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ABSTRACT

Achieving cooperative transportation by teams of aerial robots has been attracting attention owing to
its flexibility with respect to payloads and robustness against failures. In this paper, we propose a
flexible decentralized controller for the number of robots and the shapes of payloads in a cooperative
transport task using multiple single-rotor robots. Our controller is robust to mass and center of
mass fluctuations and robot failures. Moreover, asymptotic stability against dynamics errors is
guaranteed. Additionally, the controller supports heterogeneous single-rotor robots. Thus, robots with
different specifications and deterioration can be effectively utilized for cooperative transportation. In
particular, this performance is effective for robot reuse. To achieve the aforementioned performance,
the controller consists of a parallel structure comprising two controllers: a feedback controller, which
renders the system strictly positive real, and nonlinear controller, which renders the object asymptotic
to the target. First, we confirm cooperative transportation using 8 and 10 robots for two shapes via
numerical simulation. Subsequently, the cooperative transportation of a rectangle payload (with a
weight of approximately 3 kg and maximum length of 1.6 m) is demonstrated using a robot team
consisting of three types of robots, even under robot failure and center of mass fluctuation.

Keywords Unmanned aerial vehicle · Multi-agent systems · Decentralized control

1 Introduction

Recently, with the advancement of aerial robots, the number of studies on aerial transportation and manipulation
has significantly increased [1, 15, 27, 9, 12]. The demand for aerial transportation tasks has increased significantly,
especially because of the impact of COVID-19 [14, 44, 34]. Cooperative transportation using multiple aerial robots has
attracted attention as it can provide redundancy and scalability of the system for transporting various types of payloads
[22, 11, 20, 6, 41]. Notably, the center-of-mass (COM) and mass of the payload should comply with the specifications
of the aircraft when using a single aerial robot for transportation. Cooperative transportation using multiple aerial
robots is scalable with respect to the mass of the payload, as long as the required number of robots can be added at
the necessary positions without interference. Notably, redundant cooperative transportation becomes a robust system
because, in an event of a single robot failure, other robots can compensate for the thrust. Furthermore, the practicality
of the system improves because robots can easily be plugged in/plugged out if each robot can be controlled through a
decentralized method [36, 37].

To adapt multi-robot systems to the real world, the configuration of the robot team should be expanded to include
heterogeneous robots [8, 33, 5]. Studies on heterogeneous robots involve decomposing the overall task and assigning
robots designed for different purposes [18, 35, 31], as well as achieving robots that perform the same task [30, 17, 45].
Tasks such as carrying a big desk in cooperation with people of various ages correspond to the situation of the same
task. It is important for the robot team to be able to handle such tasks because robots with various performances are
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(a) Heterogenous configuration

(b) Real flight with decentralized controller with various
disturbances

Figure 1: Consept

expected to appear in the future. In this study, we address performing such the transportation tasks with heterogeneous
aerial robots. A possible scenario is a transportation task using a robot team of different manufacturers or a team of
reuse robots. If such integration is achieved, aerial cooperative transportation would be practical in the field of robotics.

Considering a cooperative transportation system where a team of multi-copters is rigidly connected to the payload, each
multi-copter can be viewed as a robot that applies force in the vertical and one rotational direction. Therefore, our
previous study proposed a cooperative transportation model using a “single-rotor robot” to simplify the problem and
production [26, 25]. Moreover, we achieved aerial cooperative transportation in an environment where an imbalance in
the COM or robot failure occurs, using the proposed team of robots. Compared with the case in the previous study,
in this study, the control target is changed to a heterogeneous team of robots, as shown in Fig. 1(a). The controller
requires a high response because of different thrust characteristics of robots in the case of a heterogeneous team. For
example, other robots need to promptly increase their thrust to compensate if a certain robot reaches its thrust limit
due to low performance. Therefore, we propose a decentralized non-linear controller approach that switches to high
gains based on the situation. Additionally, we prove the asymptotic stability of this controller. Furthermore, numerical
simulations and experiments using an actual prototype are conducted. The contributions of this study are as follows:

• Proposal of a variable-gain decentralized controller with proven asymptotic stability for an aerial cooperative
transportation using a heterogeneous team of robots

• Confirmation of the performance by two simulations with different numbers of robots and different shapes of
payload

• Confirmation by an experiment using a real prototype with three different types of single-rotor robots under
COM fluctuation and robot failure (Fig.1(b))

The remainder of this paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 describes related work of our proposal; Section 3 describes
the model of the target system; Section 4 describes our controller; Section 5 describes the numerical experiments;
Section 6 describes the results of prototype experiments; and Section 7 presents the advantage of our method and
discusses the results of experiments. Finally, conclusions are presented in Section 8.
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Figure 2: Model of cooperative transportation using heterogeneous single-rotor robots (n1 = 4, n2 = 2, n3 = 1,
n2 = 2)

2 Related work

Cooperative transportation using aerial robots includes those using cables [22, 11, 42, 38] and those using rigid
connections [20, 7, 43, 26, 25]. Rigid configurations are better suited to take advantage of the fault-robustness than
cables. It is because the robot failures of the cabled configurations result in not only a loss of thrust but also in a
reduction in the impact of the aerial robots. In addition, Oung et al. [28] and Mu et al. [24] modularized their robots to
improve scalability. We noted these advantages and address control of a team of single-rotor robots rigidly connected to
the payload.

Previous studies have focused on the control of aerial cooperative transportation that can be categorized into centralized
and decentralized approaches. In centralized control, Wang [42] proposed a centralized robust controller based linear
quadratic gaussian. This controller is robust against mass fluctuations of about 20 % in aerial cooperative transportation
using cables. Moreover, Pereria et al. [30, 29] realized the aerial transportation of a round bar object by two different
types of robots. This controller which was based on proportional—integral–derivative (PID) using ideal control
input guaranteed stability. Furthermore, Mu et al. [24] proposed an adaptive controller which utilizes estimated
states using the inertial measurement unit (IMU) mounted on each robot. This controller allows for stable flight in
various configurations. The centralized control in aerial transportation requires equipment and infrastructure to share
information because it utilizes all available data. Realizing stable flight by distributed control can reduce the need for
extensive information sharing and relax the constraints of this equipment.

