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Multi-Agent Feedback Motion Planning using Probably Approximately
Correct Nonlinear Model Predictive Control

Mark Gonzales1, Adam Polevoy1,2, Marin Kobilarov1, Joseph Moore1,2

Abstract— For many tasks, multi-robot teams often provide
greater efficiency, robustness, and resiliency. However, multi-
robot collaboration in real-world scenarios poses a number of
major challenges, especially when dynamic robots must bal-
ance competing objectives like formation control and obstacle
avoidance in the presence of stochastic dynamics and sensor
uncertainty. In this paper, we propose a distributed, multi-agent
receding-horizon feedback motion planning approach using
Probably Approximately Correct Nonlinear Model Predictive
Control (PAC-NMPC) that is able to reason about both model
and measurement uncertainty to achieve robust multi-agent
formation control while navigating cluttered obstacle fields and
avoiding inter-robot collisions. Our approach relies not only
on the underlying PAC-NMPC algorithm but also on a termi-
nal cost-function derived from gyroscopic obstacle avoidance.
Through numerical simulation, we show that our distributed
approach performs on par with a centralized formulation,
that it offers improved performance in the case of significant
measurement noise, and that it can scale to more complex
dynamical systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Unified control and path planning for multi-robot sys-
tems is a challenging problem to address, especially in the
presence of complex stochastic dynamics and measurement
uncertainty. Even in discrete state and action spaces, the
complexity of finding an optimal solution to the multi-agent
path planning problem is NP-hard [1], and the computation
time increases exponentially with the number of robots.
The computational complexity is only further exacerbated
in more realistic scenarios characterized by continuous state
and action spaces where the multi-robot team must achieve
objectives like formation control, obstacle avoidance, and
reason about stochastic underactuated nonlinear dynamics.

Centralized controllers, as referenced in [2], [3], [4],
and [5] are commonly employed to address these issues.
However, these centralized approaches can be slow and
not scale as the team size increases. Another limitation
is that centralized approaches may not be able to update
quickly enough to accommodate changing environments or
imperfect environmental data, which could compromise the
effectiveness of the path plan.

This paper builds on the sampling-based Stochastic Non-
linear Model Predictive Control (SNMPC) algorithm, Prob-
ably Approximate Correct NMPC (PAC-NMPC), as cited
in [6], to enable distributed multiple robot collaboration
and feedback motion planning in the presence of static
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Fig. 1: A five-agent team in a wedge formation in an obstacle field.

and dynamic obstacles. In particular, we introduce a set of
costs and constraints that capture the expected behavior of
teammates over a finite horizon and enable probabilistically-
safe formation control in cluttered environments. Our con-
tributions are:

• A receding-horizon feedback motion planning frame-
work for distributed, probabilistically-safe multi-robot
formation control in obstacle fields under dynamics and
measurement uncertainty.

• A terminal cost inspired by gyroscopic obstacle avoid-
ance to improve finite-horizon planning in the presence
of static and dynamic obstacles.

• The demonstration of the algorithm’s effectiveness
through numerical simulation in complex environments
and its ability to scale to higher dimensions.

II. RELATED WORK

Researchers have explored a wide variety of strategies for
achieving unified formation control and obstacle avoidance
[7] [8]. Behavior-based controllers are one class of methods
that have tried to address this problem [9],[10], [11]. These
controllers combine the outputs from a set of sub-controllers
that promote separate objectives, such as formation error, ob-
stacle avoidance, and goal error. Typically, these approaches
suffer from poor robustness and generalizability.

Consensus-based approaches achieve formation control by
relying on local information to facilitate the convergence
of all agents to the same information state[12], [13]. Some
approaches have explored the joint formation control and
obstacle avoidance problem [14] and others have extended
consensus-based formation control to simple non-holonomic
systems (e.g., [15], [16]).

Artificial Potential Fields (APF) are a set of approaches
stemming from the path planning approach by Khatib [17].



APFs have been used to achieve formations while avoiding
obstacles [18] [19] [20]. These allow for fixed formation and
re-updating the controller after every time step and can be
used for both leader-follower and other formation types, but
are often limited to simple dynamics models.

Virtual structures achieve formation control by reasoning
about the geometric performance of a rigid structure [21]
[22]. Virtual structures have been used to adapt Probabilistic
Roadmaps (PRM) [23]. Typically, virtual structures offer
limited flexibility and obstacle avoidance.

