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Abstract— Aerial robotic arms aim to enable inspection and
environment interaction in otherwise hard-to-reach areas from
the air. However, many aerial manipulators feature bulky or
heavy robot manipulators mounted to large, high-payload aerial
vehicles. Instead, we propose an aerial robotic arm with low
mass and a small stowed configuration called a “flying vine”.
The flying vine consists of a small, maneuverable quadrotor
equipped with a soft, growing, inflated beam as the arm. This
soft robot arm is underactuated, and positioning of the end
effector is achieved by controlling the coupled quadrotor-vine
dynamics. In this work, we present the flying vine design
and a modeling and control framework for tracking desired
end effector trajectories. The dynamic model leverages data-
driven modeling methods and introduces bilinear interpolation
to account for time-varying dynamic parameters. We use
trajectory optimization to plan quadrotor controls that produce
desired end effector motions. Experimental results on a physical
prototype demonstrate that our framework enables the flying
vine to perform high-speed end effector tracking, laying a
foundation for performing dynamic maneuvers with soft aerial
manipulators.

I. INTRODUCTION

Aerial vehicles are well-suited for accessing hard-to-reach
areas from the air, and augmenting these vehicles with
robotic arms can broaden the areas they can access for
inspection and enable new types of environment interaction.
A straightforward approach to realizing aerial robotic arms
is to mount traditional robot arms onto aerial vehicles, such
as a serial or delta manipulator [1]–[3]. Higher dexterity can
be achieved by using arms with more degrees of freedom
[4] or multiple arms attached to the aerial vehicle [5]. While
these solutions enable precise end effector positioning, they
are often heavy and bulky, reducing flight time and payload
capacity. Although weight can be reduced with lighter mate-
rials [6], [7], there is still a steep trade-off between the arm
workspace and the weight/size of the system.

As an alternative to an active robot arm, suspended pay-
loads via cable-based solutions are passive, lightweight, and
small. This simplifies the hardware, enables carrying heavier
payloads, and reduces the dynamic coupling of the “arm”
with the aerial vehicle [8]. Many works have explored how
to model and control these systems [9]–[11], but cable-based
solutions are inherently limited to slung-load applications.
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Fig. 1. Images of the flying vine prototype in action. (a) Images from
a video of the soft robot arm growing. (b) Composite image that overlays
frames of a video in which the flying vine tracks a lemniscate path (∞).
(c) Images from a video of the flying vine “kicking” a beach ball.

Hardware solutions have emerged that aim to address
different shortcomings of traditional aerial robotic arms and
cable-based solutions. Collapsible designs aim to reduce the
stowed size of the robot arm, which would reduce drag
during flight, and prior work has leveraged scissor mecha-
nisms [12], [13] as well as origami-inspired designs [14].
While these designs are compact when stowed and can
have a long reach when deployed, they only reach directly
below the aerial vehicle. Continuum arms have also been
proposed because they offer the dexterity and flexibility of
cables with more options for controlling the behavior of the
system. Some prior works focus on modeling and control in
simulation [15], [16], while others also present a physical
prototype [17], [18]. However, these continuum arm designs
have an inherent trade-off between workspace and stowed
size. As in the prior works described above, we aim to
address the shortcomings of traditional aerial robotic arms
and cable-based solutions. Our choice of robot arm is a soft
growing “vine robot”; Fig. 1 and the supplementary video
show the “flying vine” prototype in action. The primary
component of a vine robot is an inflated beam that is
highly compact when stowed and can achieve significant
length change as it “grows” via eversion at the tip [19].
This addresses the challenge faced by existing aerial robotic
arms that must trade off workspace with weight and size.
Additionally, while cable-based solutions are restricted to
slung-load applications, a vine robot can vary its stiffness
by adjusting its internal pressure, offering greater versatility.
Existing work with vine robots has focused on ground-
based [20] or ceiling-mounted [21] setups, but the vine robot
implementation in this work is tailored for mounting onto a
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Fig. 2. Close-up of the flying vine prototype. Micro air pumps are used to
inflate the vine robot. The quadrotor has an onboard computer (UP Board)
for processing commands and a microcontroller (Teensy LC) for executing
vine robot commands. We mount reflective markers on the frame of the
quadrotor and on the vine robot end effector, also referred to as the “tip
mount,” for use with a motion capture system (OptiTrack).

small quadrotor. A vine robot has previously been mounted
on a quadrotor [22], but in this work, the integrated vine
robot can change its length and internal pressure in real time,
and we provide a modeling and control framework to control
the position of the end effector.

