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Abstract— Accurate relative localization is an important
requirement for a swarm of robots, especially when performing
a cooperative task. This paper presents an autonomous multi-
robot relative positioning technique. An Extended Kalman filter
(EKF) uses onboard sensing of velocity, yaw rate, and height as
inputs, and then estimates the relative position of other robots
by fusing these quantities with ranging measurements obtained
from onboard ultra wide-band (UWB). Specifically, innovations
involve fast ranging communication (333Hz for 2 robots), an
automatic initialization procedure, proofs and demonstrations
of consistent estimation convergence under control commands
such as formation flight. Simulations concisely show the high
precision, efficiency, and stability of the proposed localization
method. Real-world experiments are conducted on a team of
5 Crazyflie2 quadrotors, demonstrating autonomous formation
flight and coordinated flight through a window. All results
indicate the effectiveness of the proposed relative positioning
method for multi-robot systems. Video and code can be found at
https://shushuai3.github.io/autonomous-swarm/

I. INTRODUCTION

Aerial multi-robot systems have been widely studied
recently because of their advantages, such as: efficiency
of parallel task processing [1], the cooperative ability of
performing team missions [2], [3], and the ability of smaller
drones to operate safely in confined spaces and near humans
[4], [5]. These systems require the relative position of peer
robots so as to enable intra-swarm collision avoidance, coor-
dination, and more. Therefore, the development of accurate
relative localization technologies is an important challenge
to be solved.

One solution to the above is to use external positioning
systems. For example, there are many indoor examples
of teams of multiple quadrotors which are localized with
a motion capture system [1], [6], [7]. In [8], 30 drones
exhibit outdoor flocking behaviour by relying on a Global
Navigation Satellite System (GNSS) for positioning. Global
positioning system (GPS) is employed for formation control
of multiple quadrotors in [9]. Alternatively, fixed wireless
UWB beacons are another external system that can pro-
vide positions for multiple robots [10]. All these systems
have been instrumental in illustrating the potential of drone
swarms, of how they can pass through a window together
[6] or how they can perform beautiful choreographies [7].
However, the availability of the aforementioned systems is
too limited to allow for autonomous flight in unknown and
GPS-denied environments.
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Fig. 1. The autonomous flight of multiple Crazyflie2 quadrotors without
GPS or motion capture system, fully based on relative localization using
onboard sensing information of velocity, yaw rate, height and ranging
measurements between any two robots.

Other techniques allow for onboard relative localization
between multiple robots. Several implementations are based
on vision. To simplify the task, [11] and [12] designed
a simple pattern that could be detected by a monocular
camera to calculate the relative position of other vehicles.
In [3], a follower tracks an April Tag mounted on the
leader, enabling the duo to perform a collaborative task.
Some more recent techniques involve detecting active LED
tags [13] and ultraviolet light [14]. Vision-based methods
have intrinsic scalability, i.e., no limitation on the number of
robots. However, these vision-based methods are sensitive
to the visibility of the markers or robots, which depends on
aspects such as the size of the marker or robots, and the field
of view of the robots’ cameras. Markerless detection requires
heavy onboard computation such as [15] and [16], and a large
localization error occurs when inter-robot distance getting
far. This creates an important limitation for its application
in tiny exploration robots. Another vision-based strategy is
not to have the robots detect and localize each other, but to
perform a formation flight based on visual-inertial odometry
[17]. However, this system requires a known initial position
of each drone, and can drift over time, potentially leading to
losing formation or even collisions.

Other studies have also seen the exploration of alternative
technologies such as sound-based relative localization [18],
or infra-red relative localization [19], although these require
larger sensor arrays to be mounted on the robot, which is
impractical for low-cost micro multiple robots.

As an alternative approach, relative localization based on
wireless communication between drones has the advantages
of being light-weight and omnidirectional. Here, the robots
use antennas to exchange sensory information (e.g., velocity,
yaw rate, height) and combine these with relative range
measurements obtained from the antennas. This method was
explored by [20] and [21], [22] for aerial robots. These stud-
ies required the knowledge of a common orientation. This
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limitation was overcome in [23], demonstrating a system of
3 drones in leader-follower flight. However, all the afore-
mentioned works lack an estimation convergence analysis
for large unknown initial state errors and for unobservable
control commands. In addition, their works have not been
implemented on tiny drones, neither with a clearly defined
initialization procedure for the northless case.

To solve these problems, this paper proposes an automatic
initialization procedure such that the relative estimation error
converges even with large unknown initial positions of all
robots. In addition, the relative estimation is proven to remain
converged even with unobservable states caused by some
system inputs. These two aspects confer fully autonomous
and robust localization to real-world multiple robots. The
overall localization system has many advantages over recent
research, such as light and low-cost estimation compared to
visual-inertial UWB fusion [24]; and higher speed (333Hz)
ranging communication than that in previous studies, e.g.,
40Hz [25] and 10Hz [26]. These fast ranging measurements
enhance the estimation update speed such that the local-
ization precision can be greatly improved in larger teams.
Specifically, this work has the following contributions:

• An autonomous relative localization implemented on
multiple nano (33 grams) flying robots with fully on-
board perception.

• Localization convergence analysis for both random ini-
tialization maneuvers and unobservable maneuvers.

• Robust and fast communication rules that allow for a
high-speed estimation update.

• Automatic initialization procedure for dealing with
large unknown initial state errors.

• Case study of fully autonomous multi-robot coopera-
tion, by adding visual detection to the leader robot for
target tracking, while the other robots follow the leader
based on the relative localization.

• Public release of the code to the community. It can be
run on off-the-shelf Crazyflie quadrotors by peers for
multi-robot applications.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
Section II introduces the preliminaries of sensory inputs,
the multi-robot model, and the relative localization problem.
Section III proposes the fast communication protocol and the
relative localization method, following by an observability
analysis. Section IV presents the filter initialization method
and estimation convergence. Section V discusses distributed
formation control, and the self-regulated estimation con-
vergence under unobservable formation control commands.
Section VI and Section VII illustrates the simulation and
experiment results respectively to verify the effectiveness of
the proposed multi-robot localization and control. Section
VIII gives the conclusions and discussions.

II. SYSTEM DEFINITION

This section gives definitions of the robot sensory inputs,
velocity-based multi-robot kinematic model, and the relative
localization problem.

A. Sensory Inputs

For a swarm of robots, essential information for each
individual is the relative position of other robots. For clarity
of analysis, the model of two arbitrary robots is discussed
here, in which robot i needs to estimate the relative position
of another robot {j | j ∈ N, j 6= i}, where N = {1, 2, ..., N},
and N is the number of robots.