Machine Learning and Reinforcement Learning have been
used to handle multi-agent formation. For swarm robotics,
learning has been used on the dynamics of nonlinear systems
to give bounds on formation error [24]. Other approaches
use policy search to solve nonlinear optimization problems
within formation control [25] [26]. Reinforcement learning
for leader-follower and swarm robotics has been used, train-
ing Double Deep Q-Networks to obtain proper formation
behavior [27] or to achieve multi-robot planning in the
presence of dynamic obstacles [28]. Oftentimes, learning-
based methods demonstrate degraded performance in out-of-
distribution environments and during sim-to-real transfer.

In recent years, online trajectory optimization and Non-
linear Model Predictive Control (NMPC) have emerged a
powerful approaches for achieving multi-robot planning and
control. Some approaches have applied NMPC to achieve
formation control [29], [30], [31], [32], [33]. Other ap-
proaches have explored inter-agent collision avoidance via
distributed NMPC [34], [35] or by combining NMPC with
conflict-based search [36]. A few approaches have explored
NMPC to achieve formation control in the presence of
obstacles. [37] employs a virtual structure framework and
[38] is restricted to a linear dynamics model.

To our knowledge, our approach is the first method to
employ SNMPC to achieve distributed, probabilistically-
safe multi-agent collision avoidance and formation control
in cluttered environments for a large class of stochastic
nonlinear dynamical systems and measurement uncertainty.

III. PROBABLY APPROXIMATELY CORRECT NONLINEAR
MODEL PREDICTIVE CONTROL (PAC-NMPC)

Our proposed multi-agent formation controller utilizes
Probably Approximately Correct Nonlinear Model Predic-
tive Control (PAC-NMPC) [6]. PAC-NMPC uses Iterative
Stochastic Policy Optimization (ISPO) [39] to formulate the
search for a local time-varying feedback control policy of
the form ut = Kt(τ

d(ξ,x0))
(
xd
t (ξ,x0)− xt

)
+ ud

t (ξ),
as a stochastic optimization problem. This is achieved
by sampling the policy parameters, ξ, from a surro-
gate distribution given by the probability density function
p(ξ|ν) and defined by hyper-parameters ν. Here τ d ≜
{xd

0,u
d
0,x

d
1,u

d
1, ...,u

d
NT−1,x

d
NT

} is the nominal trajectory
computed using a nominal deterministic discrete-time dy-
namics model xd

t+1 = xd
t +f(xd

t ,u
d
t )∆t over NT time steps.

xd
t ∈ RNx and ud

t ∈ RNu are the nominal states and control
inputs at time index t respectively. ∆t is the discrete time
step and Kt(τ

d(ξ,x0)) ∈ RNu×Nx is a sequence of time-
varying feedback gains computed using the finite horizon,

discrete, time-varying linear quadratic regulator (TVLQR)
[40]. The policy is parameterized only by the nominal
input sequence, so that ξ = [ud

0
T

ud
1
T

... ud
NT−1

T
]T .

The surrogate distribution, p(ξ|ν), is parameterized as a
multivariate Gaussian, N (ξ|µ,Σ), with a mean, µ, and
a covariance matrix, Σ. Since the covariance matrix is
diagonal, the hyperparameters can be written as ν ≜
[µT diag(Σ)T ]T . For a discrete-time trajectory sequence
τ = {x0,u0,x1,u1...,uNT−1,xNT

}, one can define a non-
negative trajectory cost function, J(τ ) ≥ 0, and a trajectory
constraint violation function C(τ ) ∈ {0, 1}.

During each planning iteration, PAC-NMPC
optimizes a weighted objective function ν∗ =
argminν minα>0(J +

α (ν) + γC+
α (ν)) where J +

α (ν) is
the PAC bound on J(τ ), C+

α (ν) is the PAC bound on C(τ ),
and γ is positive weighting coefficient. These PAC bounds,
which are derived in [39], take the form

J +
α (ν)≜ Ĵα(ν) + αd(ν) + Φα(δ), (1)

where Ĵα(ν) is a robust estimator of the expected cost, d(ν)
is a distance between distributions, Φα(δ) is a concentration-
of-measure term, and 1− δ is the bound confidence.

This optimization ensures that the chosen control policy
satisfies performance and safety requirements with a speci-
fied confidence level. In essence, PAC-NMPC offers a robust
and statistically guaranteed approach for controlling systems
with uncertainties.