The primary contribution of this work is demonstrating the
feasibility and promise of flying vines for aerial manipulation
using critical design insights paired with a modeling and
control framework. We envision that the flying vine could be
useful in aerial applications where a long, flexible robot arm
is advantageous. For example, in bridge inspection [23], a
flying vine could deliver an end effector camera deep inside a
pipe on a bridge. In canopy sampling [24], a flying vine could
deposit a canopy sensor while allowing the quadrotor to
maintain a safe distance from tree branches. In this work, we
do not tackle application-specific demonstrations and instead
focus on foundational modeling and control tools that will
enable these types of manipulation tasks.

II. DESIGN

At a high level, the flying vine is a quadrotor with a soft,
growing, vine robot arm mounted to its underside (Fig. 2).
The vine robot in this work (Fig. 3) is tailored for use on a
small quadrotor, which requires a design that reduces weight
and size while operating untethered.

A. Vine Robot

The primary component of a vine robot is an inflated
beam that can grow via eversion. These beams are com-
monly formed by making tubes from plastic film or fabric.
The flying vine uses 30-denier silicone impregnated nylon
ripstop (Seattle Fabrics) since it is lightweight, flexible,
and thin. Two micro air pumps (Amazon #B078H8V563)
are connected in parallel to inflate the vine robot, enabling
untethered pneumatic operation. We attach the vine robot to
the quadrotor with a clamp interface, where the clamp is
mounted to the underside of the quadrotor, and it clamps
onto a rigid hollow cylinder placed inside the vine robot.

Uneverted vine material is commonly stored on a spool at
the proximal base of a vine robot. The spool and housing
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Fig. 3. Design details of the soft growing vine robot arm. The vine robot is
fixed to the quadrotor via a clamp mounted to the underside of the quadrotor.
The vine “grows” by rotation of the spool, which releases additional material
that everts due to internal vine body pressure and gravity. Motor wires are
routed along a plastic coil for passive wire management. The ends of the
plastic coil are fixed to mounting plates, and the upper mounting plate is
press-fit into the internal clamped base. Interlocking rollers keep the relative
positioning between the internal spool and external tip mount fixed. The tip
mount provides a rigid surface for mounting motion capture markers.

are often much larger than the vine robot diameter because
the long length of spooled material enables the vine robot to
extend many meters [25]. We trade off material storage space
for a highly compact, lightweight spool adapted from the
design of Haggerty et al. [26]. The flying vine spool weighs
about 100 g and is positioned inside the vine body (8 cm
diameter) at its distal tip. Rotation of the spool is actuated
by a 1000:1 Micro Metal Gearmotor (Pololu #3070), and a
combination of gravity and vine robot pressurization causes
the unspooled material to evert, thus lengthening the vine
robot. The current internal tip spool accommodates about
0.5 m of material due to the proximity of the motor to the
spool, but this length could be increased by switching from
a gear drive to a belt drive.

To simplify the mechatronic design by eliminating the
need for wireless communication to the tip spool, we have
a direct wire connection to the motor from the motor driver
mounted on the quadrotor. Our approach for simple, passive
cable management is to route the motor wires along a plastic
coil spring (Amazon #B08MBB4QKK), where one end of
the coil is fixed to the proximal base of the vine robot and
the other is fixed to the distal internal tip spool. This prevents
the wires from tangling or interfering with the moving parts
of the internal spool as the vine undergoes length change.

Commands are sent to the actuators through a microcon-
troller (Teensy LC). Both the motor and micro air pumps
operate at 6V DC, and we use a dual H-bridge motor driver
for these actuators (Amazon #B0CLYBPGP9). When the
microcontroller receives a growth rate command, it sends
a pulse width modulation (PWM) command to the motor
driver. The growth rate command corresponds to the motor
direction and PWM duty cycle. The microcontroller also runs
an on-off controller to operate the micro air pumps, and when



the microcontroller receives a pressure command, it updates
the on-off controller setpoint. The maximum vine growth
rate for the physical prototype is approximately 2 cm/s,
and the maximum flow rate of a single micro air pump is
approximately 3.2 L/min.

