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This paper presents an acceleration-command generation and its implementation for an aerial vehicle in the
problem of visual target tracking, when the target is free to make any maneuver with arbitrary but otherwise
bounded acceleration. The acceleration command is generated by an adaptive disturbance rejection control
algorithm that uses only visual information about the target, obtained by a monocular camera mounted on the aerial
vehicle. This information consists of the maximal image size in pixels and the pixel coordinates of the image centroid
in the image plane. The acceleration command is translated into forward velocity and attitude angle commands,
which are afterward used to obtain actual control surface deflections for the aerial vehicle. Simulations of a full

nonlinear model verify the theoretical statements.

I. Introduction

N AN earlier paper [1], we addressed the problem of visual

tracking of a maneuvering target under the assumption that the
maneuvers made by the target are such that the integral of its velocity
change is bounded. Although restrictive, it is straightforward to note
that any maneuver by the target over finite time, such as an obstacle or
collision avoidance maneuver, satisfies this assumption. In this
paper, we extend the approach to the case of a target moving with
arbitrary but otherwise bounded acceleration.

Observability is known to be the main issue in the problems of
target tracking with passive monocular sensors, which measure only
the line-of-sight (LOS) angle [2,3]. To overcome this issue, [4]
proposes to use one more angular measurement: namely, the
maximum angle subtended by the target in the image plane.
However, this angular measurement cannot recover the observ-
ability, because the relative range between the two flying objects is
related to it through the target’s apparent size, which is, in general,
unknown to the follower. Stereo vision can be considered for
computation of the target’s relative position with respect to the
follower, however, the accuracy of calculations will be proportional
to the separation of the two cameras, which is negligible in the case of
small unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs). In addition, for small UAVs
with two cameras, the images seen by different cameras need to be
matched.

Letting the target’s apparent size be an unknown constant, the
relative dynamics can be written in scaled coordinates that can be
computed from visual measurements [1]. This transformation leads
to reference commands dependent upon this unknown parameter,
which consequently imply that the tracking problem cannot be
solved without parameter convergence. The latter can be achieved
using an intelligent excitation signal [5], which relates the excitation
amplitude to the tracking error, guaranteeing simultaneous
convergence for both.

One of the other challenges in the target tracking problem is the
compensation for the unknown target’s dynamics. The existing
results refer to targets moving with constant velocity or model the
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target’s acceleration as a zero-mean Gaussian white process [6—11].
Because the state-space representation for the system is nonlinear
either in the states (spherical coordinate system [2,12,13]) or in the
measurement equation (Cartesian coordinate system [10,14]), the
extended Kalman filter (EKF) or its modifications have been used for
extracting necessary information about the target’s dynamics and
position. However, the convergence properties of the EKF have been
proven for a very limited class of systems [15]. In addition, we note
that the relative range cannot be recovered from the bearing-only
measurements, unless a special type of own-ship maneuver is
performed in conjunction with a proper estimation algorithm (see, for
example, [16] and citations therein). The adaptive output feedback
approach from [17] addresses the tracking problem of a maneuvering
target under a certain set of assumptions about the target dynamics.

The results in [1] are derived under the assumption that the target
makes only finite maneuvers. We cast the problem into an adaptive
disturbance rejection framework for a multi-input/multi-output
linear system with unknown high-frequency gain and bounded time-
varying disturbances, which have bounded derivatives and are
square integrable. The guidance law leads to asymptotic tracking of
the reference commands, which depend upon the estimates of the
unknown parameters. The latter are updated online and shown to
converge to the true values in the presence of intelligent excitation.
However, this approach has several limitations: It is applicable only
to alimited class of the target maneuvers; the target’s apparent size in
general cannot be a constant; and the visual information may not be
available continuously (that is, the target can be lost from the field of
view or whited out).

While the last two limitations are still a subject of ongoing
research, we presently remove the first limitation by extending the
approach from [1] to allow for arbitrary motion of the target,
requiring only boundedness of its acceleration. We retain the main
mathematical formulations; however, this extension leads to a
higher-order problem formulation that involves relative position,
velocity, and acceleration of two flying vehicles. Although the range-
estimation scheme is not changed, the guidance law in this paperis an
inertial acceleration command, the derivation of which requires an
output feedback approach. We reduce the system’s relative degree by
means of the input-filtered transformation [18] that allows for design
of an adaptive observer similar to the one in [19]. The guidance law is
derived using adaptive backstepping [20] with adaptive bounding
[21]. The derived acceleration command is discontinuous and
guarantees asymptotic tracking of the estimated reference
commands, simultaneously rejecting the time-varying bounded
disturbances. For implementation purposes, the discontinuous
acceleration command is approximated by a smooth command that
guarantees bounded tracking with an adjustable ultimate bound.

For the inner-loop control design, we translate the guidance law
into forward velocity and attitude angle commands. The actual
control surface deflections are designed for a full nonlinear aircraft
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model using adaptive block backstepping [20]. Radial basis function
(RBF) neural networks are used for approximation of the modeling
uncertainties. We note that the inner-loop design is not the objective
of this paper and is pursued only for the sake of completeness;
namely, to show that the formulated vision-based guidance
command can be implemented in at least one way. Magnitude and
rate saturation of actual control signals can be addressed following
any conventional methods [22].

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. First, we give the
problem formulation and derive the state-space representation. The
adaptive disturbance rejection guidance law is presented next. The
aerial vehicle’s desired motion is formulated, and adaptive block
backstepping is presented for derivation of the actual control surface
deflections. Throughout the manuscript, bold symbols are used for
vectors, capital letters for matrices, small letters for scalars, || - ||
denotes the Euclidean norm, and || - || » denotes the Frobenius norm.

II. Problem Formulation
A. Relative Motion
Equations of motion of a flying target can be given by
Ry()=a;(0), RO =Vy, ()
where R (t) =[xr() yr() zr (D] and ar()=
[ar, () ar (1) ar (1)]" are, respectively, the position vector
and the acceleration of the target’s center of gravity in the inertial
frame F = (xg, g, zg)- The follower’s dynamics are given by

RT(O) = RTOs

R (1) = ap(p), R-(0)=Vg (2
where Rp(t) =[xp(t) yp(D) zp(n)]" and ap(t)=
lap, () ap (1) ap ()] are, respectively, the follower’s position
vector and acceleration in the same inertial frame.

We assume that the follower can measure its own states and can get
visual information about the target via a camera that is fixed on the
follower with its optical axis parallel to the follower’s longitudinal x
axis of the body frame Fz = (x3, ¥, zz) and its optical center fixed
at the center of gravity of the follower. Then the body frame can be
chosen coincident with the camera frame (see Fig. 1a). It is assumed
that the image-processing algorithm associated with the visual sensor
provides three measurements in real time. These are the pixel

R;(0) = RF“’

cosfcos ¥
sin ¢ sin 6 cos ¥ — cos ¢ sin
cos ¢ sin 6 cos ¥ + sin ¢ sin Y

LB/E =

sin ¢ sin fsin Y + cos ¢ cos ¥
cos¢sinfsin i — singpcos Yy  cos@cos

coordinates of the image centroid (y;, z;) in the image plane 7 and the
image length b; in pixels (see Fig. 1b). Assuming that the camera
focal length / is known, the bearing angle A and the elevation angle
can be expressed via the measured variables through the geometric
relationships

i

The target’s relative position with respect to the follower is given by
the inertial vector (see Fig. 1a)

tan ¥ =

tan A :% 3)

R =R;— Ry “4)

Hence, the relative dynamics in the inertial frame are given by the
equations

R(1) = ar(1) — ar(1),

where the initial conditions are given by R, = Ry, — Ry and
Vo=V, — Vg,

RO)=R,, RO)=V, ()

B. Measurement Transformation
We first observe that R(¢) = || R(?)|| can be expressed as

b
R=-\[P+] +4 £ bay ©)
1

where b > 0 is the maximum visible size of the target, which is
assumed to be constant. Therefore, the relative position can be
expressed in the follower’s body frame as follows:

R? =RT;; =ba,Ty (N
where
cos ¥ cos A
T ;= | costsinA 8)
—sind

Using the coordinate transformation matrix Lg/p from the inertial
frame Fi; to the follower’s body frame F given by

—sinf
sin ¢ cos 6

cos fsinyr

a) Coordinate frames and angles definition

b) Camera frame and measurements

Fig. 1 Coordinate illustrations.
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where ¢, 0, and V¥ are the Euler angles associated with the frame Fp
(see [23] p. 313), the inertial relative position vector R can be written
as

R =L}, R"=ba,L}, T )

In this form, the relative position is computable up to the unknown
scaling factor b. Therefore, we introduce the scaled relative-position
vector r(t) = R(t)/b, the dynamics of which are written as

_ ar(1) —ap(?)