IV. PAC-NMPC FOR MULTI-AGENT CONTROL

This section presents a centralized and distributed ap-
proach for PAC-NMPC to control a team of M agents in
formation, navigating an obstacle-filled environment to a goal
state xG.

A. Problem Formulation

For the centralized approach for formation control, we
define the team state as x = [x1T ,x2T ,x3T , ...,xMT ]T

where xi is the state of the ith agent on the team. To guide
the team towards xG, we define a cost function J(τ ) for the
team’s trajectory as

J(τ ) =

NT−1∑
t=0

q(xt,ut) + qf (xNT
) (2)

where q(xt,ut) is the cost at timestep t and qf (xNT
) is

the cost at the final time. Constraints to ensure collision
avoidance and bound the state are formulated as

gb(xt) = (xt − xl < 0) ∨ (xu − xt) < 0 (3)

go(xt) = {dist(xt,p
om)− r} ∀ m

c(xt) = gb(xt) < 0 ∨ go(xt) < 0 ∨ gA(xt) < 0

C(τ ) = c(x0) ∨ c(x1) · · · ∨ c(xNT
).

Here xl,u is the lower and upper state bound, r is the obstacle
radius plus the maximum robot radius, pom is the mth

obstacle position in the world frame. gA is a constraint to



prevent collisions between dynamic agents and is formulated
as

ga(x
i
t) = {dist(xi

t,x
n
t )− L} ∀ n : i ̸= n (4)

gA(xt) = ga(x
1
t ) ∨ ga(x

2
t ) · · · ∨ ga(x

M
t )

where L is the collision radius and xn
t is nth agent on the

team.

B. Cost Function

We formulate our cost function for the ith agent as

J i(τ ) =

NT−1∑
t=0

(
ω1(||kp̃i

t|| − ||vi
t||)2 + ω3||ui

t||2
)
+ ṽiTQf ṽ

i

(5)

where p̃i
t = pi

t−pG,i, pi
t is the position of agent i at time t,

and pG,i is the final desired position of agent i. ṽi = vi
d −

vi
NT

, where vi
d is the desired velocity vector for the terminal

state of agent i, and vi
NT

is the final velocity of agent i. The
first term in the running cost encourages a desired velocity,
while the second term applies a cost on action. The terminal
cost includes vi

d, which is a desired final velocity vector
inspired by the gyroscopic obstacle avoidance control in [41].
It is given as

vi
d = −(

∑
j

G(θij ,dij , p̃i
NT

,vj) + I)kp̃i
NT

(6)

where ||vi
d|| ≤ vmax,

G(θij ,dij , p̃i
NT

,vj) = k1(θ
ij)k2(d

ij)e(dij , p̃i
NT

,vj)ê,
(7)

and

k1(θ
ij) = exp(katt(θ

ij − 1)), (8)

k2(d
ij) = kobs

S(rd + r − ||dij || − ϵ)

||dij || − r
, S(s) =

1

1 + e−s
,

θij =
−dT k(p̃NT

)

||di|||| − k(p̃NT
)||

,dij = pi
NT

− pcj , ê =

(
0 −1
1 0

)
Where k is a proportional feedback gain, S(s) is a smooth
sign function, katt is the attractive weighting, kobs is the
avoidance weighting, dij is the distance to static or dynamic
obstacle j, rd is the detection radius, ϵ is a tuning value for
negligible obstacle gain at the detection radius and vmax is
the maximum desired velocity.

∑
i J

i(τ ) is the cost for the
full multi-agent system. pcj is the set of static and dynamic
obstacle positions, which includes the set of static obstacles
pom and the set of dynamic obstacles represented by the final
positions of the other agents pn

NT
,∀n ̸= i. vj is the velocity

of jth obstacle. For dynamic obstacles (i.e., other agents),
this is the terminal velocity vn

NT
, and for static obstacles, it

is zero.
To handle collisions with both static and dynamic obsta-

cles (i.e., other agents), we choose e(dij , p̃i
NT

,vj) based on
[42] to maintain a consistent policy among team members
for selecting a “give-way” direction. e is given as follows:

C1. If dij · vi ≥ 0 ∧ dij · vj ≥ 0:

e(dij ,vi,vj) =

{
1 if φ(dij ,vi)− φ(dij ,vj) ≥ 0

−1 otherwise

C2. If dij · vi ≥ 0 ∧ dij · vj < 0:

e(di,vi,vj) =

{
1 if φ(dij ,vi)− φ(vj ,dij) ≥ 0

−1 otherwise

C3. If dij · vi < 0 ∧ dij · vj < 0:

e(di,vi,vj) =

{
1 if φ(dij ,vi)− φ(dij ,vj) > 0

−1 otherwise

C4. Else:
e(dij ,vi,vj) = 0

where φ(·, ·) is the angle between two vectors, and vi is
defined as −k(p̃i

NT
)

Gyroscopic obstacle avoidance was used over AFP or no
obstacle avoidance because it helped avoid local minima
more effectively and allowed for trajectory deconflicting.