Fig. 2. The scheme of the multi-robot system and all onboard sensors.
Specifically, each robot has an inertial measurement unit (IMU), an optical
flow sensor, and a downward-pointing laser sensor for obtaining acceler-
ation, rotation rates, velocities, and height. This information is fused by
an onboard filter to get the body-frame velocity, yaw rate, and height,
which is further rotated to get the horizontal-frame velocity, yaw rate and
height. Combined with the other robots’ velocity and height information
received from communication via the UWB, the relative positions and yaw
are estimated.

Before introducing the system model, we define the on-
board sensing data as shown in Fig. 2. For each aerial
robot, the 3-axis velocity v̄ = [v̄x, v̄y, v̄z]T , pitch θ, and
roll φ attitude in the body frame can be obtained by fusing
IMU, height, and optical flow measurements [27]. The yaw
rate r̄ in the body frame is provided by a gyroscope. The
range dij , meaning the distance between robots i and j,
can be measured by ultra wide-band sensors. The variable
h is the vertical height calculated from a downward laser
measurement h̄i and the attitude. The final output xij , yij ,
and hij denote the relative position between the ith and
jth robots, which is explained in detail in the following
subsection.

B. System Model

In order to make the height comparable among all robots,
a horizontal frame with vertical z-axis is introduced for each
robot as shown in blue lines in Fig 3.

The 2-axis velocity v = [vx, vy]T in the inertial horizontal
frame for each robot can be obtained from body-frame
velocity v̄ and the attitude based on the rotation matrix in
X-Y rotation sequence, shown as follows:

v = R[0:2,0:3]
xy v̄ =

[
c(θ) 0 s(θ)

s(φ)s(θ) c(φ) −c(θ)s(φ)

]
v̄, (1)

where R[0:2,0:3]
xy means the first two rows of the rotational



Fig. 3. The diagram of the relative kinematic model, composed by two
robots shown in a horizontal plane for simplicity (as they can be at different
heights with the relative height hij ). 3D purple axes represent the body
frame of each robot, while the 3D blue axes denote the horizontal frame
with a vertical z-axis. The relative 2D position [xij , yij ] and relative yaw
ψij of jth robot is shown in ith robot horizontal frame in this figure.

matrix Rxy defined by

Rxy = RxRy =

1 0 0
0 c(φ) −s(φ)
0 s(φ) c(φ)

 c(θ) 0 s(θ)
0 1 0

−s(θ) 0 c(θ)

 , (2)

where s(·), c(·) and t(·) denote sin(·), cos(·) and tan(·),
respectively. In addition, according to the relationship be-
tween angular velocity vector and angular velocity, the yaw
rate r in horizontal frame can be calculated with the 3-axis
gyroscope as follows

r = ψ̇ = −s(θ)/c(φ)p̄+ c(θ)/c(φ)r̄ (3)

which is derived from another rotation matrixφ̇θ̇
ψ̇

 =

 c(θ) 0 s(θ)
s(θ)t(φ) 1 −c(θ)t(φ)
−s(θ)/c(φ) 0 c(θ)/c(φ)

p̄q̄
r̄

 , (4)

in which p̄, q̄, and r̄ are three axis angular velocity in body
frame read from the gyroscope.

The filtered vertical height h is communicated directly
because of the accurate ranging sensor (VL53L1X). The
last sensory input comes from the ultra wide-band, which
provides both a distance measurement and a communication
ability such as transmitting the velocity, height and yaw rate
to other robots. The detailed communication and ranging
algorithm will be discussed in the next section.

C. Problem Formulation

Given an arbitrary pair of robots i and j, as shown in
Fig. 3, the inputs for estimation are represented by U ij =
[vTi , ri,v

T
j , rj ]

T . The measurements consist of hi, hj and
dij . Define the relative state of jth robot in the ith robot’s
horizontal frame as Xij = [xij , yij , ψij ]

T , representing 2-
axis relative position and the relative yaw as shown in Fig.
3. This relative state is the core problem of this paper and
needs to be estimated based on the inputs and measurements.

The kinematic model of the swarm of aerial robots can be
derived based on Newton’s formulas, and the model takes
the transformed velocity and yaw rate as the inputs directly.
The continuous model f(Xij ,U ij) is given as

Ẋij = f(Xij ,U ij) =

[
R(ψij)vj − vi − Sripij

rj − ri

]
(5)

where vi = [vxi , v
y
i ]T and vj = [vxj , v

y
j ]T represent the 2-

axis horizontal velocity of two robots; pij = [xij , yij ]
T is a

part of the relative stateXij meaning 2-axis relative position.
R(·) is the rotation function from jth horizontal frame to ith

horizontal frame, and S is a skew-symmetric matrix. They
are defined as

R(·) =

[
c(·) −s(·)
s(·) c(·)

]
, S =

[
0 −1
1 0

]
. (6)

Overall, the problem is to estimate the relative state Xij

based on the relative motion model (5), inputs of U ij , and
measurements of hi, hj and dij . Since the height h is
accurate, it is used directly for relative position augmentation
and height control.

III. FAST COMMUNICATION AND RELATIVE
LOCALIZATION

This section gives details of the fast communication proto-
cols, relative state estimation method and the corresponding
observability analysis. The two-way-ranging (TWR) commu-
nication is extended for bidirectional ranging and signal-loss
detection. An EKF is used here for estimation because it
is efficient compared to other filters such as the particle
filter, and it is more apt to micro-robots which have limited
computation power. Lie derivatives are employed to analyze
the observability of the system.

A. Fast Communication and Ranging

The two-way-ranging method can provide accurate dis-
tance measurements when using UWB with a standard
deviation of 0.025m [28]. Instead of communicating with
beacons [28], this paper proposes a dynamic recurrent two-
way-ranging method, which allows for robust and high-speed
communication and ranging between any two flying robots.

The communication design can be divided into high-
level topology and low-level protocols. The communication
topology, in other words, the multi-robot networks, can be
designed arbitrarily since the low-level protocol is indepen-
dent. In Fig. 4, we give an example of a fully-connected
communication network for multiple quadrotors.

Fig. 4. Communication scheme for multiple robots in an infinite loop.
The communication example pertains to 4 robots, starting from the most
left robot as the only sender, and following the sequence of the numbers in
green circles. Either red line or green line means a low-level communication
procedure. However, two robots will swap the sender and receiver mode in
red lines, while in green lines the sender will communicate with the next
receiver.

