢𝑝𝑟 , and inflow
angle 𝜙 can be computed according to Fig. 3 as

𝑢𝑝𝑙 (𝑟, 𝜓) = 𝜔𝑟 + 𝑣𝑥𝑠𝑖𝑛(𝜓), 𝑢𝑝𝑟 (𝑟) = 𝑣𝑖 + 𝑣𝑧
𝜙(𝑟, 𝜓) = tan−1 (𝑢𝑝𝑟/𝑢𝑝𝑙).

(4)

In addition, the rotor disk induced air velocity 𝑣𝑖 , which is the downward velocity of the air imparted by propeller
downwash, needs to be determined by applying the momentum theory to the propeller air stream. As depicted in Fig. 4,
air enters the propeller airflow at point 1 with a relative velocity 𝑣 equal to the total UAV airspeed,

𝑣2 = 𝑣𝑥
2 + 𝑣𝑧2. (5)

The airflow undergoes acceleration perpendicular to the propeller disk plane, resulting in an induced velocity 𝑣𝑜 at the
stream outlet (point 3) and 𝑣𝑖 at the disk (point 2), both assumed to be uniform across relevant cross-sections as shown
in Fig. 4. By applying the principles of momentum and kinetic energy conservation, 𝑣𝑜 is determined to be twice of 𝑣𝑖 .
Subsequently, the relationship between the air mass flow rate ¤𝑚𝑎𝑖𝑟 at the propeller, thrust 𝑇 , and induced velocities can
be established through the conservation of momentum [20],

𝑇 = ¤𝑚𝑎𝑖𝑟 · 𝑣𝑜 = 2 · ¤𝑚𝑎𝑖𝑟 · 𝑣𝑖 = 2𝜌𝜋𝑅2𝑣𝑖

√︃
𝑣2
𝑥 + (𝑣𝑧 + 𝑣𝑖)2,

𝑇 = 2𝜌𝜋𝑅2𝑣𝑖

√︃
(𝑉𝑥 cosΘ)2 + (𝑉𝑥 sinΘ + 𝑣𝑖)2,

𝑇 = 2𝜌𝜋𝑅2𝑣𝑖

√︃
𝑉𝑥

2 + 𝑣2
𝑖
+ 2𝑉𝑥𝑣𝑖 sinΘ.

(6)
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Fig. 4 Schematic of Momentum Theory

The above equations have also been simplified using the small-angle approximation and the conditions 𝑢𝑝𝑟≪𝑢𝑝𝑙 and
𝑑𝐷≪𝑑𝐿, which have been validated in [21]. Further 𝑣𝑥 and 𝑣𝑧 have been substituted with Eqn. 2 with steady-state
horizontal flight conditions, 𝑉𝑧 = ¤Θ = 0. Rearranging (6) gives us

𝑣𝑖
4 + 2𝑉𝑥 sinΘ𝑣𝑖3 +𝑉2

𝑥𝑣𝑖
2 = ( 𝑇

2𝜌𝜋𝑅2 )
2, (7)

which is solved in a later section to determine 𝑣𝑖 .

B. Energy and Power Consumption
The power consumption of the UAV can be computed as the sum of the mechanical power of each propeller

𝑃 =

𝑁𝑝∑︁
𝑗

𝑄 𝑗𝜔 𝑗 , (8)

and the energy consumption is the integral of power over time,

𝐸 =

∫ 𝑡

0
𝑃(𝜏)𝑑𝜏. (9)

III. Model-Based Energy Efficiency Simulations and Analysis
In this section, we present several important relationships regarding multirotor energy efficiency, velocity, and mass

obtained from simulation studies using the previously introduced physics-based model. Studies are performed for
steady-state horizontal flights under a range of constant velocities and different total mass (vehicle + payload). The
horizontal drag coefficient 𝐶𝐵𝐷 is treated as constant irrespective of payloads. The findings are outlined and discussed
below.