The decentralized controller with a basic aerial cooperative transportation model of rigid configuration was proposed
by Millinger et al. [20]. To achieve decentralized control, they assume that the positions of each robot are known.
Wang et al. [43] and Shirani et al. [38] proposed decentralized control using the symmetrical arrangement of robot
positions. Wang et al. used symmetry to relax the constraints on the robot’s position and used a wrench-based
compensator to guarantee stability. Shirani et al. used feedback linearization and linear matrix inequality (LMI) to
ensure stability. Cardona [4] utilized leader–follower controller to achieve decentralized control of heterogeneous robots
for aerial cooperative transportation. Additionally, robustness against fluctuations in the reference was demonstrated.
Furthermore, in our previous study [25], we proposed a decentralized controller that is robust against disturbances
for aerial cooperative transportation using identical single-rotor robot and a switching controller [2]. An advantage
of decentralized control in the field of robotics is often mentioned as being robust against robot failures [32, 13, 8].
However, this advantage has not received much attention in aerial cooperative transportation. Furthermore, to our best
knowledge, there have been no studies that specifically focus on heterogeneous robots and their robustness in aerial
cooperative transportation involving rigid connections.

In this study, we focused on decentralized cooperative control of heterogeneous multiple single-rotor robots in a real
flight environment that includes mass and COM fluctuations as well as robot failure.

3 Modeling

We modeled the dynamics of cooperative transportation using heterogeneous single-rotor robots while focusing on the
behavior of the force acting in each quadrant, as shown in Fig. 2. Let ni(i = 1, . . . , 4) be the number of robots in each
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quadrant; the dynamics of the hovering state can be approximated as follows [20]:

m

[
ẍ
ÿ
z̈

]
=

[
mgθ
−mgϕ

0

]
+

 0
0∑4

i=1

∑ni

j=1 u
j
i

−

[
0
0
mg

]

J

 ϕ̈

θ̈

ψ̈

 =

 ∑4
i=1

∑ni

i=1

(
rji × e3

)
12
uji∑4

i=1

∑ni

j=1 d
j
i c
j
qiu

j
i

 ,
(1)

where x, y, and z are the three-dimensional positions of the payload on a body frame system; ϕ, θ, and ψ denote the
roll, pitch, and yaw angles of the payload, respectively; uji denotes the thrust of the robot j in quadrant i; m and J

denote the overall mass and moment of inertia, respectively; rji ∈ R3 denote the vector from the origin of the body
frame system, the COM position of the payload, to the attachment position of the robot j in quadrant i; e3 = [0, 0, 1]⊤

denotes the unit vector of the z axis; and dji ∈ {1,−1} denotes the rotational direction of the robot j in quadrant i.
Further, cjqi denotes the thrust torque conversion coefficient of the robot j in quadrant i, and g denotes the gravitational
acceleration. Note that the Coriolis force is assumed to be zero because ϕ̇ ≃ 0 and θ̇ ≃ 0 are assumed during hovering.
A state expression of eq. (1) can be represented as follows:

ẋ
ẍ

ϕ̇

ϕ̈

 =

 03 I3 03 03

03 03 GM 03

03 03 03 I3
03 03 03 03


 x

ẋ
ϕ

ϕ̇



+

 03

Bxn
03

Bϕn

un −

 03×1

gV
03×1

03×1

 ,
(2)

where x = [x, y, z]⊤, ϕ = [ϕ, θ, ψ]⊤ denotes the state, un = [u11, . . . , u
n4
4 ]⊤ ∈ Rn×1 denotes the control input,

gV = [0, 0, g]⊤ denotes the vector of the gravitational acceleration, 0i = {0}i×i denotes the zero matrix, Ij denotes a
j × j identity matrix, and 0i×j = {0}i×j denotes a zero matrix or zero vector. Moreover, GM , Bxn, and Bϕn are
defined as

GM =

[
0 g 0
−g 0 0
0 0 0

]

Bxn =
1

m
[e3, . . . , e3] ∈ R3×n

Bϕn = J−1

[ (
r11 × e3

)
12

. . . (rn4
4 × e3)12

d11c
1
q1 . . . dn4

4 cn4
q4

]
∈ R3×n.

Furthermore, ẍ ≃ gϕ and ÿ ≃ −gθ are approximated because the focus herein is on the control in a state close to
equilibrium. As equilibrium is assumed, the transforming coordinates from the body frame to world frame are given by[

X
Y
Z

]
=

[
cosψ − sinψ 0
sinψ cosψ 0
0 0 1

][
x
y
z

]
.

This study addressed fluctuations in mass and COM and robot failure. According to eq. (2), these fluctuations affect
only the Bxn and Bϕn matrices. Thus, we focused on the B matrix for control robustness.

4 Decentralized control

We propose a control approach that combines a variable gain version of an autonomous smooth switching controller
(VG-ASSC) with a robust feedback controller (RFC) that ensures the strictly positive real (SPR) property of the system.
The VG-ASSC is decentralized because it utilizes only broadcasted error. However, the target system must be SPR for
the VG-ASSC to ensure asymptotic stability. By combining the VG-ASSC with the RFC, the stability and robustness of
the overall control system can be improved. Therefore, the RFC changes the target system to an SPR system. Notably,
this control maintains the equilibrium state. Therefore, in the proposed method, the references in the equilibrium state
are gradually adjusted to approach a desired destination. This section first describes the RFC.
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4.1 Strictly positive realization

First, we describe the transformation of the state model for strictly positive realization. Then, the RFC is introduced. In
this section, we focus not only on the state equation but also on the output equation because the purpose of the RFC is
to make system SPR.