Experiments are performed in a room equipped with
an OptiTrack motion capture system. Offboard OptiTrack
cameras perceive passive reflective markers attached to the
object of interest (Fig. 2). We require end effector position
measurements for the modeling and control framework,
which in turn requires placing reflective markers at the tip
of the vine robot. The simplest option would be to attach the
markers to the vine robot fabric, however, as the vine grows,
newly everted fabric would be more distal than the existing
reflective markers. Instead, we draw from existing vine robot
literature and utilize a “tip mount” [27]. As illustrated in
Fig. 3, the internal tip spool and the external tip mount
feature interlocking rollers through which the vine robot
fabric routes. This ensures that the external tip mount moves
in tandem with the internal tip spool without interfering
with material eversion. The external tip mount serves as the
end effector of the flying vine. It could be adapted to have
features for environment interaction (camera, passive hook,
active gripper, etc), although in this work we only use it to
mount motion capture markers.

B. Aerial Vehicle

The flying vine quadrotor has 12.7 cm propellers and
2300 kv brushless motors (RaceSpec RS2205) mounted on a
Lumenier QAV-PRO frame and is powered with a 14.8V Lipo
battery (Tattu R-Line). The maximum thrust of the quadrotor
is 4000 gf, and the vine robot, along with its electronics and
mounting hardware, takes up less than 650 g. The complete
flying vine weighs about 1700 g and is roughly 29x34x26 cm
in its stowed configuration.

The quadrotor flight controller (PixHawk Pro) has an
internal controller to track a position and yaw command.
For simplicity, we only use the position command and leave
the yaw command at zero. While it is possible to bypass the
position command and send lower-level control commands
such as velocity commands, thrust and torque commands, or
even motor voltage commands, we chose to keep the position
command infrastructure to leverage pre-tuned parameters
and preserve the built-in safety features for better vehicle
stability.

C. Sensing and Communication

We adapt an existing sensing and communication in-
frastructure (TrajBridge) for the flying vine (Fig. 4). The
motion capture system runs OptiTrack software (Motive 2.0)
to take in camera data, extract reflective marker positions,
and publish pose measurements for the quadrotor and end
effector. Motive streams these measurements on a wireless
network via the Virtual Reality Peripheral Network (VRPN)
protocol.

The base station (Lenovo Legion laptop) ports motion cap-
ture messages onto a ROS network with the vrpn client ros

Fig. 4. High-level illustration of data flow for operating the flying vine.

package and also stores the pose measurements for offline
use (model fitting and performance analysis). The base
station also publishes quadrotor position commands at 20 Hz.
The sequence of commands sent by the base station is opti-
mized offline and published open-loop at runtime, although
the quadrotor’s flight controller runs closed-loop control
on the position commands it receives. Finally, the base
station sends vine robot commands (growth and pressure
commands).

The onboard quadrotor computer (UP Board) subscribes to
ROS messages from the base station for the current quadrotor
pose as well as the current quadrotor position commands,
and then passes these to the flight controller for closed-
loop control on quadrotor position. It also subscribes to
vine robot commands and forwards them to the vine robot’s
microcontroller.

III. MODELING AND CONTROL

A common control task for robot arms is positioning the
end effector. For the flying vine, we move the end effector by
sending position commands to the quadrotor, and the motion
of the quadrotor causes motion of the vine robot and thus its
end effector. Changing the length and pressure of the vine
robot changes its kinematics as well as dynamic parameters
such as its effective stiffness and damping, but these changes
happen on much longer timescales compared to quadrotor
motion. Thus, we first discuss modeling assuming a fixed
vine pressure and length (Sec. III-A) and then discuss a
model that allows for time-varying pressure and length
(Sec. III-B).