Fig. 5 shows the energy efficiency metric, namely the energy consumption per meter traveled (EPM), under different
vehicle mass and horizontal velocities for an Octorotor UAV under study. It is seen that in general, the energy consumed
per meter is non-monotonic w.r.t. the forward velocity, 𝑉𝑥 . These are classical results that can be explained by various
tradeoff factors governing energy efficiency in steady forward flight, including velocity, aerodynamic factors, and drag
resistance [21]. First, as the forward velocity increases, more distance is covered within unit time, contributing to the
initial decrease in energy consumption per distance rate. Second, the aerodynamic effects induced by forward motion
play a significant role. At low velocity 𝑉𝑥 , the relative motion between the air and the propeller increases the inflow
velocity component, i.e. 𝑢𝑝𝑙 according to Eqn. (2), which will in turn increase the thrust production 𝑇 according to Eqn.
(3) and thus improve energy efficiency. This effect is particularly pronounced at small pitch angles corresponding to low
velocity. Third, as velocity increases, the quadratic growth of airframe body drag force begins to dominate, adversely
affecting energy efficiency, especially at high velocities. Additionally, forward motion introduces another aerodynamic
effect, wherein the velocity component perpendicular to the propeller rotation plane, i.e. 𝑢𝑝𝑟 , also increase as in Eqn.
(2) and reduces thrust production according to Eqn. (3). This effect becomes more prominent under larger pitch angles,
which further contributes to the increase of energy consumption at high velocity. As the mass of the vehicle increases
(e.g. due to payload), it is not surprising to see that the energy consumption rate also increases as shown by the different
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Fig. 5 EPM vs Horizontal Velocity under Different Vehicle Mass

curves in Fig. 5. However, an interesting yet nonintuitive observation is that the velocity associated with the optimal
efficiency also increases with mass, indicating the need to fly heavier drone faster to save energy. Theoretical derivation
will be provided in the subsequent section to prove this observation.

More interesting and related to the main topic of this paper, we further investigate the energy efficiency per unit
mass. Noted that when considering different vehicle mass, a more relevant metric to evaluate energy efficiency is the
EPM normalized by vehicle mass, i.e. energy consumption per unit distance traveled per unit mass. The EPM per mass
curves are shown in Fig. 6 for the cases of different masses. It is seen that all curves attain the same minimum value,
meaning that the optimal EPM per mass is actually the same under different vehicle mass, while the associated optimal
velocity increases. Upon further investigation, we found that the pitch angle associated with the optimal velocity also
remains constant under different vehicle masses as shown in Fig. 7. These intriguing findings, which have not been
reported in the literature before, to the best of our knowledge, motivated our subsequent efforts to derive these constant
relationships theoretically in the upcoming sections of our study.
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IV. Derivation of Theoretical Relationship
The goal of derivation is to mathematically prove that the optimal EPM per mass in constant-velocity steady-state

forward flight is a constant under different vehicle mass, and the key step is to show that the pitch angle at the optimal
EPM is independent of mass. The energy consumption per meter traveled (EPM) under constant horizontal velocity is
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formally defined as

𝐸𝑃𝑀 =
𝑃𝑡

𝑉𝑥𝑡
=
𝑃

𝑉𝑥

=
Q𝜔
𝑉𝑥

, (10)

due to the constant power consumption under steady-state flight both over time and among the propellers. In the
following steps, we will show that under the energy-optimal velocity, the horizontal velocity (𝑉𝑥), torque (𝑄), and
angular velocity (𝜔) can all be expressed as a certain power of mass (𝑚) times a function of only pitch angle (Θ) and
aerodynamic constants. The results will then be used to prove the main results outlined above.