;(I) b . r(()) =Ty, I"(O) =1 (10)

wherery = Ry/band vy = V,,/b. The vector r is related to the visual
measurements via the algebraic equation

r=a,L}, Ty (11)

and hence is available for feedback; however, 7(¢) is not available.

Thus, the problem is reduced to designing an adaptive output
feedback disturbance rejection controller for the matrix second-order
system in Eq. (10) that can guarantee desired relative separation from
the target. We note that the control input in Eq. (10) is a z(¢), whereas
the desired relative separation r.(f) = R.(t)/b depends on the
unknown constant b.

Remark 1. We note that the conventional guidance laws require the
knowledge of one or more of the following quantities: relative range,
line-of-sight angle rate, time to go, target’s velocity, and target’s
acceleration bound [11,24-27]. None of these quantities can be
obtained from the single camera, which is assumed to be the only
sensor giving information about the target’s relative position and
dynamics.

III. Acceleration Command for Visual Guidance

The control design problem formulated in the previous section
implies defining an adaptive output feedback disturbance rejection
controller for the linear system in Eq. (10) that has a vector relative
degreeof[2 2 2].To proceed with the control architecture for the
preceding formulated problem, we follow the methodology in [18]
and introduce the so-called input-filtered state transformation that
keeps the output unchanged while transforming the system into one
with relative degree 1 in each control channel. The only difference
from [18] is that we also need to filter the disturbance along with the
input to achieve the desired property. Because the disturbance is
unknown, this step seems to be unimplementable, but as we show
later, this step is only needed for analysis purposes.

The relative dynamics in Eq. (10) can be written in the matrix form
as follows:

£ = Ax(0) + 5 Blar() — a; (0],
¥(0) = Cx(9)

where x(f) =[r (1) F.(1) r () () r() ()] is the
system’s state, b is the unknown parameter, a () is the follower’s
control  input, ay(f) is the bounded disturbance,
y(@O) =[r.(t) ry() r ()] is the regulated output, which is
available for feedback, and

x(0) =x, (12)

A

0
A=]0 A
0 0

»n oo

B 0 0
, B=|(0 B 0
0 0 B

C
cC=1]0
0

(=N

0
0
C

where the matrices A, B, and C are in controllable-observable-
canonical forms:

R e[ e

The reference command for the system in Eq. (12) is given by

1
yc(t) = ERL(t)

A. Input-Filtered Transformation

Consider the following transformation of coordinates for the
system in Eq. (12):

1
z (1) =x(t) — EB[w(t) + d(1)] (13)
in which w(#) and d(t) are generated via the following stable filters:
w() =Aw() —ap(), w0 =0
. (14)
d(t) = Ad(1) + a; (1), d0)y=0
where
—A 0 0
A= 0 —A, O
0 0 —A;

and A; > 0, A, > 0, and A5 > O are design constants. Here, we note
that the bounded disturbance a;(#) in the second filterin Eq. (14) will
generate a bounded output d(¢), because the matrix A is Hurwitz.
Thus, there exist unknown constants dr; > 0 (i = 1, 2, 3) such that
|d;(t)| < dr; forallt > 0.In the synthesis approach later, we will use
the adaptive bounding technique from [21] to adapt to these
unknown constants dy;.

Differentiating both sides of Eq. (13) and taking into account
Eqgs. (12) and (14), we obtain the following equation:

(1) =Az(t) + %[AB + BAJw(r) + d(1)] (15)

It is straightforward to verify that the pair (A, B) is controllable,
where B =AB+ BA =diag(B,,B,,8;) and B;=[1 A]",
where i = 1, 2, 3. Because CB = 0, the output in Eq. (12) can be
equivalently written as y(¢) = Cz(?). Thus, the system in Eq. (12) is
transformed into one with the transmission zeros in the left half-plane
and with the well-defined vector relative degree of [1 1 1] from
the input w(r) + d(t) to the output y(7):

z2(t) = Az(1) + %B[w(t) +d(1)]

y(0) = Cz(1)

Here, we note that by means of the transformations in Eqs. (13) and
(14), the control objective can be realized in two steps. First, we need
to design a control input w () for the system in Eq. (16) in the
presence of the unknown parameter 1/b and bounded disturbance
d(t) to adaptively track the reference command y.(f). Next, we
design a control input a(7) for the system in Eq. (14) to track the
reference command w,(¢) using conventional block backstepping
[20].

16)

B. Reference Model

The controller w(#) for the system in Eq. (16) is designed by
augmenting the conventional model-reference adaptive control
scheme with a robustifying term to compensate for the unknown
disturbance d(¢). Toward this end, we first need to design a reference
model:

2u(1) = A z() + B,y (1)
ym(t) = Czlil(t)

Because the matrices A, B, and C are block diagonal, it is natural to
select a block diagonal matrix,

an
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K, 0 0
K=|0 K, 0
0 0 K
such that
_ A 0 0
A,=A—BK= 0 A, O
0 0 A,
} B, 0 0
B, = BKC' = 0 B, O
0 0 B,

where A,,; = A — B;K; (i =1,2,3)and B,,, = B;K,CT (i = 1,2,3).
Here, KC; = [k;; ki ] (i = 1,2,3). Itis straightforward to verify that
if ki >0, k;; + Ak, >0(i=1,2,3), then A,, is Hurwitz, and the
transfer function from the input y_;(f) to the output y,,; (¢) is

s+ A

G; =k;
i(s) = ka $2 4 (ky + Aikyp)s + Ak,

(18)

It follows that G;(s) — 1ass — 0;thatis, y,,(f) = y.ast — oo for
a constant y. command. It can be shown by straightforward
computation that if k;; and k;, satisfy k;; + A;k;; > A;, then G;(s) is
strictly positive real (SPR). Then following the Kalman-
Yakubovich-Popov Lemma [28], there exists P; = PlT >0 and
Q, > 0 such that

AP+ PA,=-0,, PB=CT 19)

C. Stabilizing Virtual Controller Design

First, we introduce the stabilizing virtual controller for the
dynamics in Eq. (16) that depend upon the unknown parameters.
Consider the following structure:

w (1) = b(h(1) — S()d(1), k(1) = —Kz(1) + KCTy,(1)

(20)

where Z(¢) is the estimate of the state z (), governed by the following
dynamics:

2(0) = A 2(1) + B,y (1) + LIy(1) — 5(0)]
y(1) =Cz(1)

@n

where I;(t) is the estimate of the unknown parameter b, d(¢) is the
estimate of the unknown bound d;, and S(-) is a robustifying matrix
function to be defined shortly. At first we need to show that w () in
Eq. (20) stabilizes the z dynamics in Eq. (16) in the absence of filters
from Eq. (14). Toward that end, we directly substitute itinto Eq. (16):

(1) = Az(1) + %é{[b + b(O[-KZ(1) + KCTy,(1)]
+d(1) = SO0} = Auz(t) + B,y (1) + BKE(D)

+ %B[Z;(t)h(t) +d(t) — S()d(1)] (22)

where b(f) = I;(t) — b is the parameter estimation error and zZ(f) =
z(1) — z(z) is the state estimation error, the dynamics of which can be
derived straightforwardly:

() =(A—LOi(t) + %E[E(r)h(t) +d(t) — S()d(1)]

¥ =Cz(n

(23)

The gain matrix L is chosen to render A, = A — LC Hurwitz and to
ensure that the transfer matrix G,(s) = C(sI —A,)"'B is SPR.
Naturally, it can be chosen in block diagonal form:

L, 0 0] J
L=|0 L, 0|, Li:[”]
0 0 Lj|

where i = 1,2, 3. Then

A, 0 07
A,=| 0 A, 0 |
0 0 A, |

where i = 1,2,3, and

G, (s) 0 0
Go(s) = 0 GoZ(s) 0
0 0 G,3(5)
s+ A;

G .. =
oi($) 2+ 1ys+ 1,

wherei = 1,2, 3. Hence, ifA,;,A,,, and A ; are Hurwitzand G, (s),
G, (s), and G ;(s) are SPR, then A, is Hurwitz and G, (s) is SPR.
This can be ensured by choosing [;; > A, and I, > 0. Then following
the Kalman-Yakubovich-Popov Lemma, there exist P, = P; >0
and Q, = Q] > 0 such that