C. Distributed Multi-Agent PAC-NMPC

Both the cost function and the constraints are dependent
on the full multi-robot system trajectory, τ . To enable a
distributed control paradigm, the agents share their initial
states, xi

0, and control policy distribution parameters, νi, at
the beginning of each planning interval. Each agent i then
optimizes its own control policy distribution, assuming the
policies of the other agents remain fixed during the planning
interval. To reconstruct the trajectory τ and evaluate the
joint costs and constraints, each agent i samples trajectory
predictions (τ j , ξj) for the other agents using the received
policies and states.

For formation control, the formation points can be spec-
ified in the cost function as the desired terminal positions,
pG,i. In this paper, we explore several methods for comput-
ing these formation points.

V. STATE MEASUREMENT ERROR

In real-world applications, relying solely on shared state
information leads to discrepancies due to sensor noise, com-
munication delays, and environmental uncertainties. These
factors introduce discrepancies between an agent’s actual
state and the state information received by other agents. Not
accounting for the uncertainty in the state measurement could
lead to collisions or worse performance.

We model the state measurement error as a zero-mean
Gaussian noise with a covariance Σp. The received state of
agent j is represented as x̂j ∼ N (xj ,Σp) where xj is the
true state and x̂j is the received state. To reason about state
measurement uncertainty, the algorithm samples the state
from the normal distributions for each agent during trajec-
tory rollouts. This approach enables an agent to consider
other agents’ state uncertainties and plan its trajectory to
enable robust, collision-free navigation under measurement
uncertainty.



VI. SIMULATION EXPERIMENTS

We conducted Monte Carlo simulations to test the effec-
tiveness of multi-agent PAC-NMPC for formation control
and collision avoidance.

We simulate a stochastic bicycle model with acceleration
and steering rate inputs for each agent. We denote xt =
[px, py, θ, v, δs]

T as the state vector, ut = [v̇, δ̇s]
T as the

control vector, l = 0.33 as the wheel base, and Γ =
diag([0.001, 0.001, 0.1, 0.2, 0.001]) as the covariance. The
stochastic bicycle model is defined as

xt+1 ∼ p(·|xt,ut) ≜ xt + (f(xt,ut) + ω)∆t (9)

f(xt,ut) = [v cos(θ), v sin(θ),
v tan(δs)

l
, v̇, δ̇s]

T

ω ∼ N (·|0,Γ)

The acceleration is limited to −1 m/s2 ≤ v̇ ≤ 1 m/s2,
the steering rate is limited −1 rad/s ≤ δ̇s ≤ 1 rad/s, the
velocity is limited to −0.5 m/s ≤ v ≤ 2 m/s, the steering
angle is limited to −0.4 rad ≤ δs ≤ 0.4 rad.

We generated fifty random obstacle fields of 10 non-
overlapping circular obstacles with an inflated radius of 0.6
meters to test the formation control in obstacle-filled envi-
ronments. The obstacles were between pmin = [3,−4] and
pmax = [10, 4]. The fields were generated with free space
before and after the obstacle field to allow the formation to
converge. The desired formation was a 3-agent wedge. The
formation goals were defined and calculated as

pG,2,3 = p1 −
(
cos(θ1) ±sin(θ1)
sin(θ1) ∓cos(θ1)

)(
l
h

)
(10)

where l is the distance in the x-direction behind the leader,
and h is the distance in the y-direction behind the leader.
For these experiments, l = h = 1 meter. We chose these
distances to make a formation too small to wrap around
obstacles but not large enough where the agents were too
far away to interact.

We chose a goal at pG,1 = [15, 0]. We sampled the leader
agent state from a uniform distribution between x1

min = [-1,
-2, −π

8 , 0.0, -0.2] and x1
max = [1, 2, π

8 , 1.0, 0.2]. The follower
agents’ initial positions were placed in the wedge formation
with some noise sampled from a uniform distribution with a
bound of ±[0.5, 0.5, π

16 , 0.5, 0.2].
We used an open environment to test the inter-agent

collision avoidance further. Three agents were placed sym-
metrically around a 5-meter-radius circle, given a goal point
antipodal to the start position. In these trials, the optimal
paths of all three agents would meet in the center of the
circle to encourage head-on collisions.