We considered several options for modeling flying vine
behavior. Traditional aerial robot arms can directly use rigid
body dynamics, and these techniques can be applied to
a continuum arm by abstracting the continuum arm as a
finite number of links [16]. A further simplifying assumption
would be to abstract the flying vine as a quadrotor with
a cable-suspended load and draw from existing slung-load
literature [8], [28]. Data-driven models are an alternative to
these physics-based techniques [29], [30]. We hypothesize
that any of these methods would work well, although we
anticipate challenges with rigid body approximations in
modeling a time-varying vine length, and we expect lower
model accuracy with slung-load approximations as the vine
body pressure increases. Thus, for this initial work, we
chose to build on [30] because that data-driven model: (1) is
simple yet effective, with a straightforward parameter fitting
procedure, (2) was used previously to successfully control a

https://github.com/StanfordMSL/TrajBridge
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Fig. 5. Example flying vine motion. We overlay the quadrotor position
command (dotted), actual quadrotor position (dashed), and end effector
position (solid) to show that there are offsets between these three signals
that need to be modeled.

physical inflated-beam robot arm, and (3) is easily applied
to the flying vine in a way that also simplifies the control
strategy (Sec. III-C).

A. Data-Driven Model

In our data-driven approach to modeling, we treat fitting
a dynamics model as a regression problem in which we
aim to predict the subsequent state given current and past
information about the state and control input. We have
access to quadrotor position and orientation as well as end
effector position and orientation through motion capture
measurements, although we exclude end effector orientation
given its poor signal-to-noise ratio. Thus, we define the state
of the flying vine as a concatenation of the quadrotor position
(R3), quadrotor orientation (quaternion), and end effector
position (R3). We observed that the scalar component of
the quaternion was always near 1 and that excluding it
from the state vector did not hinder model accuracy. This
is likely because the flying vine quadrotor does not exhibit
extreme rotation angles, and the vector component of a
quaternion is proportional to the axis-angle representation
under small-angle assumptions. This exclusion yields the
state vector x ∈ R9. Our control input u ∈ R3 is the
xyz quadrotor position command. The control input u is
a desired quadrotor position, which is different from the
actual quadrotor position given in x because the quadrotor’s
onboard controller exhibits some tracking error (Fig. 5). We
define the general discrete dynamics function

x(k+1) := f(x(k),x(k−1),x(k−2),u(k))

:= f(z(k),u(k)),
(1)

where (k) is the current timestep, and z is referred to as the
augmented state. By including the two previous states in the
function’s inputs, we provide the fit model indirect access
to system velocity and acceleration. A simple yet effective
model choice is to assume a linear function, f(z,u) := Az+
Bu, which worked well in [30] to model a ceiling-mounted
soft robot arm. The authors also provide details on how to fit
the elements of A and B using experimental data and least
squares.

This model captures general flying vine motions, but the
model accuracy for end effector height suffers in swinging
motions where the end effector height deviates significantly

from its nominal value. To address this, we introduce higher-
order terms to our model for predicting the end effector
height. In particular, we introduce squared and bilinear terms
from the concatenation (z,u), as well as an offset term. As
an example, the expression for a 2-element augmented state
and a scalar control input would be

f(z, u) := a0 + a1z1 + a2z2 + a3u

+ a4z
2
1 + a5z

2
2 + a6u

2

+ a7z1z2 + a8z1u+ a9z2u,

(2)

where a contains the model parameters. This function is
nonlinear with respect to z and u, but it is linear with respect
to a, so we can still use least squares to fit the values of a.
We use MATLAB’s fitlm function to perform this regression.
Note that this modification is only applied to the model for
end effector height. The remaining states are modeled with
Az +Bu.

The training data used to fit the model comes from
experimental flight data that is representative of the motions
we expect in the control tasks. For the flying vine, we would
like the end effector to follow both low and high speed
trajectories, so we handcrafted a few command trajectories
that varied in speed and had position commands that were
distributed across the primary working space of the flight
room. Fig. 5 is an example from the training data.

B. Bilinear Interpolation of Time-Varying Parameters

The process outlined above yields a dynamic model that
captures the behavior of the flying vine at a single pressure
and length configuration. The flying vine has qualitatively
similar behavior if the pressure or length is changed, but
the model accuracy would suffer. To address this, we use
bilinear interpolation [31] with 4 models of the vine: empty
short (ES), inflated short (IS), empty long (EL), and inflated
long (IL). We collect 4 separate training datasets for each
configuration and fit one model per dataset. With these 4
models, we can interpolate for any vine configuration that
falls within the pressure and length bounds of the 4 models,
which is 0-0.4 kPag and 0.7-1 m respectively.