First, due to the force balance under constant-velocity horizontal flight shown in Fig. 2, we have

𝐶𝐵𝐷𝑉
2
𝑥 = 𝑇 sinΘ, 𝑇 =

𝑚𝑔

cosΘ , (11)

which gives

𝑉𝑥 =

√︂
𝑚𝑔

𝐶𝐵𝐷

tanΘ =
√
𝑚𝑉 ′

𝑥 (Θ), (12)

where
𝑉 ′
𝑥 (Θ) =

√︂
𝑔

𝐶𝐵𝐷

tanΘ, (13)

is the desired mass-independent function of pitch angle, Θ.
Then, based on the Blade Element Momentum Theory in Eqn. (3) and (4), thrust 𝑇 and torque𝑄 can be re-written as

𝑇 =

[
𝐵𝑇1𝜔

2 + 𝐵𝑇2
𝑉2
𝑥

2 − 𝐵𝑇3𝜔(𝑉𝑥 sinΘ + 𝑣𝑖)
]

(14)

with constants
𝐵𝑇1 =

𝑁𝑝𝑁𝑏𝜌𝑎

2

∫ 𝑅

𝑅0
𝑟2𝑐(𝑟)𝜃 (𝑟)𝑑𝑟

𝐵𝑇2 =
𝑁𝑝𝑁𝑏𝜌𝑎

2

∫ 𝑅

𝑅0
𝑐(𝑟)𝜃 (𝑟)𝑑𝑟

𝐵𝑇3 =
𝑁𝑝𝑁𝑏𝜌𝑎

2

∫ 𝑅

𝑅0
𝑟𝑐(𝑟)𝑑𝑟,

(15)

and
𝑄 = 𝐶𝑄1𝜔

2 + 𝐶𝑄2𝑉
2
𝑥 + 𝐶𝑄3 (𝑉𝑥 sinΘ + 𝑣𝑖)𝜔 − 2𝐶𝑄2 (𝑉𝑥 sinΘ + 𝑣𝑖)2 (16)

with constants

𝐶𝑄1 =
𝑁𝑝𝑁𝑏𝜌𝑐𝑑

2

𝑅∫
𝑅0

𝑟3𝑐(𝑟)𝑑𝑟

𝐶𝑄2 =
𝑁𝑝𝑁𝑏𝜌𝑐𝑑

4 𝐵𝑇3

𝐶𝑄3 =
𝑁𝑝𝑁𝑏𝜌𝑎

2 𝐵𝑇1.

(17)
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Noted that the thrust and torque of all propellers are equal under the steady-state flight, and hence the total thrust and
torque are those of each propeller times 𝑁𝑝 .

In order to obtain the desired expression for 𝑄, we need to solve for the propeller-induced velocity 𝑣𝑖 which is a
quartic equation w.r.t 𝑣𝑖 , using Eqns. 7 and 11,

𝑣𝑖
4 + 2(𝑉𝑥 sinΘ)𝑣𝑖3 +𝑉2

𝑥𝑣𝑖
2 = ( 𝑚𝑔

2𝑁𝑝𝜌𝜋𝑅
2 cosΘ

)2. (18)

After a lengthy process of solving the quartic equation, the solution is obtained as

𝑣𝑖 =
√
𝑚𝑣′𝑖 (Θ) (19)

where

𝑣′𝑖 (Θ) =
√︂

𝑔

𝐶𝐵𝐷

tanΘ
(
sinΘ

2
+ 𝑆′2

+

√︄
−
𝑆′22
4

+ 3 sin2 Θ − 2
16

+ sinΘ cos2 Θ

16𝑆′2

) (20)

Here, 𝑣′
𝑖

is the desired function of pitch angle Θ and aerodynamic constant 𝑆′2 without dependence on mass 𝑚. The
complete derivation procedures for 𝑣′

𝑖
and the form of 𝑆2 will be provided in the appendix.

The next step is to get a similar expression for the propeller angular velocity 𝜔. By substituting the thrust 𝑇 from
force balance in Eqn. (11) into Eqn. (14), we obtain a quadratic equation w.r.t 𝜔, as

𝐵𝑇1𝜔
2 − 𝐵𝑇3

√
𝑚(

√︂
𝑔

𝐶𝐵𝐷

tanΘ sinΘ + 𝑣𝑖 ′)𝜔 + 𝑚𝑔
(
𝐵𝑇2 sinΘ − 1
2𝐶𝐵𝐷 cosΘ

)
= 0 (21)

which gives the solution:

𝜔 =
√
𝑚𝜔′ (𝑣′𝑖 ,Θ)