Specifically, in this communication loop, all robots are
assigned an incremental ID from 1 to N . All robots’ UWB
modules are set to be in receiver mode except for the 1st

robot which is in sender mode at the beginning. Then the
1st robot communicates with robots from N − 1 to 2, and
changes mode into the receiver while the 2nd robot changes
into sender mode and starts its own communication. In this



way, the ranging communication can be run on an arbitrary
number of robots infinitely with no communication conflicts.
Any other communication network can also be achieved by
redesigning the communication sequence shown as the red
and blue lines in Fig. 4 as long as it is ensured that all robots
can communicate without conflicts.

Fig. 5. Left: extended TWR communication, in which an extra ‘dynamic’
chain is designed for bidirectional ranging and communication fault detec-
tion. Right: the details of the ‘dynamic’ protocol for fast robust sender-
receiver mode transformation by signal detection.

The low-level communication protocol in each line is an
extension of TWR method with improvements in bidirec-
tional ranging and dynamic mode changing. The brief review
of the standard TWR is shown in the red box in Fig. 5. After
three communication steps of ‘poll’, ‘answer’, and ‘final’, the
jth robot can calculate the distance dij based on the signal
flight time tf = (t1t4 − t2t3)/(t1 + t2 + t3 + t4). With the
step ‘report’, the ith robot can also calculate the distance dij
with the flight time tf = (t4t5 − t3t6)/(t3 + t4 + t5 + t6).
Only the latter flight time is implemented to avoid repeated
calculation, and the jth robot can receive the distance value
from the ith robot in a new step.

The new extra communication step ‘dynamic’ extends the
standard TWR, such that the sender can swap to receiver
mode after communication with all other agents. Via this
step, the sender sends the distance measurement back to the
receiver and checks if it is changing into receiver mode. If
the mode swapping succeeds, the high-level communication
topology continues with a new sender. Otherwise, the robots
retry the swapping procedure. Details are shown in the
right diagram which enables robust recurrent communication
between multiple robots.

Overall, this extend communication allows undirected
ranging among arbitrary multi-robot networks with fast rang-
ing frequency which will be compared with peers’ work in
Section VII. This code has been made available.

B. EKF Filter for Relative Localization

We employ the following EKF for state estimation. Based
on the standard EKF, its application to the discrete model
F (X̂k,Uk) of (5) can be derived as follows.

X̂k+1|k = F (X̂k,Uk) = X̂k + Ẋk∆t,

P k+1|k = AkP k|kA
T
k +BkQkB

T
k

(7)

where ∆t is the interval time of updating the Kalman filter,
the predicted state is represented by X̂k+1|k, and X̂k|k is the

estimated state at time step k. Furthermore, the first equation
in (7) shows the prediction result using the nonlinear model
of (5). The second equation denotes the update of error
covariance P caused by the prediction step and input noise
covariance Q. To update P , the state Jacobian matrix A and
input Jacobian matrix B are calculated as follows.

A =
∂F

∂X
=

 1 ri∆t (−s(ψij)vxj − c(ψij)v
y
j )∆t

−ri∆t 1 (c(ψij)v
x
j − s(ψij)v

y
j )∆t

0 0 1


B =

∂F

∂U
=

−1 0 yij c(ψij) −s(ψij) 0
0 −1 −xij s(ψij) c(ψij) 0
0 0 −1 0 0 1


(8)

After the prediction update, the Kalman filter fuses the
predicted state with the observation of the distance between
two robots, represented by

z = h(Xij) =
√
pTijpij =

√
x2ij + y2ij + (hj − hi)2. (9)

Therefore, the Jacobian matrix of observation is

H =
∂h

∂X
= [xij/z, yij/z, 0]. (10)

The rest of the Kalman filer process is shown as follows.

Kk = P k|k−1H
T
k (HkP k|k−1H

T
k +Rk)−1 ,

X̂k = X̂k|k−1 +Kk(zk −HkX̂k|k−1) ,

P k = (I −KkHk)P k|k−1

(11)

where K is the Kalman gain. Here, both Q and R are noise
covariance parameters and can be formulated as diagonal
matrices denoted by Q = diag([q2v , q

2
v , q

2
r , q

2
v , q

2
v , q

2
r ]) and

R = diag([r2d]). qv , qr and rd denote the deviation of the
velocity, yaw rate and distance measurements.

C. Observability Analysis

Since the measurement dimension is lower than the state
dimension, the system is only observable under some specific
robot behaviours. In order to find out and avoid the nonlinear
unobservable robot behaviours for more precise estimation,
the Lie derivative method is employed here.

From [29], a local weak observability analysis can be per-
formed with model (5) and observation (9). The observability
matrix O is composed by different orders of Lie derivatives.

O =

∇L0
fh

∇L1
fh

∇L2
fh

 =

(∂L0
fh)/(∂X)

(∂L1
fh)/(∂X)

(∂L2
fh)/(∂X)

 (12)

where Lfh is the Lie derivative of the model function f ,
and ∇Lfh is the differential operator of the Lie derivatives.
For simplicity, the power form pTijpij/2 is taken as h(Xij)
in this subsection. Substitute system model and observation



function, and get

L0
fh = h(Xij) = pTijpij/2

∇L0
fh =

[
pTij 0

]
L1
fh = ∇L0

fh · f = pTij(R(ψij)vj − vi − Sripij)
∇L1

fh =
[
(Rvj − vi)T pTijR(ψij)Svj

]
L2
fh = ∇L1

fh · f = vTj vj − 2vTi Rvj + vTi vi

+ vTi Sripij + pTijR(ψij)Svjri

∇L2
fh =

[
vTi Sri + rjv

T
j S

TRT −2vTi RSvj − pTijRvjrj
]T

(13)
According to the local weak observability theory, the

system is observable only if observability matrix O is full
rank. In other words, the determinant of the matrix in (12)
should be non-zero. The determinant is calculated as

|O| = −pTijRSvj(vTi Sri + rjv
T
j S

TRT )Spij

− (2vTi RSvj + pTijRvjrj)(−vTi + vTj R
T )Spij

(14)

Although it is difficult to get the full analytical solution
of |O| 6= 0, we can extract 3 intuitive and practical un-
observable conditions. The first intuitive condition is that
|O| tends to be zero when pij is close to zero. This means
compact movements of this multi-robot system will cause
lower estimation accuracy. The second intuitive unobservable
condition is that vj cannot be zero, simply because the ith

robot cannot find out the heading of jth robot if jth robot
is not moving. However, vi could be zero according to (14),
because the relative state is represented in the body frame
of ith robot such that it knows its own heading, even if it is
static.