4.1.1 Input transformation

Notably, the input matrix [03,Bxn,03,Bϕn]
⊤ should be a full rank for the system to be SPR. Eq.(2) is converted to

four inputs because the rank of the input matrix is four in the case of a flight system using rigidly connected rotors such
as a multicopter. Therefore, we assumed the following:

• The robots located in each quadrant exist in the vicinity of the representative points located in each quadrant.
Let ri be the vector from the COM to the representative point in quadrant i; the vector of each robot in
quadrant i from the COM can be expressed as ri (ri ≃ r1i ≃ · · · ≃ rni

i ).
• The directions of rotation of the rotor of the robots located in each quadrant are the same. Let di be the rotation

direction of the robots in quadrant i; the rotation direction of each robot in quadrant i can be expressed as di
(di = d1i = · · · = dni

i ).
• The average thrust-torque coefficients of each quadrant are the same. Let cq be the average of the thrust-torque

coefficient; the thrust-torque coefficient of each robot is cq (cq ≃ 1
n1

∑n1

j=1 c
j
q1 ≃ · · · ≃ 1

n4

∑n4

j=1 c
j
q4).

Under this assumption, eq. (2) can be transformed into a four-input equation as follows:
ẋ
ẍ

ϕ̇

ϕ̈

 =

 03 I3 03 03

03 03 GM 03

03 03 03 I3
03 03 03 03


 x

ẋ
ϕ

ϕ̇



+

 03×4

BX
03×4

BΦ

U −

 03×1

gV
03×1

03×1

 ,
(3)

where U = [U1, U2, U3, U4]
⊤(Ui =

∑ni

j=1 u
j
i ) and BX = 1

m [e3, e3, e3, e3]. Moreover, Bϕ is expressed as follows:

Bϕ =

J−1

[
(r1 × e3)12 (r2 × e3)12 (r3 × e3)12 (r4 × e3)12

d1cq d2cq d3cq d4cq

]
.

4.1.2 Error system

We convert eq. (3) to an error system to show the asymptotic stability. Let xr, ϕr and Ur = {Ur1, . . . , Ur4} be the
states and the control input at equilibrium of eq.(3); the error dynamics of eq. (3) is obtained as:

ξ̇ = Aξ +B(U −Ur), (4)

where ξ = [xe, ẋe, ϕ, ϕ̇e]
⊤ and xe = x− xr, ϕe = ϕ− ϕr. Furthermore, A and B are as follows:

A =

 03 I3 03 03

03 03 GM 03

03 03 03 I3
03 03 03 03



B =

 03×4

Bx
03×4

Bϕ

 .
Then, the following condition of each state is satisfied:

ẋr = ẍr = 03,

ϕ̇r = ϕ̈r = 03,

ϕr = θr = 0.
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Additionally, eq. (3) with U = Ur can be revised as follows:{
GMϕr +BXUr = gV
BϕUr = 03×1

. (5)

Specifically, Ur is represented as follows:

4∑
i=1

Uri = mg,

4∑
i=1

(ri)1Uri =

4∑
i=1

(ri)2Uri =

4∑
i=1

dicqiUri = 0.

4.1.3 Output transformation

The dimensions of the input and output are the same to render the system SPR. Therefore, the system is converted to
four outputs. An output equation is given by

ζ = C0ξ, (6)
where C0 ∈ R4×12 is an output matrix. One of the conditions for a system consisting of eq.(6) to be SPR is that a
positive definite symmetric matrix Q0 exists satisfying the following equation [40]:

Q0B = C⊤
0 . (7)

Eq. (7) shows that C0 depends on B. However, in the scenarios considered herein, the specific fluctuations of B are
unknown. Therefore, a feedthrough term is provided so that a new output matrix that does not depend on B within a
certain range of B can be derived. To include feedthrough terms in the outputs, we define four outputs with phase shifts
as follows:

xp = cx4
....
xe + cx3

...
xe + cx2ẍe + cx1ẋe + cx0xe,

yp = cy4
....
ye + cy3

...
ye + cy2ÿe + cy1ẏe + cy0ye,

zp = cz2z̈e + cz1że + cz0ze,

ψp = cψ2ψ̈e + cψ1ψ̇e + cψ0ψe.

(8)

Because the first term on the right side of eq. (8) is equal to B(U −Ur) from eq. (4), the output is given as follows:

ζ = Cξ +D(U −Ur), (9)

where ζ = [xp, yp, zp, ψp]
⊤. Moreover, C and D0 are as follows:

C =

 cx 01×4 01×2 01×2

01×4 cy 01×2 01×2

01×4 01×4 cz 01×2

01×4 01×4 01×2 cψ


D0 = diag(cx4, cy4, cz2, cψ2),

where cx = [cx3, cx2, cx1, cx0], cy = [cy3, cy2, cy1, cy0], cz = [cz1, cz0], and cψ = [cψ1, cψ0].

4.1.4 Uncertainty sharing

The fluctuations of mass and COM and robot failures are treated as a change in the B, as described in Section 3. The
fluctuation range is assumed to be known, as shown in Fig. 3. Furthermore, our method is based on the assumption
that the thrust loss per robot failure is 1

ni
Ui in quadrant i. This assumption is realistic because aerial systems cannot

fly beyond their physical limits. The design of the RFC can be simplified if these fluctuations can be described using
polytope expression. Therefore, the uncertainties associated with the mass, the COM, and robot failures are defined as
follows:

1

m
=

2∑
i=1

αi
mi

,

ri =

4∑
j=1

βjri,j ,

6
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Figure 3: Polytope model

Ui →

(
2∑

ki=1

γi,kibi,ki

)
Ui,

where m1 is the expected minimum mass and m2 is the expected maximum mass. Furthermore, according to the
assumption, ui = uji , bi,1 = 1

ni
, and bi,2 = 1. Moreover, the sum of each coefficient is as follows:

2∑
i=1

αi =

4∑
j=1

βj =

2∑
k1=1

γ1,k1 =

2∑
k2=1

γ2,k2

=

2∑
k3=1

γ3,k3 =

2∑
k4=1

γ4,k4 = 1.

Note that for B:

Bx =

2∑
i=1

αiBxi,

Bϕ =

4∑
i=j

βjBϕj .

Therefore, B can be described in a polytopic form as follows:

B =
2∑
i=1

4∑
j=1

2∑
k1=1

2∑
k2=1

2∑
k3=1

2∑
k4=1

αiβjγ1,k1γ2,k2γ3,k3γ4,k4Bijk1k2k3k4 ,

where Bijk1k2k3k4 is as follows:

Bijk1k2k3k4 =

 03×4

BXi
03×4

Bϕj

diag (b1,k1 , b2,k2 , b3,k3 , b4,k4) ,

where BXi and Bϕj are as follows:

BXi =
1

mi
[ e3 e3 e3 e3 ] ∈ R3×4

Bϕj = J−1[
(r1,j × e3)12 (r2,j × e3)12 (r3,j × e3)12 (r4,j × e3)12

d1cq d2cq d3cq d4cq

]
∈ R3×4.