AP, +PA,=—0Q,, P,B=C" (24)

Denoting the tracking error by e(t) = z(t) — z,,(¢), the error
dynamics are written as

é() = Ane(t) + BKZ(t) + %B[l;(t)h(t) +d(1) — S()d(1)]
e (1) = Ce(t) (25)
Introducing the parameter estimation error (i(t) = li(l) —dr, we

combine both the tracking and the state estimation error dynamics in
Eq. (23) and in the following equation:

£,0 = A&, + L BIFWR®) + d() ~ SOd; ~ SOA(0)]

Ya(t) = C, (1) (26)
where
_|e _le. [ A, Bk
gu_[zi|’ ya_|:j}:|’ Aa_|:06><6 A0j|
_|8 _
Ba_[éi|7 Ca_[c C]

Now we can define the matrix function S(-) as follows:

sgn(y,1) 0 0
S(ya) = 0 sgn(yHZ) 0 (27)
0 0 sgn(y,3)

where the function sgn(-) is defined as

1 x>0
sgn(x) =70 x=0 (28)
-1 x<0

From the relationships in Egs. (19) and (24), it follows that

AIPu+PaAa:_Qa’

Py 0 6] [ 01 0 6]
P a = . ’ Qa = .
|:06><6 P, Osxs Q2
Notice that the function S(y,) is discontinuous. Consequently,
the estimation and tracking error dynamics have discontinuous

P,B,=C} (29)

where
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right-hand sides. Results on existence and uniqueness of the
solution for such systems and the application of Lyapunov stability
theory are developed in [29]. In [19], we have a detailed overview
of their applicability to the specific design problem discussed here.

To complete the controller design, we need the adaptive laws for
the online update of parameter estimates l;(t) and ﬁ(t); these are
given as follows:

(1) = GS(,(D)y.().  d(0) =0 (30)

b(1) = pProj(b(1). —yI (Dh(r).  H(0) =

where p > 0 and G > 0 are constant adaptation gains; b,,;, is aknown
conservative lower bound for b; and Proj(:,-) is the projection
operator , defined as follows:

bO >bmin (31)

y if f(p) <0
Proj (p,y) =1 ¥ if f(p)=0  yVf=0
y1L—=f(p)] if f(p)=0  yVf>0

where the convex function f(-) is defined using the available
conservative bounds on the parameter p. Given the conservative
bounds 0 < b, < b < b, for b, the function f can be chosen as

b Dyin \ 2 Diax — min \?
f(b)—fh [( _ mdx—;— mln) _( mdx2 mm)} (32)

where €, denotes the convergence tolerance of our choice. It can be
proved that the adaptive law in Eq. (31) guarantees the following
inequalities [30]:

bmin E E(Z) E bmax
b(1)yd (D (1) + Proj(b(1). —yJ (Dh(1))] < 0

The stability of error dynamics is given by the following theorem:
Theorem 1. The robust adaptive virtual controller w.(f) in
Eq. (20), along with the adaptive laws in Eqgs. (30) and (31),
guarantees uniform global boundedness of all error signals and
asymptotic convergence of &,(?) to zero.
Proof. We choose a candidate Lyapunov function dependent on
the states in Egs. (26), (30), and (31):

(33)

72
Vi (&, (1), b(1), d(1)) = E] (P&, (1) + — [b (1)

+d' (G~ ld(t)]
(34)

The derivative of V,(7) along the trajectories of the systems in
Eqgs. (25), (30), and (31) has the form

V\(6) = ET(IATP, + PuAJEu (1) + = [@bm

+d" ()G~ 1d(l)] +281(nP, Ba[b(t)h(t) +d(1)
— S(a(0)dr — S, (D}d(1) = —E] (1)Q,&,(1)
2~
20 (srom + 150 + 2870100

+Gd(0)] + EEI(t)PaBa[d(t) — S, (0)dr] (35)
We note that Vl(t) is discontinuous due to the discontinuity of
S(y,(1)) on the switching manifold Qg = {£,: C,§, =y, =0}
Following [31], we need to calculate V() onthe switching manifold

Qg and away from it. However, in both cases, we obtain the same
upper bound for V,(¢), because

sz—zr(t)PaBa = gaT(Z)C‘T =DYa (t)

and the last term in Eq. (35) can be upper-bounded as follows:

3
yald() = S ()dr] =Y [va(Dd;(1) = yai(Dldr] <0 (36)

i=1

Upon substitution of the adaptive laws from Egs. (30) and (31), and
using the properties of the projection operator from Eq. (33), we
conclude that

V(D) = —£5(00uEa(1) = ~hin (o) 1€, (1) (37)

where A, (Q,) denotes the minimum eigenvalue of the matrix Q,,.
Because the inequalities in Egs. (33) and (36) hold for any value of
Y4(1), the inequality in Eq. (37) holds globally, implying that the
signals &,(1), b(), and d(t) are globally bounded. It follows that
V1 (2) is also bounded. Integration of the inequality in Eq. (37) results
in

lim /t Ain(Q) 16, (D* dT < Tim[V,(0) — Vi ()] <00 (38)
=00 Jq t—00

Because y.(f) is bounded, the reference state z,,(¢) is bounded,
which implies boundedness of the state z(¢) and, consequently, the
estimate Z(¢); therefore, h(?) is bounded. Then the combined error
dynamics in Eq. (26) imply that &,(¢) is bounded. Thus, &,(7) €
Lo L, and &,(t) € L. Application of Barbalat’s Lemma
ensures that & ,(f) — 0 as t — oo [28]. O

D. Parameter Convergence

In the case of visual measurement, as discussed earlier, y.(f)
depends upon the unknown parameters and hence is not available for
the virtual control design in Eq. (20). For the given bounded
reference commands R (?), one can use the estimated reference input
y.(¢) in Eq. (20) as follows: y.(r) = R.(t)/b(1), where b(r) is
obtained from Eq. (31). Note that Theorem 1 is true for any bounded
y.(¢) and hence it holds if one replaces y,(¢) with y.(¢). Because the
objective is the tracking of y.(¢), one needs to ensure that y.(f)
converges to y.(t), which will hold if b (7) converges to the true value
of b.

From the adaptive law in Eq. (30), it follows that each component
of d(¢) is a nondecreasing function; that is, c?,-(t) >d;(0)=0@G=1,
2, 3). From Theorem 1, it follows that d(¢) is bounded above;
therefore, it converges to some finite limit d > 0 as t — oo, which
need not be the true value of d;. Also, we note that the Lyapunov
function V() is nonincreasing and bounded below, and so it also has
a limit as t — oo. Because all the variables except for b() on the
right-hand side of Eq. (34) converge to constant values, b(t) also
converges. Therefore, 3b, such that b(t) — bast — oo. To ensure
that b = b, acommon approach is to introduce an excitation signal in
the reference input. In realistic applications, however, a persistently
exciting signal is not desirable. Therefore, we use the intelligent
excitation technique from [5]. This technique modifies the reference
input by adding a sinusoidal signal k() sin(wt) to the reference input
R.(1), the amplitude k(¢) of which depends on the tracking error as
follows:

k(o)
ko te[0,7)
min[kl Sy I8 @IPdr ks _k3i| +ky t€[T.(j+DT)
(39)

where k; >0 (i=0, 1, 2, 3) are design constants, k; being a
sufficiently small number,fj=1,2,...,andT = 27 /w. Because the
Lyapunov proofs are true for any continuous and bounded reference

*Commonly referred to as the regularization term to ensure boundedness
away from zero
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input, they are also valid for the modified reference input. The new
reference commands are obtained according to y.(f) = (1/b)R: (),
where R (1) = R.(t) + k(¢) sin(wt) E, and the vector E specifies the
direction of the excitation. For instance, we can excite only the
reference command in one direction by setting E=[1 0 0].As
proved in [3], this will guarantee convergence of the estimate b (1) to
the true value b. Therefore, the estimated reference input y, () will
converge to the reference input y,.(¢), in which R .(¢) is replaced with
R (1) + k(2) sin(wt) E. It is easy to see that k() — k3 as &,(1) — 0.
Thus, as the estimation and tracking errors go to zero, the amplitude
of the excitation is proportional to k;. Hence, one can define the
excited command to be as close to R () as needed by choosing k5 to
be arbitrarily small.