The third unobservable condition concerns the formation
behaviour of the multiple robots, in which the relative veloc-
ity −vTi +vTj R

T is zero. This will cause the second term of
(14) to be zero, and the first term is also zero when yaw rates
of both robots remain zero. This is a seriously limiting condi-
tion, as this is exactly what happens in most formation flights.
The convergence analysis of these unobservable conditions
will be discussed in the following sections, and we will then
show that the estimation error will remain converged and
bounded even if the multi-robot system is under unobservable
maneuvers such as the formation flight.

IV. STOCHASTIC INITIALIZATION AND CONVERGENCE
ANALYSIS

In this section, an automatic estimation initialization is
designed which gives all robots random velocities in finite
time, aiming at safe flight and state estimation convergence
despite unknown initial states. In addition, the estimation
convergence is analyzed.

A. Stochastic Initialization

In practical scenarios, the initial relative states X0
ij be-

tween robots are usually unknown. Manual measurements of
the initial relative position are time-consuming and repeated
for each restart of the system, which makes the system less
autonomous. Therefore, an automatic initialization method is

designed for all robots to guarantee that the relative states
approximate zero before executing the cooperative tasks.

Assumption 1: For simplicity, we assume the control input
of the yaw rate for each robot remains zero during the whole
flight, i.e., ri = rj = 0. As the drones are in control of their
yaw rates, this assumption can be made true by design.

Based on this assumption, the observability equation of
(12) can be reduced to

Or =

 pTij 0
(Rvj − vi)T pTijR(ψij)Svj

0 −2vTi RSvj

 (15)

The corresponding determinant is reduced to

|Or| = −2vTi RSvj(−vTi + vTj R
T )Spij (16)

With this assumption, denote the control inputs for each robot
as ui = [vxi , v

y
i , ri]

T . The initialization inputs are designed
as

ui(t) =

{
[vxR, vyR, 0]T , t ∈ [2kT, (2k+1)T )

−[vxR, vyR, 0]T , t ∈ [(2k+1)T, 2(k+1)T )
(17)

where vxR and vyR are two-axis velocities generated ran-
domly within the range of (0, vmax] at time t = 2kT in local
clocks. Here, k, vmax = 1m/s and 2T denote [0, 1, 2...], the
maximum velocity and the periodic time interval, respec-
tively. Specifically, each robot does periodical maneuvers,
starting with random velocity ui in the first time interval
T , following by a reversed velocity −ui in the second time
interval T . The initialization time is set to 30 seconds since
this procedure takes 10-30 seconds to converge as shown in
the simulation and experiments.

Remark 1: This initialization process prevents the robots
from flying away from the initial position in a short time
such that a safe flight is guaranteed. In addition, bounded
velocities and known time interval T limit the flight radius
and furthermore guarantee collision avoidance among multi-
ple robots even if the initial relative positions are unknown,
provided that they do not start too close to one another.

B. Convergence of the Initialization Process

This subsection studies the convergence of the proposed
initialization process. In view of the observability condition
(16) and non-zero velocity inputs (17), the unique unobserv-
able condition is

R(ψij)vj − vi = 0, (18)

which means both ith and jth robots are flying in same direc-
tion with same velocities. Suppose the unobservable situation
occurs with probability β over the whole initialization proce-
dure. The convergence analysis for the initialization process
can be given as follows for observable and unobservable
situations separately.

Theorem 1: If the system input satisfies R(ψij)vj−vi 6=
0, all relative states of the Kalman filter are converged and
exponentially bounded.

Proof: Observability determinant (16) is not zero when
R(ψij)vj − vi 6= 0. Therefore, the system satisfies the



nonlinear observability rank condition. According to [30],
the corresponding estimator converges exponentially and
the estimation error is bounded. The detailed convergence
proof is omitted for the weak observable systems as many
references have already proved it.

Theorem 2: For multiple robots with dynamic estimation
model (5), if the control inputs satisfy the initialization
process (17) and the unobservable condition (18), then the
estimated relative state of the Kalman filter will converge to
an unobservable subspace, i.e.

lim
t→∞

X̂ij(t)→ {x, y, ψ|
√
x2 + y2 = zGT, ψ = ψGT},

(19)
and all states [xij , yij , ψij ]

T drift slowly once they reach
the subspace. zGT and ψGT denote the constant distance
measurement and constant relative yaw hold by (18).

Proof: From (15), (16) and (18), we can get the
observable dimension Rank(Or) = 2 in the reduced system.
Therefore, the relative estimation system has 2-dimensional
weak observability. In order to find the two variables that
could be observed and converged based on the Kalman filter,
the estimation error is analyzed as follows

X̃ij = Xij − X̂ij . (20)

The derivative of the estimate state X̂ can be written as:
˙̂
Xij = f(X̂ij ,U ij) +K(z − h(X̂ij)). (21)

According to [31], the Kalman gain K and the derivative of
the error covariance matrix P can be represented by

K = PHTR−1

Ṗ = AP + PAT − PHTR−1HP +BQBT .
(22)

Based on the definition of the Kalman function, optimal gain
K always satisfies the following equations.

∂tr(P )

∂K
= 0, P = cov(X − X̂) = cov(X̃) (23)

which means that gainK in (21) can minimize the state error
to a transformed subspace. Therefore, if a unique equilibrium
space of X̃ can be found, the relative estimation under the
unobservable condition will converge to that space.

The equilibrium space can be found by setting ˙̃X = Ẋij−
˙̂
Xij to zero. Ẋij = [0, 0]T can be derived by combining (5),
Assumption 1, and (18). Hence, substitute (21) into ˙̃X =

− ˙̂
Xij = 0 which yields[

R(ψ̂ij)vj − vi
0

]
+K(z − h(X̂)) = 0. (24)

A two-dimensional time-invariant solution for above equa-
tion is {

x̂2ij + ŷ2ij = z2GT,

ψ̂ij = ψGT.
(25)

Here we prove (25) is the unique time-invariant solution by
studying all cases. Case 1: R(ψ̂ij)vj − vi = 0 and K = 0;
case 2: R(ψ̂ij)vj − vi = 0 and z − h(X̂) = 0; and case 3:

R(ψ̂ij)vj − vi 6= 0 and K(z− h(X̂)) 6= 0, but their sum is
zero.