C. Offline Trajectory Optimization

We achieve end effector positioning with offline trajectory
optimization, and we send the optimized commands open-
loop at runtime. The quadrotor still performs real-time feed-
back control on the received position command. The general
form we use for trajectory optimization is:

min
Z,U

N∑
k=1

∥∥∥z(k) − z̄(k)
∥∥∥2
Q
+

N−1∑
k=1

∥∥∥u(k) − ū(k)
∥∥∥2
R

s.t. z
(k+1)
1:9 = f(z(k),u(k)), k = 1, . . . , N − 1,

z
(k+1)
10:27 = z

(k)
1:18, k = 1, . . . , N − 1,

umin ≤ u(k) ≤ umax, k = 1, . . . , N − 1,

z(1) = zrest,

(3)

where Z := z(1:N) and U := u(1:N−1) are the optimized
state and control trajectories, z̄(1:N) and ū(1:N−1) are the



reference state and control trajectories, and Q and R are
weight matrices on state and control deviation, respectively.
The first two constraints define the discrete dynamics. The
augmented state z ∈ R27 contains the current and two
previous states, so the first 9 elements of z(k+1) come from
Eq. 1, and the last 18 elements, z

(k+1)
10:27 , are the first 18

elements of z(k). The third constraint is for control limits,
and the last constraint enforces the trajectory to start from
a nominal rest configuration (quadrotor and end effector at
x=0, y=0).

A simple choice for z̄(1:N) is to set the quadrotor positions
to have a fixed offset from the desired end effector positions
(i.e. assume the quadrotor and end effector are rigidly
attached), although we make some refinements for some of
our experiments (Sec. IV). Defining a reference control input,
ū(1:N−1), is also straightforward because the control input of
our dynamic model is a quadrotor position command rather
than something lower level such as thrust and torque or even
motor commands. As an example, if the task was to move
the end effector in a straight line, the reference control input
could also be a straight line with a z-offset corresponding to
the z-offset of the quadrotor with respect to the end effector.

We use an optimizer written in Julia (IterativeLQR.jl),
which uses an iterative linear quadratic regulator (iLQR) for
handling nonlinear dynamics and an augmented Lagrangian
framework for handling constraints [32].

IV. RESULTS

We consider two types of control tasks to quantify the
performance: (1) tracking a lemniscate path (∞) with the
end effector and (2) swinging the end effector to a specific
position target. We quantify performance for each of the 4
vine configurations: empty short (ES), inflated short (IS),
empty long (EL), and inflated long (IL). We then demonstrate
tracking of a lemniscate path while the vine grows and
inflates, i.e. a transition from ES to IL. This requires the
bilinear interpolation described in Sec. III-B.

A. End Effector Tracking of a Lemniscate Path

In this first task, we define a lemniscate end effector
reference trajectory:

x = sin
2πt

T

y = cos
2πt

T
∗ sin 2πt

T
z = 1.5− lvine

(4)

where lvine is the length of the vine and T is the time to
complete a single lap. We measure flying vine performance at
two periods, T = 5 and T = 10, and compare the difference
in behavior. We also modify the reference trajectory by
adding an initial ramp-up time of 2 and 3 seconds for the
slow and fast trajectories, respectively, to reduce the initial
acceleration required to begin motion.

We require reference trajectories for the rest of the state
as well as the control input in order to use our trajectory
optimization framework (Eq. 3). For simplicity, we set the

quadrotor position reference to match the end effector refer-
ence except with a z-offset equivalent to the vine length, and
we set the quadrotor reference orientation to have a rotation
angle of zero.

Defining a reference control trajectory is straightforward
since our model’s control input is a position command for
the quadrotor. The simplest option would be to have the
reference control match the reference state for the quadrotor’s
position, ū(1:N−1) := z̄

(1:N−1)
QR,xyz . However, we know a priori

that there is some lag and offset from the quadrotor position
command to the end effector position (Fig. 5). Thus, we
introduce scaling and time-shift parameters to improve the
control reference:

ū(k)
x = αx ∗ z̄(k+αt)

QR,x

ū(k)
y = αy ∗ z̄(k+αt)

QR,y .
(5)

We hand-tune the parameters with trial-and-error in simu-
lation. That is, we choose a set of values for α, generate
ū(1:N−1), simulate the flying vine motion for N timesteps,
and plot the end effector motion against the reference. The
purpose of this step is to quickly find a reasonable control
reference for the trajectory optimizer to improve on, so we
selected the best set of parameters after about five attempts.
We set αt = 10, αx = 0.9, and αy = 1 or αy = 0.6 for the
slow or fast speeds, respectively.