Additionally, we assumed that the effect of inertia fluctuations is small.
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Figure 4: LMI constraint

4.1.5 RFC

Let us derive a feedback gain for a system consisting of eqs. (4) and (9) such that it becomes SPR. First, to increase the
flexibility in design, G ∈ R4×4 is introduced for eq. (9), and a new output equation is expressed as follows:

η = Gζ. (10)

For a system consisting of eq. (4) and eq. (10) to be SPR, it is sufficient that a F , G, and positive definite symmetric
matrix P exist satisfying the following conditions.

P (A−BF ) + (A−BF )⊤P+

(PB − (GC)⊤)(GD + (GD)⊤)−1×
(PB − (GC)⊤)⊤ ≺ 0,

(11)

GD + (GD)⊤ ≻ 0. (12)

LMI is a method for solving such matrix inequalities [40]. However, the conditions (11) and (12) cannot be solved
directly by LMI. Therefore, the conditions (11) and (12) are converted into the following.[

AQ+QA⊤−BR−R⊤B QC⊤−BS⊤

CQ−SB⊤ −DS⊤−SD⊤

]
≺ 0, (13)

where Q(= P−1) ∈ R12×12, R(= FQ) ∈ R4×12, and S(= G−1) ∈ R4×4. Moreover, constraints are introduced to
maintain the polar range and F small to the highest extent possible as an infinite number of F and G satisfy eq.(13), as
shown in Fig. 4. The pole constraints are as follows:

AQ+QA⊤−BR−R⊤B + 2τ1Q ≺ 0, (14)

AQ+QA⊤−BR−R⊤B + 2τ2Q ≻ 0, (15)[
τ3
(
AQ+QA⊤) AQ−QA⊤

QA⊤ −AQ τ3
(
AQ+QA⊤) ] ≺ 0. (16)

F constraint is as follows:

minκ

s.t.

Q ≻ I[
κ2 R⊤

R I

]
≻ 0.

(17)

4.2 Asymptotically stabilization

Equilibrium is maintained using the VG-ASSC consisting of variable gains based on ζ of eq. (9) [2]. However, as eq.
(9) includes the control input U in addition to the broadcast ξ, controlling distribution is challenging. Therefore, first, a
method of removing the control input from the output using each acceleration is described.

8
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Figure 5: Proposed controller

Figure 6: Switching function ρ [25]

4.2.1 Output approximation

We consider an approximation of U contained in eq. (9). Focusing on ze and ϕe in eq. (4), the term U can be removed
from the equation as follows: [

z̈e
ϕ̈e

]
=

[
1⊤
4

m

Bϕ

]
(U −Ur) ,

where 1⊤
4 = [1, 1, 1, 1]. Thus, U −Ur is as follows:

U −Ur =

[
1⊤
4

m

Bϕ

]−1 [
z̈e
ϕ̈e

]
.

Then, eq. (10) is converted as follows:

η = GCξ +GD̂

[
z̈e
ϕ̈e

]
, (18)

where D̂ is as follows:

D̂ = D

[
1⊤
4

m

Bϕ

]−1

.

9
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4.2.2 VG-ASSC

VG-ASSC control is based on the η of eq. (18), as shown in Fig. 5. Unlike the RFC, the VG-ASSC can use individual
control for each robot. Therefore, η̂, which is η extended by the number of robots, is defined as follows:

η̂ =

 η̂1

η̂2

η̂3

η̂4

 , (19)

where η̂1
i = [η1, . . . , η1] ∈ Rn1, η̂2

i = [η2, . . . , η2] ∈ Rn2, η̂3
i = [η3, . . . , η3] ∈ Rn3, and η̂4

i = [η4, . . . , η4] ∈ Rn4.
The non-linear variable gain of VG-ASSC featuring using this η̂ is as follows:

ΣASSC

{
φ̇ji = −Kj

i (φ
j
i , η̂

j
i )η̂

j
i

ujsi = ρ(φji ) + u0i
,

ρ(φji ) =


U jpi − uj0i : φ

j
i > φjpi

U jpiφ
j
i : φ

j
ni < φji ≤ φjpi

U jni − uj0i : φ
j
i ≤ φjni

,

(20)

where Kj
i > 0 are the gains; ujsi is the control input of the ASSC of robot j in quadrant i; U jpi and U jni are the upper

and lower limits of the thrust applied by the robot, respectively; ρ is the switching function of φji , as shown in Fig. 6;
φjpi is φji with U jpiφ

j
i = U jpi − u0i; φ

j
ni is φji with U jniφ

j
i = U jni − u0i, and uj0i is the thrust for hovering. Notably,

φjpi + φjni = 1. Moreover, Kj
i can be expressed as follows:

Kj
i (φ

j
i , η̂

j
i ) =

{
ki
j
: φji η̂

j
i > 0

ki
j : φji η̂

j
i ≤ 0

(21)

where ki
j

and kij are positive values satisfying 0 < ki ≤ ki.
Theorem 1. Applying the controller of eq. (20) to the error system comprising eqs. (4) and (18) shows that the error η̂
satisfies η̂ → 0 as t→ ∞.

Proof. See Appendix A for the proof.

This controller adds multiple outputs and offsets ujoi to the controller of Amano et al. [2]. Multiple outputs and offsets
are necessary to handle aerial systems. φji is almost positive, and variable gain is not effective because the aerial system
needs to apply thrust continuously. Therefore, an offset term uj0i is introduced.

High-response decentralized control can be expected by our controller. φji is 0 at ideal equilibrium due to uj0i. u
j
si

applies thrust in the opposite direction of the integral of η̂ji . Thus, eq. (20) temporarily gives the control input in the
opposite direction to the desired control input when φji η̂

j
i is positive. Therefore, the response can be improved by

providing a considerable gain when φji η̂
j
i is positive.