Case 1 holds only if PHT = 0 according to (22), which
furthermore leads to Ṗ = AP + PAT +BQBT . Hence,
P is independent of distance measurement z from (8), while
H is dependent of z from (10). Therefore, PHT = 0 does
not hold due to the measurement noise. Case 2 corresponds
to the time-invariant solution in (25). In case 3, K is time
variant as it contains the integration of state variables which
are in matrix A, B, and H according to (22). Thus, this
solution is time variant. Therefore, (25) is the unique time-
invariant equilibrium state space, and the estimated states
will converge to the equilibrium space as shown in (19).

Furthermore, after the relative states reach the equilibrium
space, the state update equation in (7) and (11) can be
rewritten as

X̂k+1− X̂k =

[
R(ψ̂ij)vj − vi

0

]
∆t+Kk(zk−HkX̂k−1)

(26)
When the state drifts along the circle trajectory x̂2ij + ŷ2ij =
z2ij which still belongs to the equilibrium space, the drift
magnitude ‖X̂k+1−X̂k‖ has a positive correlation to δv , δz
and ∆t. δv and δz denote the upper bound of the Gaussian
noise of the velocity and distance measurement. However,
the drift speed is slow due to the white noise.

Overall, the initialization procedure works mostly under
observable conditions because of the random velocity inputs.
Therefore, the state has a very small probability β to be
converging to the equilibrium space, and 1 − β to be
converging to the correct relative states. Because β is small
and state drift is slow in this initialization procedure, states
X̂ converge to real values after a finite-time flight.

Remark 2: In the initialization, convergence speed is in-
fluenced by the inputs. For example, large velocities keep the
observability matrix away from singular points, thus enhanc-
ing convergence performance. Besides, the asynchronous na-
ture of the velocity inputs further increases the observability
probability and estimation convergence speed.

V. DISTRIBUTED CONTROL AND SELF-REGULATED
ESTIMATION CONVERGENCE

This section will discuss the distributed controller design
for the multi-robot system based on the aforementioned
relative estimation. First, a position error based formation
control is proposed. Then, a dynamic inversion controller is
designed that can outperform the position-based controller
by a feed-forward velocity element. Finally, a type of visual
control is proposed for the leader robot such that the swarm
of robots can execute tasks fully autonomously.

At the same time, another innovation is presented which
proves relative estimation convergence under unobservable
motion planning. For example, if the planning command is
a formation flight or a hovering formation.

A. Distributed Formation Control

For a formation flight, the reference setpoint is p̄∗i =
[x̄∗i, ȳ∗i]

T for the ith robot in the frame of the ∗th robot.



For simplicity, ∗ is set to be 1 which means the 1st robot’s
position is the reference origin. Thus, the desired relative
states in each robot’s frame can be obtained as

p̄i1 = −R(ψ̂i1)p̄1i (27)

Therefore, the control error of the relative position is

ei1 = p̂i1 − p̄i1 = p̂i1 +R(ψ̂i1)p̄1i (28)

where p̂i1 is the relative position estimation. A position error
based distributed formation control law for the relative multi-
robot systems is designed with constant proportional gain kp,
differential gain kd, and integral gain ki as follows

vi = kpei1 + kdėi1 + ki

∫
ei1dt (29)

However, position-based control has weak feedback when the
position error is small, and this slow response causes control
delay. If considering the relative system dynamics

ṗij = R(ψij)vj − vi − Sripij , (30)

a dynamic inversion formation control law is proposed as
follows

− kDIei1 = R(ψ̂i1)v1 − vi − Srip̂i1. (31)

kDI denotes the control gain. Hence, the velocity command
for the ith robot is

vi = kDIei1 +R(ψ̂i1)v1 − Srip̂i1 (32)

This control law compensates the relative system model thus
has quicker tracking performance in all states compared to
pure position-based control.

For the formation flight task, each robot should avoid other
robots when changing the formation pattern. Therefore, a
repulsive velocity is introduced to the system model (30) for
collision avoidance.

ṗij = R(ψij)vj −vi−Sripij −α
N∑
m=1
m 6=i

sign(pim) ◦ |pim|−1

(33)
where α is a positive constant which represents the repulsive
gain, and the last item in (33) leads to high repulsive
velocity when distance is close to avoid collision inter robots.
Therefore, the dynamic inversion formation control with
collision avoidance is designed as

vi = kDIei1+R(ψ̂i1)v1−Srip̂i1−α
N∑
m=1
m6=i

sign(pim)◦|pim|−1.

(34)
Lemma 1: Given a formation flight task with the reference

states of (27), if estimated state X̂ converges to the real state
X with a small error ‖X̂−X‖ < δx, the relative estimation
system becomes unobservable.

Proof: Suppose the control gains in (29) or (34) are
selected appropriately, such that lim ei1 → 0. In addition,
from ‖X̂ − X‖ < δx we can get that real relative yaw
ψi1 ≈ ψ̂i1 = Cψ is nearly constant due to assumption of

ri = r1 = 0. Therefore, the real relative position pi1 ≈
p̂i1 = −ei1 − R(Cψ)p̄1i approximates to a constant due
to the constant formation planning of p̄1i. Therefore, the
following equation holds

ṗi1 = 0 = R(ψi1)v1 − vi (35)

This leads to a zero determinant in (16) such that the stable
states of formation control cause an unobservable condition
for the relative estimation system.

Remark 3: Notice that this unobservable condition is dif-
ferent from what is discussed in Section IV. Here the
unobservable velocity inputs are derived based on correct
estimation and formation control, instead of the direct un-
observable velocity inputs in the last section. Therefore,
the following subsection will give a different proof of the
self-regulated estimation stability under the unobservable
formation planning.

B. Self-regulated Estimation Convergence

This subsection will give a convergence proof of the rela-
tive estimation method under unobservable formation control
commands. The idea is that the unobservable conditions
caused by formation control inputs are based on correct
state estimation. But unobservable conditions will lead to
state estimation errors, which result in the change of control
commands. Hence, the system is observable again and all
states start converging again.

Assumption 2: The estimated relative yaw ψ̂i1 can be
assumed to approximate the real value ψi1 for a certain
time when the system switches to an unobservable condition.
This holds because of low-noise yaw rate measurement from
the gyroscope and appropriate noise covariance selection for
yaw rate in the filter. In addition, this assumption holds also
because ψ = ψGT belongs to the convergence subspace from
(19) under unobservable control inputs.

Problem 1: The input and measurement noise is omnidi-
rectional and hence typically has a component orthogonal to
the unobservable circle trajectory. This leads to the estima-
tion drift of relative states, hence p̂ 6= p̄.