𝜔′ (𝑣′𝑖 ,Θ) =
√︂

𝑔

𝐶𝐵𝐷

tanΘ
𝐵𝑇2

2𝐵𝑇1

(
𝑣𝑖

′ + sinΘ +
√︄
(𝑣𝑖 ′ + sinΘ)2 + 4𝐵𝑇1

𝐵𝑇2
2 (
𝐶𝐵𝐷

sinΘ
− 𝐵𝑇3)

) (22)

with 𝜔′ being a function of the pitch angle Θ and 𝑣′
𝑖
. Since 𝑣′

𝑖
is only a function of Θ as previously derived in Eqn. (19),

we can write 𝜔 as
𝜔 =

√
𝑚𝜔′ (Θ). (23)

Next, the torque 𝑄 from Eqn. (16) can be re-written by substituting the expressions for 𝑉𝑥 in Eq. (12), 𝑣𝑖 in Eq.
(19), and 𝜔 in Eq. (23) as

𝑄 = 𝐶𝑄1𝑚𝜔
′2 (Θ) + 𝐶𝑄2𝑚𝑉

′
𝑥 (Θ)2

+ 𝐶𝑄3𝑚(𝑉 ′
𝑥 (Θ) sin(Θ) + 𝑣′𝑖 (Θ))𝜔′ (Θ)

− 2𝐶𝑄2𝑚
(
𝑉 ′
𝑥 (Θ) sin(Θ) + 𝑣′𝑖 (Θ)

)2 (24)

Noted that since 𝑉 ′
𝑥 , 𝑣′

𝑖
, and 𝜔′ are all functions of only Θ, we can write 𝑄 as

𝑄 = 𝑚𝑄′ (Θ). (25)

Now, based on Eqns (23), (25) and (12), the EPM in Eqn. (10) can be written as

𝐸𝑃𝑀 =
Q𝜔
𝑉𝑥

=
𝑚𝑄′ (Θ)

√
𝑚𝜔′ (Θ)

√
𝑚𝑉 ′

𝑥 (Θ)
= 𝑚

𝑄′ (Θ)𝜔′ (Θ)
𝑉 ′
𝑥 (Θ)

. (26)

Finally, in order to find the minimum 𝐸𝑃𝑀 in constant-velocity horizontal flight, we take the derivative of 𝐸𝑃𝑀 w.r.t Θ
and find the optimum at 0,

𝜕𝐸𝑃𝑀

𝜕Θ
= 0. (27)
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which yields
𝜕
(𝑄′ (Θ)𝜔′ (Θ)

𝑉 ′
𝑥 (Θ)

)
𝜕Θ

����
Θ∗

= 0, (28)

where the superscript ∗ denotes the optimum. Since 𝑉 ′
𝑥 , 𝑄′, and 𝜔′ are all functions of only Θ and independent of mass

𝑚 as shown previously, the solution Θ∗ of the above equation will also be independent of 𝑚 and remain constant over
changing mass 𝑚. Therefore, after solving for Θ∗, the minimal 𝐸𝑃𝑀 in Eqn. (26) can be written as proportional to the
mass 𝑚,

𝐸𝑃𝑀∗ = 𝑚
(𝑄′ (Θ∗)𝜔′ (Θ∗)

𝑉 ′
𝑥 (Θ∗)

)
= 𝑚𝐶, (29)

or equivalently, the optimal EPM per mass is a constant,

𝐸𝑃𝑀∗

𝑚
= 𝐶, (30)

where the constant 𝐶 is defined as
𝐶 =

𝑄′ (Θ∗)𝜔′ (Θ∗)
𝑉 ′
𝑥 (Θ∗) . (31)

The above equations prove the main conclusion of the paper. It is noted that here we take the derivative of 𝐸𝑃𝑀 to the
pitch angle Θ to find the optimal operating condition, which is the same as taking the derivative to velocity 𝑉𝑥 , because
under steady-state flight 𝑉𝑥 and Θ are in a one-to-one mapping as seen in Eqn. (12).