5 Numerical simulation

As detailed in this section, the proposed and PID controllers are compared using numerical simulation. We simulated
the transportation of a rectangular-shaped payload using eight single-rotor robots and the transportation of an L-shaped
payload using ten robots. In addition, the single-rotor robots use three types of robots with different maximum thrusts.
The proposed controller is designed to be robust against fluctuations of mass and COM and robot failures by utilizing
the method described in Section 4.1.5.

5.1 Condition

In this simulation, we used three robots, designated A, B, and C, with different maximum thrusts of 7, 12, and 15
Nm, respectively. A configuration of simulation targets is shown in Fig.7. The rectangular shape is similar to the
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(a) Rectangle-shape

(b) L-shape

Figure 7: Two different shapes of payloads used for the simulations. The blue line indicates the shape of the payload,
filled circles indicate the actual robot positions, red filled circles indicate Robot A, green filled circles indicate Robot B,
blue filled circles indicate Robot C, stars indicate robot positions for the control design, filled area indicates the COM
range, and asterisks indicate the simulated COM positions.

Table 1: Control parameters of simulation
Parameter Rectangle-shape L-shape

n1, n2, n3, n4 2, 2, 2, 2 4, 2, 3, 1
m1,m2 2, 5.5 kg 2, 5.5 kg
cq 0.162 0.162
J diag ([0.419, 0.010, 0.429]) kgm2 diag ([0.392, 0.142, 0.521]) kgm2

[cx0, cx1, cx2, cx3, cx4] [1.00, 2.20, 1.82, 0.67, 0.09] [1.00, 2.00, 1.5, 0.5, 0.06]
[cy0, cy1, cy2, cy3, cy4] [1.00, 2.00, 1.5, 0.5, 0.06] [1.00, 2.00, 1.5, 0.5, 0.06]

[cz0, cz1, cz2] [1.00, 1.00, 0.25] [1.00, 1.00, 0.25]
[cψ0, cψ1, cψ2] [1.00, 1.00, 0.25] [1.00, 1.00, 0.25]
[τ1, τ2, τ3] [0.25, 140, 1.00] [0.40, 60.0, 0.60]

k 49 49
k 7 7

prototype described in Section 6. The arrows in the figure indicate the movement of the COM during the simulation.
The parameters used for the controller design are shown in Table 1. Moreover, VG-ASSC requires an equilibrium thrust
of uj0i. However, uj0i is unknown at the time of design. Therefore, the initial values are given by equally distributing
3.5 kg, which is the average of the mass design range, among the robots. Thus, the robots use fixed gain instead of
variable gain until they obtain the true uj0i. The fixed gain at this time is kji . In addition, the k

j

i and kji of all robots are
the same. The PID control for comparison was the general cascade PID shown in Fig. 8 [23]. The parameters of the
PID controller were set such that the difference in response time from the proposed control would be 10 % when the

11
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Figure 8: Conventional PID controller

Table 2: Simulation conditions

Condition Value
Initial position [0, 0, 2] m
Initial attitude [0, 0, 0] rad
Target position [2, 0, 2] m
Target attitude [0, 0, 0] rad

Time to give command 30 s
Time to give COM fluctuations (tc) 50 s

Time to give failure (tf ) 60 s
Initial mass 3.0 kg

Mass after fluctuations 4.0 kg
Motor time constant 0.01 s

Time step 10 µs

reference value given a step under the COM was the center and the mass was 3.5 kg. Appendix B provides further
details regarding the parameters.

The task in the simulation is to move from an initial position in mid-air to a target position. The target position is given
as a reference. The VG-ASSC requires the thrust uj0i of each robot during hovering as a control parameter. Therefore,
the thrust at 18 s is obtained as uj0i. Subsequently, the target position is given at 30 s, and fluctuations of COM and
mass are given at 50 s (tc). In addition, the robot failure is given at 60 s (tf ). Simulation parameters are shown in Table
2. Furthermore, if the pitch or roll angle exceeds 90◦, it is considered to have crashed.

The simulation is performed with a model in which the Coriolis force and a first-order approximation of the motor are
added to eq. (1). Additionally, the time step is ten microseconds, which is well ahead of the system’s response.

5.2 Result

The simulation results with the rectangular- and L-shaped payloads are shown in Fig. 9 and Fig. 10, respectively. The
proposed controller has a smaller payload position and yaw angle fluctuations for both the rectangular- and L-shaped
than PID controller. In particular, the PID controller crashes at time 59 s, whereas the ASSC-based controllers keep
flying in the case of the L-shaped. Therefore, the proposed controller is expected to be adaptable to changes in geometry
and the number of robots and can be robust against fluctuations.

6 Real robot experiment

This section presents the implementation of the proposed method on a prototype consisting of various types of single-
rotor robots and verification of the feasibility of aerial transportation. The prototype has a rectangular-shaped payload
and eight single-rotor robots. The experiment moves from takeoff to destination with fluctuations.

6.1 Prototype

The prototype consists of eight robots, a rectangular-shaped payload, and ball robots that simulate changes in the COM,
as shown in Fig.11. In addition, the eight robots consist of three types of robots: robot A′, robot B′, and robot C′. Each
robot is distributed and controlled by its independent controller, as mentioned in section 4.2.2. However, the controller

12
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(a) PID controller

(b) Variable gain ASSC

Figure 9: Time series of the position, yaw angle, and reference of the rectangular-shaped payload with fluctuations
of mass and COM and robot failure using two controllers. Xr denotes reference of X . The vertical axis on the left
indicates the positions and the vertical axis on the right indicates a yaw angle.

of the prototype is independent only within the software to facilitate production. Therefore, as regards the hardware,
each robot is controlled by one controller mounted on the payload. The controller hardware is PIXHAWK [19]. The
software for the controller was coded using MATLAB® Simulink®, and Stateflow® and was implemented using PX4
Autopilots Support from UAV Toolbox. Each position, velocity, and yaw angle were acquired using a motion capture
system, and other states were acquired using the existing estimator from the sensors in the controller [19]. Furthermore,
the prototype has a space for the ball robots to move for COM fluctuations on the top of the payload. SPRK+ was used
for the ball robots [39]. The range of COM change by the ball robots is 0.12 m on the left and 0.03 m on the right, as
shown in Fig. 11. The offset to the left is the effect of the mounted camera for photographing the robot failure. In this
experiment, the ball robots were remotely controlled at a certain time to imitate the fluctuation of the COM. In addition,
failure was imitated by forcibly setting the thrust command of the single-rotor robot to 0. The specifications of the
prototype are shown in Table 3.