Remark 2. For the target interception problem, the reference
command is R. = 0 and therefore y. = 0. Then the virtual control

w (1) = —b(OKZ(1) — S, (1))d (1) (40)

along with the adaptive laws

b(t) = pProj(b(1). —yI (DKZ(D).  B(0) = by > by,

3(:) = GS(y.(D)ya (1),

guarantees boundedness of all the signals and convergence of the
output to zero: y(t) — 0 as t — oo. There is no need to require
parameter convergence, and hence the need for introducing an
excitation signal vanishes.

A (@1)
d0)=0

E. Backstepping

We still need to determine the acceleration command a () to
ensure that w(r) tracks the virtual control w,(f). Recall that w(7) is
generated via the filter equation:

w(t) = Aw(r) — ap(t) 42)

We note that the function S(y,), and hence the virtual control w.(¢),
is not differentiable. Therefore, it cannot be used in the backstepping
procedure. One way to circumvent the situation is to replace the
discontinuous matrix function S(y,) with a smooth approximation
S, (y,), which is a diagonal matrix with the entries defined as
follows:

Sxi(yu,') — {53,'()’,1,') Ya ¢ Qx

43
ﬂyai_ﬁygi yaEQX ( )

where

Q)( = {yll: |yai| 5 X*l: 1’2’3}

and x > 0 is a design parameter. When |y,;| = x, the following
relationships hold

05, (var) _ 08:(yai
$yi(Vai) = 5:(Vai)s )(';T = 83' ) =0 (44)

Replacing S(y,) in Eq. (20) with S, (y,) results in a smooth virtual
control:

w (1) = b(Oh() — S, (v, (0))d(1) (45)

However, this approximation will complicate the backstepping
procedure, because its derivative will involve y,(7), and hence éa (?),
resulting in modifications of the adaptive laws and more complex
control architecture. Therefore, we replace S, (y,) with its filtered
version S(t), where

Sf(t) = AfS, () — S, (y.(D))],

where A ’ is a diagonal matrix with the entries as < 0@=1,2,3).
Because [s,;(y,;(#))| < 1 for any y,(?), the following bound can be
written immediately:

S;(0)=0  (46)

sz ()| = ’— fot explaz;(t — D)]as;s,; (v,:(7)) dr
<1-—exp(ast) <1 7

that is, S;(z) is bounded for any y,(z). Introducing the error
ew(t) = W(Z) - Wf([), where

w (1) = b(Oh(1) — S (Hd(1) 48)
and using Eq. (14), we obtain
6., (1) = Aw(®) — ap(1) — b 1) (49)
where the continuous signal 1 ;(7) is computed as
(1) = ~b(O-KE(0) + KCTy. (0] - b(O[-K£(1)
+ KCT3.(0] = $,(0d() + A8, = , (. (0)d0)  (50)

and is available for feedback. Therefore, the guidance law a(¢) can
be designed as

ap(t) = Awp(n) —wp (1) + y,(0) (5D
so that the filter error dynamics reduce to
é w(t) = Aew(t) —Ya (t) (52)

Because

w (1) — w, (1) = e, (1) — SH(1)d(1) + Sy (1)d(1)

the error dynamics in Eq. (26) can be written in the following form:

£.0 = A&, (0 + 3 BB + d()
— S (0)d(1) + (1) — w ()] = A.E,(1)
+ %Ba(l;(t)h(t) +d(1) - S;(Nd(1) + e, (1)) (53)

Here, we can prove only ultimate boundedness of the state estimation
and tracking errors, provided that the parameter errors remain
bounded. The projection operator in Eq. (31) guarantees
boundedness of I;(t), and therefore l;(t) is bounded. To ensure
boundedness of d(7), and hence of the error d(), we have to modify
the adaptive law in Eq. (31). Here, we again choose a projection-
based adaptive law,

d(1) = GProj(d(1). S, (N)y.(0).  d0)=0  (54)

that guarantees the inequalities [30]:
1) | < dia
d" (D[~ a(0)y4(1) + Proj(d(1), Sy (1) y.(10)] < 0

Theorem 2. The guidance law in Eq. (51), along with the adaptive
laws in Egs. (31) and (54), guarantees uniform ultimate boundedness
of all error signals in the systems in Eqgs. (52) and (53).

Proof. Because S,(f) is always bounded due to its definition, we
consider the following Lyapunov function candidate independent of

Va(&,(0), b(0), (1), e, (1) = E] ()P £, (1)

72
1 [b—(’) + f(t)G"d(z)] + le;(t)ew(z) (56)
bl p b

(55)

+

Its derivative along the solutions of the systems in Egs. (26), (52), and
(53) can be computed following the same steps as in the previous
Proof.
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Va(0) = £ (AT Pu + PuAJEu ()
2[00+ d w6
2T, BIBORE) +d() S, 0d() + e, 1)
~2elDhe, () = ~E[ (0.4, ()
2O 1m0 + 10| + 28 0 souom0
£ GNAW] 4 EL(OP,B,IA0 — SO, (0)d)]
251 OIS0L0) — $,040) + 5, 0,0) — $, (1A

—%d@A%m —£,(NQ.E, (1) — T(t)Ae(t)

2L OIS00) = S, 0a(0) + 3, 00(0) = $,(01d(0)
57)

Outside the compact set Q,, we have S(y,) =S,(y,) and
S, (¥.(1)) =0. Therefore, with the notation Eg(t) =S(1)—
S, (¥.(1)), Eq. (46) reduces to

Es(t) = A;Eg(1) (58)

the solution of which can be written as E(f) = exp(At)E(0). The
following bound can be immediately derived:

IEs@lr < exp(as)l|IEs(0)] (59)

where a; = max{a;, i = 1,2, 3}. Therefore, the derivative of the
Lyapunov function candidate in Eq. (56) can be upper-bounded as
follows:

: A
Va(0) = =hin Q)& DN* = llew (D]

2d,,
+=, 7 exp(a)[E I Es )l (60)

where A = min{\A,, A,, A3} and d,, is the bound for the estimate

d (7), guaranteed by the projection operator. Completing the squares
in Eq. (60) results in

. A
V() = —lhmin(Qa) = clllE D17 = 5 llew (D] + e2 exp(2ay1)
(61)

where ¢, is chosen such that A.,(Q,)—c?>0 and
)= (bcl)_zgiﬁ]ax | E5(0) ||%. From the relationship in Eq. (61), it
follows that V,(f) < 0 outside the compact set:

/ )
Q= a = » €y
: {”5 ” )‘min(Qa) - C%

where the bounds b* and d* are guaranteed by the projection

operator. Thus, the error signals &,(¢), b(t) d(t) and e, (t) are
uniformly ultimately bounded. Rearranging the terms in Eq. (61) and
integrating, we obtain

[ {00 = @igson + 5 leuoir} ar

< V,(0) — V,(¢) + /r cyexp(2a,t)dr < 00 (63)
0

0.15] < 5" ||| < 3*}

(62)

Thus, £,(1) € £,(R%) () Lo (R®) and e, (1) € L,(R) ) Lo (R?).

Also, from the boundedness of error signals and reference
commands, it follows that /(z) is bounded. Because the matrix S, (z)
is bounded, it follows that w ;(¢) and W ;(¢) are bounded and therefore
ar(t) is bounded. Then the error dynamics in Egs. (52) and (53)
imply that £,(r) € £ (R®) and ¢, () € £, (R3). Application of
Barbalat’s Lemma ensures that £ ,(f) — O and e, (f) — Oast — oo
[28]. Therefore, there exists a time instant ¢, > 0 such that y,(z,)
enters the set €2, and remains inside thereafter for 1 > ¢, for arbitrary
x selected in Eq. (43).
Inside the compact set $2,, we have

i S il o 2 Dyl
2y, (r)[s<ya>—sx(ya)]d(t):XZ[Z%_3 il b ] o
i=1
(64)

The term in the square bracket in Eq. (64) is positive for |y,; ()| < x
and has a maximum value of ¢; = i(6\/_ —9). Therefore,

2] (DIS(a(D) — S, Ga(N(1) < c4x (65)

where ¢, = 3¢3dpm,,. By definition, ||S, (v, ()| < /3 for any
t > 0, therefore, it follows from Eq. (46)

1
IEs@lF = H—A eV TIALS, (3,(1) dT = S, (v,

<2v3
F
(66)