V. Implications of Results
The results from our analysis yield profound implications across multiple facets of multirotor dynamics, control, and

operation planning. First, in the realm of flight control, the finding that the energy-optimal pitch angle Θ∗ remains
constant despite variation in payload enables simple yet effective energy-efficient flight control protocol. Specifically,
the energy-optimal velocity can be obtained as

𝑉∗
𝑥 =

√︂
𝑚𝑔

𝐶𝐵𝐷

tanΘ∗, (32)

where the mass-invariant Θ∗ only needs to be solved once based on the model, and then plugged into Eqn. (32) to obtain
the 𝑉∗

𝑥 under any mass 𝑚. Alternatively, practitioners can manage to measure/identify 𝑉∗
𝑥 under one specific mass 𝑚

using experimental techniques, e.g. as in [9, 13], and then scale with
√
𝑚 to obtain 𝑉∗

𝑥 under other mass conveniently.
Consequently, the burden on repeated experimental measurements and/or online adaptation would be significantly
reduced. The formulation of a precise formula that correlates energy-optimal velocity with the square root of mass
enriches our understanding of dynamic control adjustments needed for maximizing energy efficiency, offering nuanced
insights into the interplay between velocity management and payload characteristics.

Second, for multirotor energy consumption prediction and energy source design/sizing, our finding of a linear
relationship between optimal energy consumption rate and total vehicle mass represents a highly useful advancement.
Specifically, the minimum energy consumption 𝐸∗ over a certain distance 𝐿 under the energy-optimal velocity 𝑉∗

𝑥 is

𝐸∗ = 𝐸𝑃𝑀∗𝐿 = 𝐶𝑚𝐿, (33)

which can be used to determine the minimum requirement on energy capacity needed for the specified mission distance.
Conversely, given a fixed capacity of the multirotor onboard energy storage (e.g. battery) 𝐸 , the maximum range 𝐿∗ is

𝐿∗ =
𝐸

𝐶𝑚
, (34)

which specifies the maximum range capability under the available energy capacity. The constant 𝐶 can be either
computed theoretically based on Eqn. (31) or identified from experiment measurement. These simple formula enables
quick yet accurate (theoretically proven) evaluation of operation range or energy requirement.

Third, our finding also facilitates energy-oriented optimization and planning of multirotor operations, especially
those involving payload distribution. One prominent example is drone delivery, with the goal of delivering a series of
payloads {𝑚𝑖}𝑁𝑚

𝑖=1 to various destination nodes by going through routes consisting of the line segments between nodes

9



{𝐿 𝑗 }𝑁𝐿

𝑗=1. By using the formula derived in this work, the optimal routing problem can be formulated as choosing and
pairing 𝐿𝑖 with 𝑚𝑖 to minimize the total energy consumption,

min
{ (𝑚𝑖 ,𝐿𝑖 ) }𝑁𝑚

𝑖=1

𝐸 =
∑︁
𝑖

𝐶 (𝑚𝑣 + 𝑚𝑖)𝐿𝑖 , (35)

where 𝑚𝑣 is the vehicle weight. There are two major benefits brought by the above problem formulation. First, the
solution will attain the "absolute" energy optimality, i.e. both optimal velocity control and optimal routing, as the energy
consumption formula in Eqn. (33) applies to the flights operated under the energy-optimal velocity over each segment.
This is a significant difference from the common practice in literature, which often assigns an arbitrary constant velocity
for the convenience of solving the problem. Second, the problem is very easy to solve, as it is in the form of linear integer
programming. The simple formulation is not based on any assumption/simplification, but rather on strict theoretical
derivation thanks to the main finding of this paper, where physics-based energy dynamics are considered and encoded
in the pre-solved coefficient 𝐶. More interestingly, if the goal is only to find the optimal routing (without necessarily
knowing the total energy consumption), the constant coefficient 𝐶 can be eliminated from the problem and does not
even need to be solved for. The problem hence becomes a mass-weighted Traveling Salesman Problem, which can be
solved by practitioners even without any knowledge of multirotor energy dynamics, yet still yielding accurate results.
Again, it needs to be emphasized that all these advantages hinge on the condition that the multirotor is operated under
the energy-optimal velocity which varies with the mass, but not any arbitrary velocity.