6.2 Condition

The task of the real experiment comprised the transportation to the target positions and the disturbances. The controller
was designed to be robust against fluctuations of COM and robot failure because mass fluctuation could not easily be
imitated in real experiments. The fluctuation range of the COM for design was limited to the longitudinal direction
because the COM of prototype fluctuates in the longitudinal direction, as shown in Fig. 12. The representative point of
robot positions for design was set to the midpoint of the straight line connecting robots in each quadrant. The parameters
in the control design are shown in Table 4. The initial values of uj0i were determined by equally distributing 3.06 kg,
which is the average of the mass, among the robots. The true value of uj0i was obtained during hovering.

The transportation tasks in this experiment included takeoff, hovering in the air, and landing at the target position.
Specifically, the payload was hovered at an altitude of 1 m, then moved 3 m in the X direction, and landed on a
0.5-m-high platform. The reference value xr for performing this operation was continuously and automatically given.
Furthermore, the controller used k as a fixed gain instead of the variable gain until the true uj0i was obtained during
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(a) PID controller

(b) Variable gain ASSC

Figure 10: Time series of the position, yaw angle, and reference of the L-shaped payload with fluctuations of mass and
COM and robot failure using two controllers. Each display is the same as that shown in Fig.9.

Figure 11: Prototype

hovering. To obtain uj0i, the thrust command of each robot with a 5-Hz low-pass filter was used. In this experiment,
for safety, the acquisition of uj0i and robot failure were performed when a signal was remotely sent. In addition, the
movement of the ball robots for the change in the COM was performed after obtaining uj0i.

6.3 Result

The results of three experiments are shown in Fig. 13. In all three experiments, uj0i was obtained at approximately 40
s, the COM was changed by the ball robots at 50 s when the command in the X direction was given until it reached
the goal, and robot failure occurred at approximately 57 s. Fig. 14 shows the flow of the second experiment. Fig.
13(a) and Fig 13(b) show that the proposed controller can perform aerial transportation even with heterogeneous robot
configurations. Moreover, the prototype can reach the vicinity of the goal without falling into a fatal state if COM
fluctuations and robot failure occur.
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Table 3: Prototype specifications

Payload
Mass (with all robots) 2.2 kg
Size (without robots) 1.6 × 0.2 m

Mass of battery 0.432.6 g
Inertia([Jxx,Jyy,Jzz]) [0.419, 0.010, 0.429] kgm2

Mass of Ball robot 0.18 kg
Mass of camera 0.18 kg

Robot A′

Motor KV 4200 KV
Propeller 3 inch, 3 blades

Max-thrust (catalog value) 6.0 N (0.61 kgf)
Robot B′

Motor KV 2400 KV
Propeller 5 inch, 3 blades

Max-thrust (catalog value) 14.2 N (1.45 kgf)
Robot C′

Motor KV 2500 KV
Propeller 6 inch, 2 blades

Max-thrust (catalog value) 16.7 N (1.7 kgf)

Figure 12: Robot position and COM range on control design and failure robot. Filled circles indicate the actual robot
positions, red filled circles indicate Robot ‘A’, green filled circles indicate Robot ‘B’, blue filled circles indicate Robot
C’, and stars indicate robot positions for the control design.

7 Discussion

Cooperative transportation by our decentralized controller is possible even with heterogeneous robot configurations
under the same constraints as those used in previous research [25]. In addition, the simulations in section 5 suggest
that a variety of numbers of robots, which was not mentioned in previous research, can be handled. The constraints
used in our approach are more relaxed than those in the approach of [20] and [30] regarding the mass and shape of the
payload. For the constraints on the robot position, it is assumed that they are concentrated at representative points in
each quadrant as shown in Fig. 3. These constraints are similar to the symmetry arrangement in the approach of [43].
These positional constraints are set because some positional information is required by the controller for guaranteed
stability. It is possible to use an approach wherein the robot itself estimates its own position with respect to the payload
as a method to relax restrictions on position information [26].

For hardware, we use a single-rotor robot such as the one in [28, 24]. Our study suggests that it is possible to use a
modeled aerial robot similar to [24] to perform transportation tasks with distributed controllers and heterogeneous
robots. Thus, our proposal further improves the advantages of modular configurations. An aerial robot equipped with a
single rotor rather than a multi-copter has a wider range of applications in the case of assuming cooperative flight with
multiple robots. This is because a multicopter can be regarded a collection of rotors equipped with one rotor. Connecting
with the payload can be a challenging problem in the case of transportation. The connection between single-rotor robots
and the payload is screwed in our prototype. This connection should be simplified to render plug-in/plug-out practical.
Notably, some methods that can be applied as various grasping mechanisms for multicopters have been proposed in
recent years [21].
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Table 4: Control parameters of real robot experiment

Parameter Prototype
n 8
m 3.06 kg
cq 0.162
J diag ([0.419, 0.010, 0.429]) kgm2

[cx0, cx1, cx2, cx3, cx4] [1, 4, 3, 1, 0.01]
[cy0, cy1, cy2, cy3, cy4] [1, 3, 3, 0.2, 0.01]

[cz0, cz1, cz2] [1, 0.8, 0.05]
[cψ0, cψ1, cψ2] [1, 7, 0.25]
[τ1, τ2, τ3] [0.1, 18, 2]

k 4.5
k 1.5

(a) Trajectory (b) Time series of position and yaw angle

Figure 13: Payload positions and yaw angle during experiments with the fluctuations. Dotted lines represent the
reference trajectory, and solid lines represent the actual positions.