The parameters were ω1 = 0.5, ω2 = 0.1, k = 3,
kobs,static = 1, katt,static = 8, kobs,agent = katt,agent = 0.5,
Q1

f = diag([1.0 1.0]) and Q2,3
f = diag([1.0 1.5])

A. Centralized Model

We tested the centralized model on the obstacle field, run-
ning 200 optimization iterations per planning cycle and 4096
trajectory samples per optimization iteration. The leader
agent followed a path generated using the rapidly-exploring

Fig. 2: Symmetric Antipodal Experiment with Trajectory Decon-
flicting using Terminal Gyroscopic Obstacle Avoidance Cost

random trees (RRT) algorithm [43] from its initial position to
the goal. The leader’s RRT defined the follower’s formation
points. While the leader successfully navigated the obstacle
field without collisions, the followers often became trapped
in the obstacle field. The centralized model never violated
its bounds on cost or constraints.

In the symmetric antipodal goal experiment, the central-
ized approach deconflicted its trajectories without inter-agent
gyroscopic avoidance, allowing each agent to reach the goal
without a collision.

B. Distributed Model
The distributed model was tested at 200 iterations per

planning cycle and 1024 trajectory samples per optimization
iteration. The gyroscopic obstacle avoidance for inter-agent
collisions was turned on and off in two separate trials. Figure
3 illustrates the outcomes, including whether a trial resulted
in an obstacle crash, a collision with another agent, an agent
getting trapped behind an obstacle, or all agents successfully
reaching the goal.

The distributed approach can travel through the obstacle-
filled environment in the same number of iterations but much
quicker, with fewer instances of agents getting trapped in
local minima compared to the centralized approach. This
improvement is likely due to the increased complexity of
the optimization problem as the number of control inputs
increases in the centralized model.

The trials with and without the inter-agent gyroscopic
avoidance led to a similar number of successful trials.
However, the trials without led to poorer formation control
within the obstacle field, as seen in Figure 4. Not having
gyroscopic avoidance led to agents avoiding collisions using
a stop-and-go strategy, negatively impacting formations.

In the symmetric antipodal goal experiment, the distributed
controller without inter-agent gyroscopic avoidance got stuck
in deadlocks 20% of the time, where the three agents avoided
the collision but could not move towards the goal. When
gyroscopic avoidance was enabled, these deadlocks were
prevented, allowing a performance similar to that of the
centralized controller.

C. PAC-NMPC and RA-MPPI
We conducted additional trials with Risk Aware Model

Predictive Path Integral (RA-MPPI) [44]. Figure 4 reveals
RA-MPPI resulted in a slightly higher average formation
error than PAC-NMPC. The followers struggled to avoid
crashes with obstacles, as seen in Figure 3. Figures 5 and 6
show the trajectories through the environment, where we can
see RA-MPPI cutting through obstacles as formation points



Fig. 3: Trial Outcomes: With RA-MPPI, the followers struggled to
keep up with the constantly changing cost function and collided
with obstacles. The centralized model ran 19 Trials, and the
antipodal test ran 10 trials; the rest ran 50 trials

Fig. 4: Centralized vs Distributed Formation Error: The centralized
approach (green) held the best formation before the obstacles. As
the agents encounter obstacles, the centralized approach exhibits a
higher formation error due to frequent agent trapping.

change or getting turned around to avoid collisions. PAC-
NMPC was able to keep the wedge formation through the
same obstacle fields. Furthermore, PAC-NMPC performed
with a lower probability of constraint violations in the
follower’s planning than RA-MPPI. However, PAC-NMPC
did run 23% slower and the centralized approach ran 453%
slower per planning cycle, than RA-MPPI.

D. Impact of State Measurement Uncertainty

The trials were run with uncertain state positions, where
the shared states were drawn from a normal distribution with
a covariance of 0.9 meters in the x- and y-coordinates. As
shown in Figure 8, PAC-NMPC experienced a significant
increase in collisions with agents and obstacles when state
measurement noise was not accounted for. These static ob-
stacle collisions often occurred as the noise-blind controller
attempted to avoid an agent that was not there, leading to
constraint violations in nearly all sampled trajectories.