In addition, we also want to highlight the fundamental difference between the findings of this paper and some widely
adopted existing practice in literature. Many works in literature directly assume a proportional relationship between
vehicle mass and energy consumption rate 𝐸𝑃𝑀 under any horizontal velocity, e.g. in the form of

𝐸𝑃𝑀 =
𝑚𝑔

𝑟 (𝑉𝑥)𝜂
(36)

in [7] and,

𝐸𝑃𝑀 = 𝑃/𝑉𝑥 =

(𝑔
3∑

𝑘=1
𝑚𝑘)

3
2

𝜂𝑉𝑥

√︁
2𝑛𝜌𝜍

(37)

in [18], where 𝑟 (𝑉𝑥) is the lift-to-drag ratio as a function of the velocity, 𝜂 is the lumped efficiency of the system, and 𝜍
being the spinning area of the rotor. The formulae, however, essentially indicate that 𝐸𝑃𝑀 over 𝑚 (or its power) is a
constant under the same (arbitrary) velocity 𝑉𝑥 , which is not true according to Fig. 6. Instead, our derivation result
in Eqn. (30) shows that 𝐸𝑃𝑀/𝑚 is a constant under the same (arbitrary) pitch angle Θ. Since the 𝑉𝑥 to Θ mapping
changes under different masses, 𝐸𝑃𝑀/𝑚 will obviously not remain constant with respect to velocity. The true invariant
flight state that governs the energy efficiency (normalized by mass) is the pitch angle, which in our opinion is an insight
that advances the understanding of the fundamentals of multirotor energy dynamics.

VI. Conclusion
This paper explores the fundamental relationship between energy efficiency, velocity, and vehicle mass of the

multirotor UAV under the steady-state forward flight, through both simulation studies and theoretical derivation. Several
notable insights have been made for the first time. First, the energy-optimal pitch angle remains unchanged with
respect to mass. Second, the energy-optimal velocity is proportional to the square root of mass. Third, the minimal
energy consumption rate normalized by mass, i.e. 𝐸𝑃𝑀/𝑚, remains constant with respect to mass, indicating a direct
proportionality between optimal EPM and mass. These insights not only deepen our understanding of the fundamental
multirotor energy dynamics, but also pave the way for developing energy-efficient operational strategies. By leveraging
these findings, stakeholders can enhance the robustness, efficiency, and effectiveness of multirotor operations, thereby
unlocking new opportunities for innovation and excellence in the field.

Appendix
Solution of Eqn. (18):
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𝑣4
𝑖 + 2(𝑉𝑥 sinΘ)𝑣3

𝑖 + 𝑣2𝑣2
𝑖 =

(
𝑚𝑔

2𝜌𝜋𝑅2 cosΘ

)2

𝑉𝑥 =

√︂
𝑚𝑔

𝐶𝐵𝐷

tanΘ

𝑣4
𝑖 + 2

√︂
𝑚𝑔

𝐶𝐵𝐷

tanΘ sinΘ𝑣3
𝑖 +

𝑚𝑔

𝐶𝐵𝐷

tanΘ𝑣2
𝑖 −

(
𝑚𝑔

2𝜌𝜋𝑅2 cosΘ

)2
= 0

𝑎 = 1 (38)

𝑏 = 2
√︂

𝑚𝑔

𝐶𝐵𝐷

tanΘ sinΘ (39)

𝑐 =
𝑚𝑔

𝐶𝐵𝐷

tanΘ = 𝐾1 tanΘ (40)

𝑑 = 0 (41)

𝑒 = −(𝑚𝑔)2 cos−2 Θ

(
1

2𝜌𝜋𝑅2

)2
(42)

𝐾1 =
𝑚𝑔

𝐶𝐵𝐷

(43)

𝐾2 =

(
𝐶𝐵𝐷

2𝑁𝜌𝜋𝑅2

)2
(44)

𝐾2
1𝐾2 =

(
𝑚𝑔

2𝑁𝜌𝜋𝑅2

)2
(45)