Therefore, inside the set €2, the derivative of V,(¢) can be further
upper-bounded as follows:

. A
Va(D) = =hnin( Q) IED” + cax + 2518 (D] = e (D

2 A
= ~[An(@0) = ]8O + 5+ cox =G leu O
©7)

where ¢s =2+/3d,,x and ¢ is chosen such that
¢7 = Amin(Q,) — ¢g > 0. The inequality in Eq. (67) implies that
V,(t) < 0 outside the compact set:

2=l = [Fen0tii < la <) o)
7

where ey = (c2/c?) + c4x. Thus, the trajectories of the closed-loop
system in Egs. (31) and (52-54) are uniformly ultimately bounded.
Decreasing the parameter x will decrease the size of the set €2, and
hence the bounds on the components of the output tracking error
e.(t). However, the bounds on the remaining components of & ,(f)
that are in the null space of C,, are not affected directly and are defined
by the ultimate bound of the closed-loop system, which can be
determined following the steps in [19]. O

IV. Robustness to Measurement Noise
A. Measurement Noise Definition

The guidance law derived in the previous section assumes
availability of perfect measurements from the visual sensor.
However, in realistic applications, these measurements are corrupted
by noise. Therefore, instead of the ideal measurements y;(¢), z;(¢),
and b,(t), one should consider

i@ =y() +n,(0),  zj(1) = z(1) + n(1)
b7 (1) = by (1) + ny (1)

(69)

where n, (1) 2 [n,(1) n(t) n,(1)]" represents the vector of the
noise components in the corresponding measurements. In this
section, we analyze the performance of the derived guidance law in
the preceding section in the presence of noisy measurements yj (),
Z; (¢), and bj (¢). In this case, the expressions in Egs. (6) and (7) take
the form
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yi(®) + ny(0)

tan A* () = l
tan 9 (1) = 4(1) +n:(1)
\/ P+ [y (1) + ny(n]? (70)

B+ 0 + n,(OF + 2,(0) + n.(0OF
by(1) + ny(1)
The measurements of the scaled state vector r() are expressed in the
following form:
r*(6) = Lyypaj (0T, (1), (1)) £ Ly fOF (1), 75 (1), b (1)

(71)

where the vector T}, (A*(¢), 9*(¢#)) is defined similar to T'z; in Eq. (8),

with A and ¢ replaced with A* and 9*, respectively. When the noise

level is small, one can expand the expressions in Eq. (71) into a
Taylor series around the ideal measurements y;(f), z;(¢), and b;(7):

r*(t) =r(0) + LggVfi(0). 2,(0), bi(0)n, (1) (72)

where Vf(y;,z;,b;) is the Jacobian of the vector function
f(y;.z;,b;) with respect to arguments y;, z;, and b,. For the
uncorrelated zero-mean Gaussian white noise n;(r) with the
correlation matrix,

E{n/(n] (1)} = K,,8(t— 1)

aj (1) =

where E{-} denotes the mathematical expectation

i, 0 0
K,=|0 7. 0
0 0 i,

with 7, ., and 12, being positive constants; §(-) is the Dirac delta
function; the vector

n,(t) = LgpVfQ(1),z,(0), b (t)n,(?) (73)

also represents a zero-mean Gaussian white-noise process with the
correlation matrix

E{n,(z)n,T(‘[)} = Sn(t)Kn,S;lr(f)S(t - T) (74)
where
S, (t) = Lg/g(OVf (1 (1), (1), by (1)) (75)

Therefore, in the sequel, we will assume that the scaled state vector
r(t) is available with the additive, zero-mean, Gaussian white noise

r() =r@) +n,.(1) (76)
with the correlation matrix
E{n.()n] (1)} =K, (t.0)8(t — 7) (a1
where K,, (t,7) > 0 forall £, and 7 > 0.

B. Error Dynamics Modification

First we note that the observer dynamics in Eq. (21) will be driven
by the noisy measurement

y (1) =r*(t) =y(1) + n,.(1)
instead of y(¢). So the observer dynamics are written as follows:
27(0) = Au2°(0) + B, ye(t) + Ly (1) = 3" (0]
Y1) =Cz* (1)

where L is the observer gain matrix that satisfies the SPR and
Hurwitz requirements. In the guidance law in Eq. (51) and in
Eqgs. (43), (46), (48), and (50), the ideal measurement y(7) will be

(78)

replaced with y*(¢). For clarity, we present the complete guidance
law:

a £ (1) = Awi(r) — (D) + yi(0)
wi(1) = b(h* (1) — S;(1)d(1)
h*(t) = —K2*(1) + KCT3.()
St = Ap(Si(t) = S, (i(1)

(79)

where S, (y;) is defined according to Eqs. (27) and (43), with y,(¢)
being replaced with y? (¢), the latter being defined as follows:
yZ = Caej; =Ce* + Cz* :y* —Im +y* _.9* =e€.
+nr+&+nr=Ca§a+2nr=ya+2nr (80)

The adaptive laws are modified by replacing y,(¢) with y’(r) and
h(t) with h*(z):

b(t) = pProj(b(r). —y:T (VR (1)), 5(0) = by > by

. ) 81)
d(1) = GProj(d(), S(y;)y5(1).

d0)=0
The error dynamics in Egs. (25) and (52) now take the form

£,(D) = AE,(1)
+ %Ba[é(t)h*(r) +d(1) — S;(0d(1) + e, ()] — D, (1)

é,(H) = —Ae, (1) —y;(1)
Yo = C.é,(t) +2n,(2) (82)

where D, = (05,6 LT]".

C. Stability Analysis

Now we show that the error system in Eqgs. (81) and (82) is
ultimately bounded for any bounded n,(¢), for which the solution
exists.

Theorem 3. For any bounded #n,(f), the guidance law in Eq. (79),
along with the adaptive laws in Eq. (81), guarantees the uniform
ultimate boundedness of the error signals & ,(¢), I;(Z) and d().

Proof. Consider the Lyapunov function candidate:

V3(E,(1). (1), d(1). €, (1)) = E] ()P, (1)
1[6%(0)
ok

+ +d (VG 'd(r) + e;(r)ew(z)] (83)

The derivative of V() along the trajectories of the systems in
Eqgs. (81) and (82) can be computed as follows:

V}(t) = Ez(t)(A;Pa + PaAa)Ea(t) - 2§I(t)PaDanr(t)
£ 2ELWP,BIHOR (1) +d() — $;0d() + e, ()]
2 (5(:)

_|___
o

- b(t) +d' (1)G-1d (1) + e;(z)éw(z))

2b(1)

= _gz(t)QaEa(t) + T

%}’)Jr@)[—suz)y;(z) +Gd(n)] - %n T(O[b(r)h* (1)

+d(r) — S(y;)d(1) + €, (1)] — 28] (1)P,D,n,(1)

2O — S + YT S0 - 55 01d()

[y:T(r)h*(r) + %Z(z)]

+

2 el e, () (84)
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Upon substitution of the adaptive laws from Eq. (81) into Eq. (84)
and using the properties of the projection operator from Egs. (33) and
(585), we conclude that

Va0) = ~£17 (00,810 — el (D Ae, () — 5 n (DIBOR* ()
+d() = S()A() + e, (0] = 26T (VP,Dyn (1)
2y T O - SO0 + 2 STOIS02) — 5501
(85)

Taking into account the relationship

3
ya'(d@) =y (0S(y)dy = Z[vii(t)df(t) — [ya(®ldr] = 0
(86)

the inequality in Eq. (85) can be reduced to

Va(0) = ~81 (00,80~ 26T OP,D,n, (1), nT DB ()
() = SO + e, (0] + 2 YL OIS0 — ;01

~2el e, )

The first square bracketed term in Eq. (§7) can be upper-bounded by
the norm of the error signals & ,(¢) and e, (¢) as follows:

I1B()R* (1) + d(1) — S(y*)d(1) + e, ()|
= llew Il + csllE. (D + o (88)

where cg and ¢y are positive constants. Indeed, the inequalities in
Eqgs. (33) and (55) imply boundedness of the signals b(f) and d (1) by
some constants 5* and d*, respectively; the signal d(t) is bounded by
the assumption; and S(y*) is bounded by the definition in Eq. (27).
From the relationship

250 = z(t) — 2(t) = 2, (1) +e(1) — Z(2)
it follows that
7O < IKIFIED] + Nz, O] + IKCT 5.0