Theorem 3: Given the converged state estimation pi1 and
ψi1 according to Theorem. 2, and the invariant ψ̂i1 in
Assumption 2 and the estimation drift in Problem 1. The
estimation error will remain converged and bounded even
if the multi-robot system is under unobservable maneuvers
such as the formation flight.

Proof: First, p, p̂ and p̄ denote the real value, es-
timation and control reference of the relative position, re-
spectively. After the initialization and the formation control,
relative states satisfy p = p̂ = p̄. The reference p̄ is constant
for a formation flight.

Define the estimation drift in Problem 1 as ∆p. The
incorrect relative estimation has the following relationship
to the real and reference relative positions:

p̂ = ∆p+ p 6= p̄ (36)



Substitute (28) into (32), and consider the zero yaw rate in
Assumption 1, we can get

vi = kDI(p̂i1 − p̄i1) +R(ψ̂i1)v1. (37)

In view of (35) and (36), the unobservability does not hold
due to

R(ψi1)v1 − vi = kDI(p̄i1 − p̂i1) 6= 0 (38)

Hence, based on Theorem 1, the estimate relative position p̂
will converge to the real value p.

The system is possibly unobservable during the above
procedure, i.e., p̂ = p̄ but p̂ 6= p, which means the relative
estimation is incorrect and the system is unobservable. In
this case, the relative position will converge to the subspace
(the circle trajectory) according to Theorem 2. Furthermore,
the incorrect relative estimation p̂ on the subspace can still
converge slowly to the correct value p, because the practical
measurement noise on v1 and vi leads to non-strict zero of
R(ψi1)v1 − vi. This result is validated by both simulations
and practical experiments.

Remark 4: As for the estimation drift along the unobserv-
able circle path, this problem can be solved by the same
analysis in the last paragraph. In addition, the drift to this
subspace is slow such that its influence can be neglected.

Overall, no matter what kind of estimation error is in-
troduced, the relative filter and formation control will make
the estimation error converge in a self-regulated way with
bounded error.

C. Visual Control
To give a fully autonomous ability to the aforementioned

multi-robot system, a tiny camera is mounted on the leader
robot, such that the leader robot can make motion decisions
based on the camera input, while the followers fly the same
safe path as the leader robot based on the relative estimation
and distributed control. Here we study the task of flying
multiple robots through a window. The leader needs visual
algorithms for detecting the window and creates velocity
inputs autonomously, and this function is written as

v1 = fVL(Img,Thru,Thrl) (39)

where the function input Img represents 2D 3-channel RGB
image. Thru and Thrl denote the upper and lower color
thresholds of the targets. The detailed visual detection and
control method fVL is shown in Algorithm 1.

For the follower robots in the vision task, the ith robot
creates the velocities based on the states of the (i − 1)th

robot, which is written as

vi = fVF(vi−1,pi,i−1, dVF) (40)

This leader-follower flight of fVF is achieved by setting the
reference position as p̄i−1,i = dVFvi−1/‖vi−1‖, which is
a constant distance along the reversed velocity direction in
the leader’s frame. After rotation, the reference position in
follower ith robot’s frame is p̄i,i−1 = −R(ψ̂i,i−1)p̄i−1,i.
Therefore, the corresponding velocity for the ith robot can be
calculated by position reference p̄i,i−1 and control methods
proposed in Section V-A.

Algorithm 1 Visual detection and control on the leader
1: procedure fVL(Img,Thru,Thrl)
2: flagtar ← False . The flag indicating whether the

target is detected (true if detected).
3: while True do
4: ctar = fdet(Img,Thru,Thrl) . Horizontal pixel

position of the target center from detection function fdet.
5: flagtar = ctar&True . Update the flag.
6: if flagtar then
7: vy1 = PID(128/2− ctar) . Feedback

control of vy to keep the target in the image center. The
total number of horizontal pixels is configured to 128.

8: vx1 = vc . A constant forward velocity.
9: yawo = 0 . Set open-loop target yaw to 0.

10: else
11: yawo+ = YI . Open-loop circle flight with

incremental yaw YI = 0.04rad in real flights.
12: vx1 = cos(yawo), v

y
1 = sin(yawo)

13: procedure fdet(Img,Thru,Thrl)
14: xhist, yhist ← histogram(Img,Thru,Thrl) . 2D

histogram of pixels that belong to the color threshold.
15: xindex ← index(xhist > threshold) . Get the

horizontal index that has pixels over threshold.
16: if size(xindex) == 2 then
17: return average(xindex)
18: else
19: return 0

VI. SIMULATION

In this section, the relative localization method for multiple
robots is validated by means of simulation results. The results
show the estimation accuracy, convergence performance such
as time to convergence, and estimation efficiency in unob-
servable conditions. Simulation code has been implemented
using Python and is available at https://github.com/
shushuai3/multi-robot-localization

A. Localization Performance

In this simulation, the relative state between two robots is
estimated and compared to the ground-truth relative position
and yaw to verify the localization accuracy. This simulation
is configured with a time interval dt=0.01s and a maximum
moving velocity of 1m/s. The settings of the simulation
are: input noise deviation of 0.25m/s and 0.01rad/s, and a
distance measurement deviation 0.1m. The initial estimated
states are set to zero, while the ground-truth initial states
are set randomly and uniformly in a range of [-3,3]m and [-
1,1]rad. The parameters of the relative EKF are set to beQ =
diag([0.252, 0.252, 0.42, 0.252, 0.252, 0.42]), R = 0.12, and
P = diag([10, 10, 0.1]), based on the simulated estimation
performance.

The robots perform random maneuvers at start-up as
explained in Section IV. These allow the filter to converge.
Relative localization results are shown in Fig. 6, where we
can see that the relative position and yaw approximate the

https://github.com/shushuai3/multi-robot-localization
https://github.com/shushuai3/multi-robot-localization


Fig. 6. Simulation results of the relative state estimation between two
robots on xij , yij , and ψij . Both robots are randomly initialized at unknown
position and yaw, and they are 2 meter far away each other. Then each
robot flies a start-up procedure with 2-second periodic random settings of
velocity and yaw rate (1-sec positive velocity and 1-sec negative velocity
to guarantee that it flies within 1 meter and not collide with other robots).
The orange line represents the ground-truth relative states, while the blue
line means the relative states estimated by EKF.

ground-truth after a random flight. As further shown in Fig.
7, this localization with random flight initialization is robust
to arbitrary unknown initial states of all robots, and the
accuracy will keep high after the convergence. In addition,
the localization is stable even if the velocity and yaw rate
are randomly time-varying among all robots.