𝑣 =
√︁
𝐾1 tanΘ

𝑝 = 𝑐 − 3𝑏2

8
= 𝐾1 sinΘ

(
cosΘ − 1

2
sin2 Θ cos−1 Θ

)
𝑞 =

𝑏3

8
− 𝑏𝑐

2
= −𝐾3/2

1 sin2.5 Θ cos0.5 Θ

Δ0 = 𝑐2 + 12𝑒 = 𝐾2
1 tan2 Θ

(
1 − 12𝐾2 sin−2 Θ

)
Δ1 = 2𝑐3 + 27𝑏2𝑒 − 72𝑐𝑒 = 2𝐾3

1 tan3 Θ
(
1 + 18𝐾2 (2 sin−2 Θ − 3)

)
𝑆1 =

3

√︂
1
2
(Δ1 +

√︃
Δ2

1 − 4Δ3
0) = 𝐾1 tanΘ

3

√√√√
1 + 36𝐾2 sin−2 Θ − 54𝐾2 +

√︃
Δ2

1 − 4Δ3
0

2𝐾3
1 tan3 Θ

Δ2 =

√︃
Δ2

1 − 4Δ3
0

2𝐾3
1 tan3 Θ

=

√︃
108𝐾2 (−1 + 27𝐾2 + (1 − 36𝐾2) sin−2 Θ + 8𝐾2 sin−4 Θ + 16𝐾2 sin−6 Θ)

𝑆1 = 𝐾1 tanΘ 3
√︃

1 + 36𝐾2 sin−2 Θ − 54𝐾2 + Δ2

𝑆1 =
√︁
𝐾1 tanΘ · 𝑆∗1
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𝑆1 = 𝑉𝑥 · 𝑆′1

𝑆2 =

√︂
−𝑝
6

+ 𝑆1
12

+ Δ0
12𝑆1

=
√︁
𝐾1 tanΘ

√︄
−1

6
+ sin2 Θ

4
+ 𝑆1

12𝐾1 tanΘ
+ 𝐾1 tanΘ

𝑆1

(
1
12

− 𝐾2 sin2 Θ

)
𝑆2 = 𝑉𝑥

√︄
−1

6
+ sin2 Θ

4
+ 𝑆1

12𝐾1 tanΘ
+ 𝐾1 tanΘ

𝑆1

(
1
12

− 𝐾2 sin2 Θ

)
𝑆2 = 𝑉𝑥𝑆

∗
2

𝑣𝑖 = −𝑏
4
+ 𝑆2 +

1
2

√︂
−𝑆2

2 −
𝑝

2
− 𝑞

4𝑆2
=
√︁
𝐾1 tanΘ ©« sinΘ

2
+ 𝑆2√

𝐾1 tanΘ
+ 1

2

√︄
−𝑆2

2
𝐾1 tanΘ

+ 3 sin2 Θ

4
− 1

2
+
√
𝐾1 tanΘ cos2 Θ sinΘ

4𝑆2

ª®¬
𝑣𝑖 =

√︁
𝐾1 tanΘ ©«0.5 tanΘ + 𝑆2√

𝐾1 tanΘ
+ 1

2

√︄
−𝑆2

2
𝐾1 tanΘ

+ 3
4

sin2 Θ − 1
2
+ 1

4
sinΘ cos2 Θ

√
𝐾1 tanΘ
𝑆2

ª®¬
𝑣𝑖 =

√︁
𝐾1 tanΘ · 𝑣∗𝑖

𝑣𝑖 = 𝑉𝑥𝑣
∗
𝑖

𝑣∗𝑖 (Θ) =
sinΘ

2
+ 𝑆′2 +

√︄
−𝑆′22

4
+ 3 sin2 Θ − 2

16
+ sinΘ cos2 Θ

16𝑆′2

𝑣′𝑖 (Θ) =
√︂

𝑔

𝐶𝐵𝐷

tanΘ ©« sinΘ
2

+ 𝑆′2 +

√︄
−𝑆′22

4
+ 3 sin2 Θ − 2

16
+ sinΘ cos2 Θ

16𝑆′2
ª®¬
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