7.1 Offset error of experiment

The proposed controller can reach the goal even when fluctuations occur. However, an error occurs with respect to
the position, as shown in Fig. 13. In particular, an offset error occurs in the Y direction. This error can be the effect
of angular offset errors. The broadcast value used by our controller is the sum of the state errors, as shown in eq. (8).
States other than x, y, z, and ψ are set to 0 as the assumption of the equilibrium state because our controller aims to
maintain the equilibrium state. However, in a real prototype, errors can occur in part of the state because of sensor
errors or distortion of the body even if it is hovering and stationary. Assuming the occurrence of an error ϕd in the
longitudinal angle ϕ, which is particularly prone to distortion, and ignoring the coefficients, yp in eq. (8) in equilibrium
state is represented as

yp =
....
ye +

...
ye + ÿe + ẏe + ye,

yp = −g(ϕr + ϕd)− ÿr + y − yr,

yp = −gϕd + y − yr,

where ....
ye =

...
ye = ẏe = 0 and −gϕr = ÿr because of the equilibrium state and the assumption. As the controller causes

yp to asymptote to 0, y is as follows:

y = gϕd + yr. (22)

An error of gθd occurs in y from eq.(22). We introduced a process to eliminate the offset error from the current angle
before takeoff even during the real robot experiment. However, the effect is limited because the ground is not horizontal
and the prototype is distorted. Alternatively, the value of the acceleration sensor can be used without approximation.
However, in this method, a risk of runaway arises when angled while stationary because of ground contact during
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Figure 14: Experiment using prototype

moments such as landing, as the controllability of the attitude is reduced. This situation can be addressed by switching
the state acquisition of the sensor according to the flight state. Furthermore, the timing with the largest error at the Y
position in the real robot experiment occurs before landing at the first experiment(n1). This error can be affected by the
above-mentioned challenge and the ground effect as the ground effect occurs in the vicinity of the ground. Fishman
et al. [10] attempted to solve this ground effect using a deep learning method. However, they failed because of data
obtained by issues such as contact near the ground.

8 Conclusion

In this study, we proposed a decentralized cooperative transportation system with heterogeneous single-rotor robots.
The proposed method extends plug-in/plug-out, the advantages of decentralized control, to heterogeneous robots for
cooperative aerial transportation tasks. Owing to this effect, even deteriorated robots can be reused. In addition, our
controller using an RFC and VG-ASSC was robust against fluctuations, and convergence was guaranteed. Using
numerical simulation, we confirmed that our system could be transported in the air under significant fluctuations even
with different numbers of robots and different payload shapes. In addition, aerial transportation was possible even if a
failure and COM shift occurred in real robot experiments using the prototype.

As a future task, the restrictions of this controller must be relaxed. The robot positions are restricted to the vicinity of
the representative point for rendering the target system SPR. This restriction is a major limitation as rotor blades are
generally large. In the future, we will aim to relax this restriction.

A Proof of theorem1

The error system consisting of eqs.(4) and (18) can be represented as follows:

ξ̇ = Âξ +B(U −Ur)

η = GCξ +GD̂

[
z̈e
ϕ̈e

]
, (23)

where Â := A−BF . The hyperstability theorem [3, 16] guarantees the asymptotic stability of the error η̂ if eq.(20) is
passive. This is because eq.(23) is SPR by the RFC. Therefore, we show that eq. (20) is passive.

First, eq.(20) is rearranged to improve readability. The maximum and minimum values of ρ are redefined as Ûpi :=

Upi − u0i, Ûni := Uni − u0i. Furthermore, the variable in rho is redefined as φi := [φ1
1, φ

1
2, . . . , φ

4
n4
]⊤, error is

redefined as η̂i := [η11 , η
1
2 , . . . , η

4
n4
]⊤, control input is redefined as usi := [u1s1, u

1
s2, . . . , u

4
sn4

]⊤, and control gain is
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Figure 15: System

redefined as Ki := [K1
1 ,K

1
2 , . . . ,K

4
n4
]⊤. Thus, eq.(20) can be represented as follows:

ΣASSC

{
φ̇i = −Ki(φi, η̂i)η̂i
usi = ρ(φi) + u0i

ρ(φi) =


Ûpi : φi > φpi

Ûpiφi : φni < φi ≤ φpi

Ûni : φi ≤ φni

(24)

Moreover, the control gain is given as follows:

Ki(φi, η̂i) =

{
ki : φiη̂i > 0
ki : φiη̂i ≤ 0

. (25)

Furthermore, the entire system can be represented as Fig.15 using v := −Us + Ur. The difference from the system
using the ASSC in the literature [2] is that it is extended from single output to multiple outputs and that an offset is
added to the control input. For the offset, vi is expressed as follows:

vi = −usi + uri = −ρ(φi)− u0i + uri
= −ρ(φi)− u0i + (u0i + di) = −ρ(φi) + di.

(26)

ρ(φi) is used to compensate for the change di from u0i. Therefore, a storage function of eq.(24) is defined as follows:

Vci :=

∫ φi

0

ρ(φi)− ũri(φi)

Li(φi)
dφi ≥ 0, (27)

where Li(φi) is any constant satisfying ki ≤ Li(φi) ≤ k̄i. Moreover, if di > 0, ũri(φi) is defined as

ũri(φi) :=

{
di : φi ≥ ρ−1(di)
ρ(φi) : φi < ρ−1(di)

, (28)

and if di ≤ 0, ũri(φi) is defined as

ũri(φi) :=

{
di : φi ≤ ρ−1(di)
ρ(φi) : φi > ρ−1(di)

. (29)
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Then, the derivative of eq.(27) is as follows:

V̇ci =
ρ(φi)− ũri
Li(φi)

φ̇i = −K̃i(ρ(φi)− ũri)η̂i

= −K̃i(ρ(φi)− di)η̂i − K̃i(di − ũri(φi))η̂i

= −(ρ(φi)− di)η̂i − (K̃i − 1)(ρ(φi)− di)η̂i

− K̃i(di − ũri(φi))η̂i

= −(ρ(φi)− di)η̂i − (K̃i − 1)

((ρ(φi)− ũri(φi))− (di − ũri(φi))) η̂i

− K̃i(di − ũri(φi))η̂i

= viη̂i − (K̃i − 1)(ρ(φi)− ũri(φi))η̂i
− (di − ũri(φi))η̂i

(30)

where K̃i := Ki(φi, η̂)/Li(φi). Moreover, ũr is defined as

ũr :=
n∑
i=1

ũri(φi). (31)

Furthermore, an entire storage function is defined as

Vc :=

n∑
i=1

Vci. (32)

Thus, the derivative of eq.(32) is as follows:

V̇c := v⊤η̂ −
n∑
i=1

(di − ũri(φi))η̂i −
n∑
i=1

(K̃i − 1)(ρ(φi)− ũri(φi))η̂i. (33)

Integrating eq.(33) over a time interval [t0, t1] yields

Vc(t1)− Vc(t0) =∫ t1

t0

v⊤η̂dt−
∫ t1

t0

n∑
i=1

(K̃i − 1)(ρ(φi)− ũri(φi))η̂idt

−
∫ t1

t0

n∑
i=1

(di − ũri(φi))η̂idt.