B. Convergence Time

An interesting parameter for our purposes is the expected
time to convergence of the estimation. This will dictate how
long an initialization maneuver should be before the filter has
converged and the swarm can begin to perform coordinated
tasks. To evaluate this, we extracted the performance over a
set of 50 simulations. These tests are conducted with different
random initial position and yaw for each robot, and the inputs
of velocity and yaw rate are also randomized.

Fig. 7. Simulation results of estimation error convergence. 3 dimensional
relative states are shown from 50 tests with different configurations. Each
line with different color means different estimation test in three states of
xij , yij , and ψij . All errors are calculated by comparing the estimated
states with the ground-truth.

The results are shown in Fig. 7, which shows the relative
estimation error. In all 50 different random tests, the errors
of three relative states xij , yij , and ψij tend to be zero after
a certain amount of seconds of random flight. The average
convergence time is within 20 seconds, while the largest

convergence time is 55 seconds, potentially due to inactive
inputs, the initialization being further away from the true
initial state, or unobservability-inducing flight behaviours.
Overall, the average convergence time is short, and the
localization is accurate for multi-robot control.

C. Unobservable Maneuvers and Self-regulated Conver-
gence

In Section III-C, we analytically showed that some flight
conditions are unobservable. This subsection will study the
influence of unobservable flight behaviour on the relative
localization after estimation convergence in practice. Two
situations that lead to unobservability will be discussed: 1)
Formation flight that causes −vTi +vTj R

T = 0, and at same
time yaw rates of ri and rj remain zero; 2) the jth robot has
zero velocity, i.e. vj = 0, where relative yaw ψij should be
unobservable.

Fig. 8. Error distribution of 3 dimensional relative estimation in different
unobservable situations. For each situation, these mean absolute errors
(MAE) are obtained from 50 different tests, during the 20 seconds after
the estimation convergence. Boxes of red, blue, and green color represent
normal random flight, formation flight, and zero velocity of the jth robot,
respectively.

In Fig. 8, relative localization performance with
unobservability-inducing control inputs are shown. By com-
paring the red and blue boxes, the influences of formation
flight have: 1) an increase of estimation errors on all relative
states; 2) the relative estimation is still stable with posi-
tion error less than 0.2m. This validates the self-regulated
estimation convergence theory in Section V-B. The result
indicates that once the estimation is not correct, robots
will deviate from their role in the formation (in terms of
velocity and position), which in turn makes the system
observable again. Hence, this unobservability problem is a
self-stabilizing phenomenon that operates within acceptable
precision bounds as has been discussed in Section V.

In the case that the robot to be localized has zero velocity,
the relative yaw estimation has a larger error compared to
normal random flight, which can be seen from the green box.
However, as indicated in Section III-C, the relative position
of xij and yij is still observable. Therefore, the green boxes
show a similar estimation error with the red boxes in axes
of xij and yij .

D. Control Performance and Circle Drift

This subsection will present the performance of the pro-
posed distributed control methods. Besides, the state drift on
the circle subspace is discussed.



Fig. 9. The relative estimation of absolute hovering and relative hovering with different input and measurement noises. The desired relative position is
at (2,2)m shown as a grey cross. Each figure represents the relative trajectories between two robots of 3 tests with 140 seconds for each flight. The first
row of absolute hovering means both robots have zero velocity commands irrespective of the estimate of the other drone’s position, while the second row
means the second robot keeps a constant relative position with respect to the first robot based on the relative estimation and distributed control.

Fig. 10. Formation control performance of position error and dynamic
inversion methods for the multi-robot system with delay. The green line
shows the reference relative position, the yellow and blue lines show the
tracking trajectories of two control methods, respectively.

In Fig. 10, the position error based controller has a larger
control error when the position error is small due to delay and
less consideration of the system model. However, dynamic
inversion control has a quick response time and a small
tracking error even when the position error is small. In this
comparison, both control methods have the same feedback
gain k = 2, thus they have similar control performance when
the error is large.

To show the extent of the estimation drift along the circle
path, Fig. 9 gives two simulation tests, where vn and dn
denote the velocity input noise and distance measurement
noise, respectively. Case 1 on the top row: The drones both
hover perfectly with the help of ground truth measurements.
The top row shows the estimated relative position by drone
2 under this unobservable condition, with varying amounts
of noise. We can conclude that for robots with open-loop
unobservable control, the relative estimation tends to drift in
the unobservable subspace (the circle trace). The drift error
increases when systems have larger noise in velocity and
measurement .

Case 2 on the bottom row: Drone 1 at the center perfectly
hovers with ground truth, drone 2 uses its estimated relative

position to hover at p̄ = [2m, 2m]. We can see that the
estimation drift will be in a circle area for robots with
formation control and constant relative position. Input and
measurement noise has less influence on the estimation drift,
and the relative estimation keeps stable. Compared case 2
to case 1, we can get that with the same measurement
characteristics, the relative estimation error stay bounded if
there is distributed control in the bottom row, whereas in the
top row the estimates can drift all along the circle. Hence,
the self-regulated estimation convergence under distributed
control in Section V-B is validate by this simulation result.

VII. REAL-WORLD EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

Using simulations, we have shown that the filter is capable
of converging to correct estimates by means of randomized
flight maneuvers, after which it can be effectively used
for cooperative flight. This section presents an experimental
setup in order to further illustrate the relative estimation effi-
ciency in a real-world multi-robot system. The test scenarios
consist of formation flights and autonomous flights based on
the monocular camera on the leader robot.

A. Hardware Setup

The swarm of the aerial robot system consists of 5 com-
mercial Crazyflie2 quadrotors. Each quadrotor is equipped
with a 3-axis accelerometer, 3-axis gyroscope, flow deck
(VL53L1x height sensor and PMW3901 optical flow sensor),
and loco deck (DWM1000 ultra wide-band sensor). The
flow sensor can provide velocity at 100Hz, and the distance
measurement frequency can reach over 333Hz. The processor
is an STM32F4 running at 168MHz, on which both relative
estimation and control are running.

An OptiTrack motion capture system is used for tracking
the ground-truth position and yaw of each robot. The Opti-
Track data is only used for post-processing to validate the



Fig. 11. UWB measurements and data processing. The green line shows the original distance measurements with large outliers. The blue line shows the
outlier-rejected and bias compensated distance data. And the purple line is the ground-truth distance from OptiTrack.

relative estimation performance, and has not been used for
any other purpose.