We use diagonal weight matrices Q and R. We prioritize
end effector tracking by setting a weight of 20 for the indices
of Q corresponding to the end effector position and setting
the others to 1. The control limits are set to ±3 meters,
although the optimized trajectory stayed within the limits.

Fig. 6 shows the results for the two different speeds
and compares the performance for each of the four vine
configurations (ES, IS, EL, and IL). Comparing the slow
and fast trajectories, we see the quadrotor traces a smaller
pattern when tracking at a higher speed. This makes sense
given that we expect higher centrifugal forces on the end
effector at higher speeds, and this trend is more pronounced
for the longer vine configurations (EL and IL) given their
kinematics. The mean distance (3D Euclidean) between the
actual and reference end effector position trajectory ranges
from 5-9 cm, which is small compared to the width of the
lemniscate path (2 m). The exception is the IS configuration
with a mean distance of 12 cm, which exhibits noticeable
oscillations for the low-speed trajectory. The IS vine has the
highest natural frequency of the configurations and likely
the strongest dynamic coupling between quadrotor and end
effector. We hypothesize that at the higher speed, vine
behavior is primarily dictated by the quadrotor’s large-scale
movements, but at a lower speed, the IS vine can more easily
build up energy in its swinging mode.

B. Swinging to a Target End Effector Position

In the previous lemniscate tracking task, achieving a
desired end effector trajectory can be achieved with little
bending of the vine robot, so here we define a swinging
task that requires more vine bending. This demonstrates

https://github.com/thowell/IterativeLQR.jl
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that our model and control framework can handle more
complex behaviors, and highlights the added workspace
that comes with using a flexible robot arm. Moreover, the
bending is achieved by leveraging the high maneuverability
of the quadrotor rather than having to use additional control
inputs on the robot arm, which is the case on a traditional
aerial robot arm. We envision this swinging capability to be
useful when we need to reach a target end effector position
under significant position constraints. For example, a swing
maneuver could be used for initial entry of a vine robot in a
pipe inspection task, or for hooking a sensor on a tree branch
while keeping the quadrotor at a safe distance.

In this work, we simplify the task to “kicking” a beach
ball to serve as an initial example for using our modeling and
control framework for swinging behaviors (Fig. 1). In order
to yield a swinging trajectory, we enforce narrow control
limits on the y-command and z-command of the quadrotor.
Thus, the optimized control relies on its x-command to co-
ordinate lateral motion of the quadrotor to achieve swinging
of the vine.

For this task, we define a target end effector position in
the xz-plane (xtarget, ztarget). The end effector should have
some momentum when it reaches the target position, so we
define a target end effector position for the prior state, which
indirectly sets an end effector target velocity. The target
positions are selected such that the end effector velocity is
forwards and upwards in the xz directions. To achieve this,
we augment the trajectory optimization in Eq. 3 with the
following equality constraints:

(z
(N/2)
QR,x , z

(N/2)
QR,z ) = (xtarget, ztarget)

(z
(N/2−1)
QR,x , z

(N/2−1)
QR,z ) = (xtarget − 0.1, ztarget − 0.1).

(6)

This constraint is applied to the halfway point of the tra-
jectory (N/2) so that the optimized trajectory includes the
“swing-up” as well as the return to the starting position.
Finally, we add x- and z-limits to the quadrotor position to
simulate a scenario when the quadrotor needs to maintain
some distance from the target position or obstacles in the
environment.

We define weight matrices Q := I and R := 10I . Tracking
the state reference is not the focus of this control task, so
we use a lower scaling for Q and let the equality constraints
(Eq. 6) drive the optimization. We set the control limits to
be (±2,±0.1, 1.5± 0.1).