(34)

According to the definitions of K̃i, (K̃i − 1) is expressed as follows:

φiη̂i ≤ 0 → (K̃i − 1) ≤ 0 (35)

φiη̂i > 0 → (K̃i − 1) ≥ 0. (36)

Furthermore, according to the definitions of ũri(φi), if φiη̂i ≤ 0,

φi > 0, η̂i ≤ 0 → (ρ(φi)− ũri)η̂i ≤ 0 (37)
φi ≤ 0, η̂i > 0 → (ρ(φi)− ũri)η̂i ≤ 0. (38)

Moreover, if φiη̂i > 0,

φi > 0, η̂i > 0 → (ρ(φi)− ũri)η̂i ≥ 0 (39)
φi ≤ 0, η̂i ≤ 0 → (ρ(φi)− ũri)η̂i ≥ 0. (40)

Therefore, the second term of eq.(34) is as follows:

−
∫ t1

t0

n∑
i=1

(K̃i − 1)(ρ(φi)− ũri(φi))η̂idt ≤ 0. (41)
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To investigate the third term of eq.(34), Vui is defined as

Vui :=

∫ φi

0

(di − ũri(φi))dφi ≥ 0. (42)

Moreover, the derivative of eq.(42) is as follows:
V̇ui = (di − ũri(φi))φ̇i = −Ki(φi, η̂i)(di − ũri(φi))η̂i. (43)

Thus, we obtained the following.
n∑
i=1

(di − ũri(φi))η̂i = −
n∑
i=1

(
1

Ki(φi, η̂i)

)
V̇ui. (44)

Using eq.(44), the third term of eq.(34) can be expressed as follows:

−
∫ t1

t0

n∑
i=1

(di − ũri(φi))η̂idt =

n∑
i=1

∫ t1

t0

(
1

Ki(φi, η̂i)
V̇ui

)
dt (45)

where ˙̄Vui is introduced as follows:
˙̄Vui :=

{
V̇ui : V̇ui ≥ 0
0 : V̇ui < 0

. (46)

Using eq.(46), eq.(45) can be expressed as follows:

−
∫ t1

t0

n∑
i=1

(di − ũri(φi))η̂idt ≤
n∑
i=1

kh

∫ t1

t0

˙̄Vuidt, (47)

where kh is a positive constant that satisfies 0 < 1/Ki(φi, η̂i) ≤ kh. Let the initial time be τ0 = t0, end time be
τT = t1, interval time be τi (i = 1, . . . , T − 1), and number of discretized total times be T , eq.(47) can be expressed
as follows:

n∑
i=1

kh

∫ t1

t0

˙̄Vuidt (48)

=

n∑
i=1

kh(Vui(τ1)− Vui(τ0) + Vui(τ2)− Vui(τ1)+ (49)

· · ·+ Vui(τT )− Vui(τT−1)) (50)

= kh

n∑
i=1

(Vui(τT )− Vui(τ0)). (51)

Furthermore, if φi ≥ φpi and φi < φni, di − ũri(φi) = 0. Thus, Vui can be expressed as follows:

Vui =

∫ φi

0

(di − ũri(φi))dφi (52)

≤
∫ φi

0

∆urmdφi = ∆urm|φi| ≤ ∆urmφmi (53)

where ∆urm := maxφi
ρ(φi)−minφi

ρ(φi) and φmi := max{|φpi|, |φni|}. Therefore, using eq.(53), eq.(51) can be
expressed as follows:

kh

n∑
i=1

(Vui(τT )− Vui(τ0)) ≤ khn∆urmφmi. (54)

Thus, we obtain the following:

−
∫ t1

t0

n∑
i=1

(di − ũri(φi))η̂idt ≤ Cu, (55)

where Cu := khn∆urmφmi satisfies 0 ≤ Cu ≤ ∞. Therefore, eq.(34) can be expressed as follows:

Vc(t1)− Vc(t0) ≤
∫ t1

t0

v⊤η̂dt+ Cu. (56)

Suppose Vc(t1) ≥ 0 and Cu ≥ 0, then eq.(56) can be expressed as follows:

−CV(t0) ≤
∫ t1

t0

v⊤η̂dt,

where CV := Vc(t0) + Cu satisfying 0 ≤ CV(t0) ≤ ∞. Thus, according to [40], eq. (24) is passive.
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Table 5: Rising time
Shape Rectangle-shape L-shaped
State X Y Z Ψ X Y Z Ψ

Our controller 2.69 2.83 2.3 2.19 2.85 2.90 2.20 2.57
PID controller 2.76 2.99 2.13 2.21 2.85 2.89 2.05 2.33

B PID controller

The parameters of the PID control, which is the comparison target of the proposed control, were designed to be the
same as the rising time of the proposed control. Herein, the rising time is the time required for the response to increase
from 10 % to 90 % of the way from the initial to the steady-state value. Each rising time is presented in Table 5, and a
comparison of responses is shown in figure 16. We evaluated the step responses from 0 to 3 m for X and Y , from 1 to 3
m for Z, and from 0 rad to 0.5 rad for ψ.
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(a) Rectangle-shape X (b) Rectangle-shape Y

(c) Rectangle-shape Z (d) Rectangle-shape ψ

(e) L-shape X (f) L-shape Y

(g) L-shape Z (h) L-shape ψ

Figure 16: Time series of the position, yaw angle, and reference of the Rectangular-shaped and L-shaped payloads
using our controller (Ours) and PID controller (PID).
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