In contrast, the measurement noise-aware model success-

Fig. 5: PAC-NMPC Formation

Fig. 6: RA-MPPI Formation

Trial Type Number of
Collisions

Leader
Constraint

Follower
Constraint

PAC-NMPC 0 0.00465 0.013

RA-MPPI 38 0.0521 0.1788

PAC-NMPC State
Noise Blind 26 0.1208 0.148

PAC-NMPC State
Noise Aware 2 0.0987 0.1854

RA-MPPI State
Noise Aware 33 0.208 0.289

TABLE I: Collisions and Average Constraint Probability

fully completed the same number of trials as the trial
with ground truth measurements. While it did not eliminate
collisions, it significantly reduced their frequency compared
to the noise-blind case, preventing the agents from falling
out of formation or colliding with each other as often. The
noise blind controller also violated its cost bound in ≈10%
of plans, whereas the noise aware controller violated cost
bounds ≈2% of the time.

RA-MPPI struggled to compensate for the state uncer-
tainties as effectively as PAC-NMPC, resulting in collision
frequency on par with the noise-blind PAC-NMPC con-
figuration. RA-MPPI also showed much worse formation
performance over the trials, as seen in Figure 7. Table I
records the average constraint probability, showing that RA-
MPPI had a higher average constraint violation, and the
followers also had a higher probability of constraint violation
than the leaders.

E. Formation Points

The trials were repeated using three different methods for
calculating the followers’ formation points: they were defined

Fig. 7: Noise vs Formation Error: RA-MPPI under the noise-aware
controller (Green) held the worse formation control. PAC-NMPC,
both noise-blind and -aware, maintained a more stable formation.



Fig. 8: Measurement Noise Outcomes (50 Trials): The noise-aware
approach significantly reduced agent collisions by 3.5 times at a
covariance of noise of 0.9 meters

Fig. 9: Formation Point Generation vs Formation Error: The RRT
approaches (Blue, Green) lead to better formations as the mean
final state (Orange) often had agents make U-Turns at the start to
get into formation

directly from the leader’s RRT, calculated based on the final
state of the leader’s mean trajectory, or calculated by the
follower using its own RRT, with the goal point defined by
the leader’s RRT.

Formation point calculation methods based on the leader’s
RRT generally outperformed those using the mean final state
in both successful trial percentage and formation error as
seen in Figures 9 and 10. The follower RRT-based approach
resulted in more agents trapped behind obstacles than when
the formation point is only defined by the leader’s RRT.

F. Symmetric Antipodal Under State Uncertainty

We ran fifty trials in the symmetric antipodal setup with
measurement noise variance from 0 to 1.0 meters. Figure
11 shows that gyroscopic avoidance assists with avoiding
collisions under measurement noise. The trials without the
gyroscopic avoidance began to collide at 0.1 meters with

Fig. 10: Formation Point Generation Method Outcomes (50 Trials):
The follower RRT approach led to more collisions and local minima
due to the RRT only accounting for agent position.

Fig. 11: Collision Percentage vs Measurement Covariance. The
noise-aware state sampling and gyroscopic avoidance increase the
controller’s ability to avoid collisions.

Fig. 12: The Distance between Two Fixed-Wing Planes. During the
two full loops, the planes never violated the safety radius

the noise-blind controller but at 0.2 meters with the noise-
aware controller. However, adding the gyroscopic avoidance
increased the collision avoidance to 0.6 meters in the noise-
blind case and 0.7 meters in the noise-aware case. The noise-
aware controller reduced the number of collisions as the
noise increased and achieved fewer constraint violations than
the noise-blind controller.

G. Extension to Higher Dimensions
Two fixed-wing planes were simulated following the same

path in opposite directions. The fixed wing is described by
a complex nonlinear dynamics model with a 17-dimension
state and four control inputs [45]. PAC-NMPC avoided
collisions at 100 iterations using 3D gyroscopic avoidance.
Figure 12 shows the distance between planes as they follow
a rectangular path in opposite directions.

VII. DISCUSSION

In this paper, we presented a distributed receding-horizon
SNMPC approach for navigating a multi-robot team through
an obstacle field in formation. We demonstrated in simulation
that using a gyroscopic avoidance-based cost enables the
controller to keep formation by avoiding collisions and local
minima. Further, we showed that control policy sharing
could enable collision avoidance under state measurement
uncertainty. Future work could explore heterogeneous teams
and apply this model to more complex environments and
dynamics.
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