B. Data Processing and Communication Performance

The raw ranging measurements from UWB can have
outliers and unknown biases. Thus, a median filter is applied
to reject the outliers, and a bias function is predetermined
by data fitting only once based on the ground-truth distance
from OptiTrack.

Fig. 12. The distribution of distance measurement errors between the
processed distance measurements and ground-truth distance from OptiTrack.
These measurements come from a swarm of 3 Crazyflie quadrotors with a
160-seconds flight.

The linear bias fitting function is related to the distance,
represented by b(dij) = 0.072dij + 0.62 where b denotes
the ranging bias compared to the ground-truth distance. By
median filtering and subtracting the bias, the processed dis-
tance is accurate and approximates the ground-truth distance
as shown in Fig. 11. In Fig. 12, the distance measurement
error between two robots is less than 0.1m and the bias is
compensated by the proposed fitting function. This ranging
technique has more accurate and less-biased measurements
than that in [23].

Fig. 13. The distribution of ranging and communication frequency between
each two robots with the increase of the number of robots.

Fig. 13 shows the frequency of the proposed communi-
cation in Section III-A. As seen from Fig. 13, the ranging
frequency of each round decreases with the increase of

the number of robots, but it is still 22Hz for 6 drones
to finalize a fully connected ranging topology shown as
Fig. 4. For comparison, each ranging measurement takes
1/(22C5

6 ) = 0.003s. Thus, the proposed communication and
ranging protocols have higher frequency of 333Hz than 48Hz
in [23], 40Hz in [25], and 10Hz in [26].

C. Relative Estimation in Real Experiments

First, the real-world relative estimation performance is
shown Fig. 14, which indicates the short convergence time
and accurate estimation on real robots. A system with a
greater number of robots has a longer convergence time due
to the lower frequency of communication and EKF update.

Fig. 14. Real-world relative localization in 3-robot and 4-robot systems
respectively. Here, x, y and z denote the absolute XY position and yaw
of the 2nd robot, calculated by the relative EKF from the 1st robot, and
compared with ground-truth from OptiTrack.

For explicit analysis, the 3-dimensional estimation error is
given in the following figure. From Fig. 15, we can see that

Fig. 15. Absolute error of real-world relative localization in 3-robot and
4-robot systems respectively. Here, x, y and z denote the absolute error of
XY position and yaw of the 2nd robot, calculated by the relative EKF from
the 1st robot, and compared with ground-truth from OptiTrack.



the unknown initial states can be estimated in 15 seconds
for 3 robots and 25 seconds for 4 robots respectively. Less
robots need less time for estimation convergence because
less robots have higher estimation update and one-round
ranging frequency as shown in Fig. 13. After convergence,
the absolute estimation errors remain converged even if there
are large maneuvers among the multiple robots.

D. Formation Flight

This subsection shows the real-world flight for the for-
mation control, following by a leader-follower flight while
the leader is equipped with a tiny monocular camera. Both
multi-robot experimental flights are based on the proposed
relative localization and distributed control methods.

Fig. 16. Top view of the formation flight of 5 robots. Nine figures show
different flight status such as take-off, initialization procedure, distributed
control for formation flight, and hovering. Five circles with different color
show the position of five tiny drones, respectively. Full flight details can
be found in the video link https://www.youtube.com/playlist?
list=PL_KSX9GOn2P9sgaX3DHnPsnBCJ76fLNJ5

Fig. 16 shows how the robot team achieves a formation
flight based on the proposed relative localization and dis-
tributed control. At t = 0s, all tiny flying robots take off
from 5 random unknown positions with unknown random
yaw angles. After the 30-seconds initialization procedure, all
robots have an accurate relative position and yaw estimation
of other robots, and start flying to the desired formation
positions with respect to the 1st robot with the orange circle.
As seen from the figures at t = 38s, t = 55s, t = 58s, robots
with green, blue, and dark blue fly to the desired relative
positions which are far away from the initial positions.

Starting from t = 71s all robots did a formation flight
with constant relative positions to the 1st robot which keeps
a random flight. From the last three figures, we can see the

robot with the purple circle is on the unobservable subspace.
Hence, this robot uses a longer time to fly to the desired for-
mation position, which proves the self-regulated estimation
convergence under formation control and unobservable sub-
space due to the velocity noise. Finally, in the right-bottom
figure, five robots form an Olympic-flag-like shape. This
formation shape is maintained by all robots even at hovering
state which is also unobservable for the multi-robot system.
Therefore, the proposed control-in-loop relative localization
method has consistent convergence in practical experiments
even under different unobservable states such as formation
flight or hovering.

E. Autonomous Visual Task

Fig. 17. Experimental results of coordinated leader-follower flight through
a window. Two drones connected with a line are captured at a specific time,
where the arrow points to the leader. Only the leader drone is equipped with
a monocular camera shown in the left-up corner, and the follower robot
maneuvers based on the estimated relative position. The window detection
results and its four points are shown in the right-down corner.

This part further explores the proposed localization ability
for an autonomous task by multiple heterogeneous flying
robots. The leader robot is equipped with a tiny camera
module (TCM8230MD camera and STM32F4 processor).
This enables the 1st robot to detect the four points of the
window based on the proposed color filtering and histogram
method. The detection result is shown in Fig. 17. Then the
leader robot controls its two-axis velocity to move through
the center of the window infinitely. At the same time, another
robot coordinates with the leader robot in order to fly through
the window. As seen in Fig. 17, the follower robot has stable
following behaviour with respect to the leader robot, and flies
through the window without having a camera only based on
the relative localization. In a real-world application, these
follower robots could be equipped with different gas sensors
(one robot with a CO-sensor, the other with a CH4 sensor,
etc.).

VIII. CONCLUSIONS

This paper proposes a relative localization method and
applies it to a swarm of micro flying robots without using
any external system or magnetometer. The general multi-
robot kinematic model and open-source fast protocols are
provided. A novel initialization procedure is proposed and
different controllers are designed, along with estimation
convergence analysis. In addition, a self-regulated estimation
convergence is found and proved for the control-in-loop

https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PL_KSX9GOn2P9sgaX3DHnPsnBCJ76fLNJ5
https://www.youtube.com/playlist?list=PL_KSX9GOn2P9sgaX3DHnPsnBCJ76fLNJ5


multi-robot system even under unobservable control inputs.
The relative localization speed and accuracy are verified in
both simulation and experimental results. Finally, multi-robot
tasks are tested in this swarm system, including formation
flight and coordinated window fly-through of multiple robots
with only onboard resources. Future work could include the
development of an optimal initialization for this relative state
estimation, in order to reduce the convergence time.
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