The state and control reference trajectories come from an
early exploratory experiment on generating swinging motions
with hand-made control trajectories. From physical intuition,
the quadrotor should move forwards and backwards in the
x-direction to achieve a swinging motion, so we explored
a control trajectory with a trapezoidal shape (for x vs. t)
because of its simplicity and lack of sudden jumps in position
command. However, we believe other options would also
have worked well. The experiment we chose to use for the
state and control reference achieved qualitative swinging but
did not pass through the target position. Furthermore, we
use the same references for all 4 optimizations (one per vine
configuration), which verifies that the reference trajectories
do not need to be close to optimal. It was convenient to
use existing data for the reference trajectories, but a similar
procedure based in simulation (as in Sec. IV-A) should also
work well.

We deployed the optimized control trajectories on the
physical flying vine in free space to measure performance
and then repeated one experiment with a beach ball as a
demonstration (Fig. 1). Fig. 7 shows the quadrotor and end
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Fig. 7. Results on hardware for swinging to a target end effector
(EE) position, shown with a black circle. We add x- and z-limits to the
quadrotor (QR) position to simulate a scenario when the quadrotor needs
to maintain some distance from the target position or obstacles in the
environment. Limits are shown with black dashed lines. Results from all
4 vine configurations are overlaid: empty short (ES), inflated short (IS),
empty long (EL), and inflated long (IL). (Top) Comparison of motion in the
xz-plane. The plots for the short configurations were shifted down to align
the target positions. (Bottom) Comparison of quadrotor x-position command,
actual quadrotor x-position, and end effector x-position over time. The target
should be reached at 1.25 s.

effector motions in the xz-plane, and the target end effector
position is shown with a black circle. The mean distance
(3D Euclidean) between the actual and modeled end effector
position trajectory ranges from 13-16 cm, which is low
compared to the range of end effector motion (1.5 m in the
x-direction). While this tracking error is larger than that of
the lemniscate path, this is reasonable given the increased
difficulty of this task. Fig. 7 also shows the time series
of quadrotor x-position command, quadrotor x-position, and
end effector x-position. Plotting these signals over time
highlights the time delays between the peaks of the three
signals, which further emphasizes the need to model the
tracking error of the quadrotor’s flight controller as well as
the relative motion of the vine with respect to the quadrotor.
We note that there are a couple instances of exceeding
quadrotor position limits, although the deviations are small
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Fig. 8. Time series results from tracking a lemniscate path (∞) as the vine
robot grows and inflates. The quadrotor position must increase over time to
accommodate the increasing vine length and maintain a fixed end effector
height.

(2 cm). We hypothesize this is due to minor modeling error
combined with the decision to send position commands open-
loop, and we are interested in closed-loop control for future
work.

C. Demonstration with Time-Varying Parameters

We provide a demonstration with the bilinear interpolated
model proposed in Sec. III-B by optimizing a 20-second
trajectory in which the vine grows 30 cm and goes from
empty to inflated (i.e. a transition from ES to IL). This is
akin to deploying the vine robot from a stowed configuration.
The end effector reference trajectory is a lemniscate path
with a constant height, so the quadrotor must increase its
height over time to accommodate the increasing vine length.
The trajectory optimization setup is the same as in Sec. IV-
A, except the state and control references have linearly
increasing values for quadrotor height, and the dynamics
constraint uses the interpolated dynamics function. We run
the optimized trajectory on the physical flying vine and show
the time series positions in Fig. 8. The mean distance (3D
Euclidean) between the actual and modeled end effector
position trajectory is 15 cm, which is low compared to the
range of end effector motion (2 m in the x-direction). These
results underscore the value of simple yet effective modeling
techniques such as bilinear interpolation in addressing the
challenges of controlling soft robot arms with time-varying
dynamics.



V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we present the design of a soft aerial robotic
arm that combines a compact, lightweight, soft growing arm
with a small quadrotor. The flying vine design leverages
vine robot compliance and capacity for length change to
achieve a small stowed configuration and a large end ef-
fector workspace. While the vine robot is underactuated, the
flying vine leverages quadrotor maneuverability to control
the motion of its end effector. Experimental results show
that the flying vine with the proposed modeling and control
framework can achieve compelling behaviors, and lays the
necessary groundwork for developing flying vine technology.
For future hardware iterations, we are interested in outdoor
flight capability and end effector designs for different ma-
nipulation tasks. In terms of the control framework, we are
most interested in implementing real-time feedback control
on end effector position, which opens doors for disturbance
rejection as well as operation with an unknown or time-
varying payload mass.
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