From the boundedness of y,(¢) and z,,(t), it follows that there exist
positive constants ¢y and ¢g such that Eq. (88) holds. Therefore,
V;(t) can be further upper-bounded as follows:

V() = i Q&I = hsa (M DI
4
+ 3 IO llles O] + eI, + o]
=20 B, O] + 5 3T IS — S50

(89)

Recall that for yj; ¢ S2,, we have S(y;) = S, (y;) and the inequality
in Eq. (39) holds, whereas for y; € 2,, the inequality in Eq. (66)
holds. Therefore, V;(#) can be further upper-bounded as follows. For
Yo 2y

Vs(0) = i Q&I = hsa (M DI
4
+ 5 IO lles O] + ey I8, + o]

+ 2PuD g lm (D] + 2¢10 explasn)lE. ()] (90)

where ¢y = dya || Es(0) || /b. Completing the squares in Eq. (90)
yields

V30 = ~[Anin(Q0) = & = & |62
2 4c
= [ Anin(A) = S5 | lew @I + = lIn, (0]
b b
2 C%O
+ culln, I +—5"exp(2a;1) oD
12
where the constants ¢y, ¢,, and ¢35 are chosen such that

2
_ 2 2 2
€15 = Amin(Qa) — ¢f; — ¢1, > 0, E)‘min(/\)_cl3>0
and ¢4 denotes the constant

Cia = i (26‘8 + b”PaDa”F)2 + i
tp? ch) h

The inequality in Eq. (91) implies that V5(r) < 0 outside the compact
set:

c - 1% 7 T
=it = [ e —0gpi<ia=a) o
15
where

4c c?

_ 2 9 10
Ci6 = C14C77 + ci7 +—5
b P

with ¢ being the norm bound of n,.(¢). Thus, the signals §,(7), 5(1‘),
d(t), and e,, () are uniformly ultimately bounded. For y;; € 2,, we
have the inequality

VA0 = ~in QI IEDIE > k(A ey ()
+ 2 I, Ollleu O] + esl1&, 0] + <o
F2PDAEO N, Ol + Vs IEOI 93)
which, upon completion of the squares, yields
V3(0) = ~[Anin(@0) = &, = & |62

2 4c
[ hmn) = s [lenl + 52 0

+ culln, O + (94)

2.2
b ey,

The inequality in Eq. (94) implies that V5(1) < 0 outside the compact

set:
c - % 3 Tk
o= ikl =\ [ e =0 b <1l <] o9
15

where

Cig = ¢C (,’2 —|—79C +7(1—(l1)2
18 14 17 d
17 l bZC%z f

Therefore, the signals &,(7), b(7), (i(t), and e, () are uniformly
ultimately bounded. O

D. Gain Matrix Design

The observer gain matrix L can be chosen to minimize the mean
square estimation error:

J, = E{ZT(02(1} (96)

For the linear estimate in Eq. (78) to be optimal, the estimation error
must be orthogonal (in the probabilistic sense) to the measurement
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data at all times (see, for example, [32], p. 233); that is,
E{Z(y (1)} =0 o7

for all T <t Following standard arguments ([32], p. 241), the
estimation error correlation matrix K;(#, t) can be computed as

K;:(t,HC =LK, (t,1) (98)
and therefore the estimator gain matrix can be computed as
L =K;(t,1)CK;'(1,1) (99)

It can be verified that the evolution of the estimation error correlation
matrix is described by the following differential equation (see, for
example, [32], p. 71):

K:()=A,K:(0) + K:(DA], — K;(0CTK,, ()" CK;(1) (100)

If we assume a constant correlation matrix K, for the measurement
noise n,(t), the steady-state estimator gain can be computed using
the standard Ricatti algebraic equation:

O:AWKZ-‘rKEA;—KECTK;rICKZ L:KECK,TVI (101)
In either case, one needs to make sure that the conditions /;; > A; and
lj, > 0 are satisfied. Otherwise, a suboptimal gain matrix can be
chosen.

Remark 3. The nonlinear observation model in Eq. (71) can lead to
a bias plus a Gaussian noise component. We approximate the
nonlinear functions by the first-order Taylor series expansion, such
as in the extended Kalman filter applications (see, for example, [33]).
In this case, in the expression r*(¢f) = r () + n,(¢), the signal

n,(1) = Lgp V(1) 2, (1), by ())n; (1)

is alinear function of zero-mean Gaussian noise 1, (). The neglected
terms in the preceding approximation are of higher order in n,;(¢) and
are small for small values of measurement noise. The zero-mean
Gaussian assumption for 7,(f) is not crucial for the stability of the
system, because Theorem 3 guarantees bounded tracking errors for
any bounded noise process n,(f) whether it has a bias term or not.
However, the error correlation matrix K: and, hence, the filter gain
matrix L, will be affected. The investigation of this effect is not
pursued in the paper.

V. Flight Control Design

A. Guidance Formulation

Because the inertial acceleration does not directly enter into
aircraft dynamics, we need to first determine the corresponding states
associated with the desired acceleration command aj. These states
can be used later as reference inputs to define the control surface
deflections for the follower aircraft to track. The inertial velocity of
the aircraft is readily obtained by integrating the acceleration:

VF(t) = VF(O) + \/Ot aF(T) dr

Therefore, the airspeed

V() =Vl (102)
the flight path angle
%
a1 Fx
=— 103
— o
and the azimuth angle
VFv
x = tan~! (—) (104)
Vy

can be computed from its components. Next, we compute the aircraft

attitude angles. To this end, recall that the inertial forces acting on the
aerial vehicle can be calculated from Newton’s second law:

F =ma, (105)

where m is the aircraft’s mass. The inertial force can be transformed
into the wind-axis force as follows:

FV=Ly,F (106)

where Ly, is the coordinate transformation matrix from the inertial
frame to the wind frame, defined similar to Ly, in Eq. (9) by
replacing the body-axis Euler angles ¢, 6, and ¢ with the wind-axis
Euler angles u, y, and x, where angles y and y are already computed,
and the wind-axis roll angle p still needs to be determined. Using the
wind-axis force components [23], we can write the following
equation:

Tcosacos B —D —mgsiny
—Tcosasinf—C + mgsinpucosy | =FY (107)
—T'sina — L 4+ mgcos (L cosy

where T is the thrust, D is the drag, C is the side force, L is the lift, o is
the angle of attack, B is the sideslip angle, and g is the gravity
acceleration. In these three equations, we have seven unknowns: 7',
D, C, L, «, B, and . One more equation can be obtained from the
condition that all the turns made by the aircraft are perfectly
coordinated [34]; that is, the side force is zero. In this case, we can
assume that the sideslip angle can be neglected. Therefore, the
second equation in Eq. (107) reduces to

mgsinjLcosy = F) (108)
from which p can be computed as follows:

Ay SIN X — ap, COS X

tan u = - s p
Ap, Siny cos X + ag, sinysin x + (ap, — g) cos y

Neglecting § in the remaining two equations in Eq. (107) leads to

Tcosa— D —mgsiny = F¥
. (109)
—Tsina— L + mgcospucosy =FY

where FY and FY are the wind-axis force components that are now
available. Here, we recall that the control surface deflections are
primarily moment generators for the conventional aircraft with no
direct force control. Therefore, the dependence of the lift and drag
forces on these deflections can be neglected: Cp, = Cp(x) and
C,=C,(n,a,q), where Cp,=D/qgS and C,=1L/gS are,
respectively, the drag and lift coefficients; g = %pvg is the dynamic
pressure; pis the air density; S is the aircraft’s reference area; and ¢ is
the pitch rate. The presence of ¢ in the lift coefficient will require
differentiation of the wind axis Euler angles can be done numerically,
as it is done in [35], in which case solving Eqs. (109) will result in a
differential equation for . Here, we make a simplifying assumption
that the lift dependence on the angle of attack and pitch rates is
negligible, so that C; = C; (@) = C; o + C,,o. The drag force can
be expressed using the parabolic drag polar equation C, = Cpy +
kC; or simply Cp, = Cpy + Cpoe. Here, we will use the latter. From
Eqgs. (109), we can easily derive the following equation for o:

— Dsina— Lcosa = (Ff,"—f—mgsiny) sin o
+ (FXV—mgcosucosy) cosa (110)

With 8 = 0, the transformation matrix L,y from the wind to body
axis reduces to

cose 0 —sina
Lpw = 0 1 0 (111)
sina 0 cosa
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Using the relationship Lg,z = Lg/wLy/g, the body-axis Euler
angles can be computed as follows:

Lyp(2,3) .
¢. = tan™! (%), 0. = —sin~'(Lp/e(1,3))

o (Lee(1,2)
y. =tan l(LB/E(L 1))

(112)

where Ly, (i, j) denotes the (i, j)th entry of the matrix Ly,p.
B. Aircraft Model
Consider the dynamic equations of the aircraft written in a

combined wind and body axis [34]:

V() = 1 [-D — mg sin y(t) + T cos B(f) cos a(1)]

m
a(t) = q(t) — p(t) cosa(r) tan B(t) — r(¢) sin a(¢) tan B(¢)
— qu (1) sec B(1)
B(t) = 1, (1) + p(1) sina(t) — r(f) cos a(f)
. (113)
o(1) p(1)
o | =P 9@
V(1) r(1)
p(1) p(1) p(1) L
JIq@) [ =—| q@ | xJ| q(t) |+ | M
F(1) r(r) r(t) N
with

1 sing(r)tan6(r) cos¢(z)tan6(r)
P(H)=1|0 cos (1) —sing(r)
0 sing(r)secO(t) cosp(t)secH(t)

r,(t) = L[—C + mg sin pu(t) cos y(t) — T 'sin B(¢) cos a(1)]

mv(t)
q,(t) = #(l)[L —mgcos p(t) cos y(t) + Tsina(?)]
oo 0 —Jy
J=| 0 J, 0 (114)
—J. 0 J.

where V is the airspeed, p is the roll rate, r is the yaw rate, and J is the
follower’s inertia matrix. The body-axis moments are expressed in
the form

£:£n+£T+A1’ M:MII+MT+AI11

(115)
N=N,+Nr+A,

where L,, M,, and N, are respective nominal aerodynamic
moments that are known and linear in control surface deflections; L,
M, and N are body-axis moments due to engine thrust; and A,
A,,, and A, represent uncertainties in the aerodynamic moments not
accounted for in the nominal moments. They are associated with the
modeling of the aircraft dynamics and the turbulent effect of the
closed coupled formation flight. In general, these are unknown
functions of states §E=[V o« B p g r]" of the system in
Eq. (113) and controlu = [§; §, 8, §,]T,whereéy,$,,8,,and
3, are, respectively, the throttle, elevator, aileron, and rudder
deflections. The aerodynamic forces D, C, and L also are assumed to
have nominal known parts D,, C,, and L, and unknown parts
Ap(&,u), Ac(&,u), and A, (&, u). The control algorithm presented
later will compensate for the uncertainties in the aerodynamic drag
force and aerodynamic moments that are assumed to be bounded and
continuous functions of &, u € D, where D is a compact set of
corresponding possible initial conditions. For these unknown

functions, we will use linear in parameter approximations by neural
networks with RBFs in its hidden layer [36]:

A p(.0) = WR(Ew) + enlt.u)

Ay u) W& u) + €& u)
Jﬁl Am(g’ u) = W;':D(E»") + Gn(&s u) (116)
A, u) W, @& u) +e,5.u)

lenG wll =€, e w)l =€

llen (& Wl < €5, le. (€. w)|| < €

where w; € RY: (i = D, I, m, n) are the vectors of unknown constant
parameters and ® (&, u) is the vector of RBFs. We further assume that
the thrust and nominal aerodynamic moments can be represented as
follows:

T =3pV?SCy, &1
L, =3pV>SbIC/(B, p.r) + C,, 8, + C,, 8]
N =30VSBIC,(B. p.7) + Cy, 80+ C,, 8]
M, =1pv2Se[C, (M, &, q) + C,, 8.]

(117)

where p is the air density. Here, by is the follower’s wing span; ¢ is
the mean-aerodynamic chord; Cr,,, Ci,,» Cis» Cuy s Coy s and Co,
are the corresponding control effectiveness; and C,, C,, and C,, are
the aerodynamic coefficients.

C. Control Surface Deflections Design

In this subsection, we derive the control surface deflection
commands u =[8; &8, 8, &,]7 to track the desired motion.
Because there are four control inputs, we chose V, ¢, 6, and v as the
regulated outputs to track the desired velocity and attitude commands
Ve, ¢, 0., and ¥, in Egs. (102) and (112). For this purpose,
we first derive desired laws for X;, £,, M,, and N, for the
dynamics in Eq. (113) to track the reference commands
[V.(0), §.(1), 6.(2), ¥.(1)]. These can be inverted afterward to obtain
the actual throttle and control surface deflections using the
relationships in Eq. (117).

1. Velocity Control

We start with the first equation in Eq. (113) to design the tracking
control law for the velocity command V() and set

T(1) {mgsiny(t) + D"((1), u(1))

= cos a(t) cos B(1)
+ mW (1) ®(E (1), u()) — mhky (V (1) — V(1)) + m¥ (1)}
(118)

where k; > 0 is the desired time constant (design parameter), and
WD (1) is the estimate of the unknown weight vector W, which is
updated online. Defining the tracking error as e;, = V(f) — V.(¢), the
error dynamics can be written as

&y (1) = —kyey (1) = W () B0, u(0)) — ep(§(D), u()) (119)

where W, (1) = WD (1) — Wp, is the parameter error. The adaptive

law for the estimate W, (7) is designed using the following Lyapunov
function candidate:

Valey (), Wp (1) = el (1) + WhH(D)Gp' W (1) (120)

where G, > 0 is the adaptive gain. It is straightforward to verify that
the derivative of V,(¢) along the trajectory of the system in Eq. (119)
satisfies the inequality

Vaey (D), Wp(0) < —k,e} (1) — ey (Nep(§(r),u(n))  (121)

if we set
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W n(t) = GpProj(Wp (1), ey (1 ®(E(1), u(1)) (122)

where Proj(-,-) is the projection operator and guarantees
boundedness of the estimate WD(Z) and, thus, boundedness of the
parameter error W, (#). Therefore, the inequality in Eq. (121) implies
that the tracking error is uniformly ultimately bounded.

2. Orientation Control

Next we use the block-backstepping technique from [20] to design
the pseudocontrols p.(1), q.(t), and r.(¢) for the Euler angles
dynamic equations to track the reference commands ¢, (¢), 6,(¢), and
¥.(). To this end, we set

p(1) —kglp(1) — p.(D] + ¢.(1)
qc(t) | =H@)| —kg[6(r) — 0.(0] + 1, (1)
re(r) —ky[W (1) = V(D] + V(1)

where ky > 0, ky > 0, and k,, are the desired time constants (design
parameters), and

1 0 —sin 0(r)
H({)=|0 cos¢(r) sing()cosd(r)
0 —sing(z) cos¢(t)cosO(r)

Then defining the tracking errors as
ep() = (1) — (1), e5(1) = 0(1) — 0.(1)
ey() =y(0) = Y. (1)
the corresponding error dynamics result in the system
eg(r) = —kpeq (1),

e 4(1) = —kgey(1), ey () = —kyey (1)

(123)

which are exponentially stable. Therefore, denoting the correspond-
ing errors by

ep(t) = p(t) - pz:(t)’ eq(t) = q(t) - qc(t)
e, (t) =r(t) — r.(1)

and designing the nominal aerodynamic moments as

L,(1) 140) p(®) ey (1)
M, @) | =| q@) | xJ| q(t) | =JP(t)| ep(t)
N, (1) r(t) r(t) ey (1)
W/ (1) ® (& u) ke, (1) + pe(t)
—J| WLO®E u) | +JT| —kse, () + (1) (124)

W, ()®(&.u) —kye, (1) + F (1)

where k, > 0, k, > 0, k, > 0 are the desired time constants (design
parameters) and W,(r), W, (1), and W, (¢) are, respectively, the
estimates of the unknown weight vectors W;, W,,, and W, that are
updated online. The overall error dynamics can be written as follows:

e,(1) —k¢e¢(t) e, (1)
eg(t) | = | —koeg(t) | +P(1)| e, (1)
ey (1) —kye (1) e, (7
e,(t) —k,e,(t) ey(t)
e (t) | = | —kye,(t) | = P(1) eg(t) (125)
é,(1) —k,e, (1) ey (1)

W% (N®ED), u(0) — €,(§(1), u(®)
= | Wu()®EW®), u®) — €, (), u®)
W, (D@ (E(1). u(1) — €, E(D. u(0)

where

WO =W,0)-W, W, ()=W,(0)—W
W, () =W,(1) - W

are the parameter estimation errors.
Consider the following Lyapunov function candidate for the error
dynamics in Eq. (125):

Vs(es (1), e4(2), ey (2), €, (1), e, (1), e,(t), W, (1), W, (1), W,,(2))
= +3e5(1) + 3e5(0) + 3¢5,(1) + 3€5,(0) + 3¢5(1) + 3¢7(1)
+ W/ ()G, 'W,(1) + W, (0G;'W,,(1) + W, (DG, W, (1)
(126)

where G, >0, G,, >0, and G, > 0 are the adaptlve galns If we
define the adaptive laws for the estimates W,(z) W,,, (1),and w (1) as

W (1) = G, Proj(W, (1), e, (N ®(E(r), u(1)))
W, (1) = G, Proj(W,, (1), e, (N E(D). u(1)) (127)
W, (1) = G,Proj(W, (1), e, () ®(E(1). u())

it can be verified that

Vs(t) < —kyed (1) — kged(t) — ky el (1) — k,e2(1)
— e, (€, (E(1), u(t)) — k,eg () — e, (0)e,, (E(1), u (1))
—k,er (1) — e, (e, (E(1), u(2)) (128)

Taking into account the uniform bounds on the function
approximation errors in Eq. (116), the following upper bound can be
written:

Vs(t) = —kyeg (1) = koej(1) — ky ey (1) — le, (D], e, ()] — €]]
— leg(Dlkgleg (D] — €] — e, D[k e, (D] — €] (129)
It follows that V5(¢) < 0 outside the compact region:
={le, (D] = k, '€} le, (D] < k'€ e, (1)
<kle, W, < W7, i=1lm.n} (130)

where the bounds W} are guaranteed by the projection operator used
in the adaptive laws in Eq. (127), implying ultimate boundedness of
all error signals.

The throttle and control surface deflections are easily found by
solving Egs. (118) and (124) for 6, é,, 8., and §,, because the
nominal aerodynamic moments are assumed to have linear
representations in control surface deflections. The derivation of the
control laws is summarized in the following theorem:

Theorem 4. The aircraft thrust and the aerodynamic moments
defined in Eqgs. (118) and (124), along with the adaptive laws in
Eqgs. (122) and (127), guarantee tracking of the reference commands
V.(1), ¢.(1), 6,(1), and ¥ (r) with uniformly ultimately bounded
errors.

If the approximation errors are zero, thatis, €;(x) = 0(i = D, l, m,
n), then it follows from Eqs. (121) and (129) that for all &, Vi) <0
and V(1) < 0. Using Barbalat’s Lemma, one can show asymptotic
tracking of the acceleration command a.

Remark 4. The control laws in Egs. (118) and (124) contain the
derivatives of the reference commands V. (7), ¢.(?), 6.(¢), and ¥.(¢)
that involve unknown disturbances a(f) through the guidance law
in Eq. (§1). To overcome the situation, one can prefilter the reference
commands V,(?), ¢.(¢), 0.(f), and ¥.(¢) by a stable low-pass filter.
For instance, for the V(#) dynamics, one can set

V(1) = =2V, (1) = V. (1)] (131)

where A, > 0 is a constant. In the control law in Eq. (118), one can
use V,,(#) instead of V,.(¢) and replace the derivative V,,(r) with the
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right-hand side of Eq. (131). To remove the steady-state error, one
can define the integral error

Vi) = / "W () — V. (0] dr

and write the extended dynamics:

V(1) =V, (1) = V(1)

. (132)
Vin (t) = _Zé‘ua)\l[vm (l) - Vc(t)] - w\zlvl(t)

where {;, and wy, are the desired damping ratio and frequency (design
parameters). Again, the command V.(#) can be replaced with V,,(¢)
in the control law in Eq. (118), its derivative being calculated
according to the dynamics in Eq. (132).
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Fig. 2 Target’s and follower’s relative position.
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VI. Simulations

The proposed algorithm is simulated for small UAV models
with the following parameters: m = 0.6293 slugs,
J=1[0.1230 0 0; 0 0.1747 0; 0 0 0.2553] slugs - ft?, S=
11.5 ft?, ¢ = 1.2547 ft, and by = 9.1 ft. For the target model, a
UAV is chosen with a wing span (maximal size) of 8 ft. The target
makes turning, climbing, diving, and linearly accelerating
maneuvers with the speed range from 35 to 60 ft/s and acceleration
up to 5 ft/s?. In simulations, an ideal pinhole camera model is used.
The tracking error for feedback is formed according to

() =r(1) =y, (1) + n() (133)

where n(t) is Gaussian white noise with the signal-to-noise ratio
(SNR) 25 representing the effects of the actual visual sensor.
The target starts its motion from the straight level flight with
the airspeed Vy, =[50 0 0] ft/s from the position Ry =
[200 50 30]T, for which the origin of the inertial frame is placed
in the follower’s initial position. The follower is initially in straight
level flight with the same speed and is commanded to maintain the
relative coordinates R, = [32 8 0] ft. The initial conditions for
the reference model and observer are set identical and equal to

2,,(0)=2,(0)=(1/b,)[200 0 50 0 30 0]

where we set I;O = 4 ft. The excitation signal is added to the R,
coordinate, with the amplitude defined according to Eq. (39), where
T =2n/w is the period of the excitation signal a sin(wr), k; > 0
(i =1, 2, 3) are design constants set to T =3 s, k; = 0.4, k, = 50,
and k; is set to zero. Such selection of k3 is justified by the presence of
noise. The matrix A for the filter in Eq. (14) is chosen as
A = diag(2, 2, 2). The reference model is chosen with the matrices
A, =A—BK, where K =diag(K,,K,,K;), with K=
[1.75 0.5] (i=1, 2, 3), and B,, = BKC" = diag(88,,1, By,
B,;), where B,,; =[1.75 3.45]T (i=1, 2, 3). So the reference
model has the poles at —1.3625 &+ 1.2624; and its transfer matrix

s+ 2

Gs)=175—— "=
(s) S +2755 435 >3

is SPR. The observer is designed with the gain matrix

Follower’s guidance velocity vs target’s inertial velocity, ft/s
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a) Accelaration command from the guidance law vs target’s
inertial accelerations
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Fig. 3 Inertial velocities and accelerations.
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Euler angles, deg
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Fig. 4 UAY responses to the guidance command.

Control surface deflections in deg

1 T T T T T

— E|cvator

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140

— Aileron

L L
20 40 60 80 100 120 140

w— Rudder

5 1 1 1 1 1
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140

a) Control surface deflections

Velocity in ft/s
70 T T T T

30 1 1 1 1 1 1
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140

Angle of attack o in deg
2 T T T T T T

Sideslip angle B in deg

-0.1 L L L L 1 L
0

20 40 60 80 100 120 140
t

b) Airspeed, angle of attack and sideslip

Fig. 5 Flight control performance.

which makes A — LC Hurwitz and satisfies the SPR condition. The
approximation of the signum function is done according to the
relationships in Eq. (43) with y =0.5. The guidance law is
implemented according to Eqgs. (79) and (81). To maintain the
realistic control bounds during the transient, the following
saturations are imposed on the control surface deflections: 30 deg
for the elevator, 30 deg for the aileron, and 20 deg for the rudder.
However, with the target maneuvers considered in this simulation
scenario, the control efforts do not exceed these bounds.

The output tracking is displayed in Fig. 2. Figure 3a shows that the
guidance law closely follows the target’s acceleration profile. The
corresponding inertial velocities are displayed in Fig. 3b. The UAV

Euler angles and angular rate responses to the commands are
presented in Figs. 4a and 4b. The resulting deflection commands are
displayed in Fig. 5a. The angles of attack and sideslip are within
acceptable range, although they are not controlled directly (Fig. 5b).

VII. Conclusions

An adaptive control framework that rejects bounded but otherwise
unknown disturbances is proposed to solve the tracking problem of a
maneuvering target using only visual measurement from a
monocular camera fixed on the aerial vehicle. Although no direct
measurement of the relative range is available, it is shown that the
coordinates of the image centroid and the image maximum size
obtained through an image-processing algorithm enable the follower
to maintain the desired relative position with respect to the target,
provided that the reference command has an additive intelligent
excitation signal. It is shown that the latter is not required for the
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target interception problem. The derived acceleration law is
implemented using block backstepping. The proposed algorithm is
simulated for small UAVs.
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