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Abstract— This paper presents a novel dynamic coverage
control algorithm allowing a group of robots to track an
optimal-deployment configuration for arbitrary time-varying
density functions. Building on singular perturbation theory, the
proposed design employs a two-time scale separation approach,
with a fast time scale corresponding to communication and a
slow time scale corresponding to agent motion. The resulting
algorithm is distributed over the 2-hop Delaunay graph and,
for small enough values of the perturbation parameter, achieves
the same performance as its centralized counterpart. We also
introduce three discrete-time versions that rely only on 1-hop
communication at the cost of having to use delayed information
and formally establish their asymptotic convergence properties.
Our technical approach combines computational geometry,
singular perturbation theory, generating functions, and linear
iterations with delayed updates. Various simulations illustrate
the performance of the proposed algorithms.

I. INTRODUCTION

Coverage control [1], [2] is a coordination task where
a multi-agent system is optimally deployed over a spatial
domain to provide for a service. A well-established approach
to achieving this task employs the so-called Lloyd’s algo-
rithm, which drives the agents to specific spatial locations
according to a static density function. This density function
is used to model e.g., the most probable locations of targets,
general external-service demands, or human-generated com-
mands. As practical applications involve revising priorities
when new information is revealed, a solution to a dynamic
version of this problem becomes relevant. However, finding a
distributed algorithm to dynamic coverage control becomes
challenging, as the natural extension of Lloyd’s algorithm
requires all-to-all communication among the agents. In this
note, we propose a solution to circumvent this problem via
singular perturbation theory.

Background. Coverage control problems have received
wide attention in the literature. The work [1] formulates it as
a locational optimization problem [3], [4] where the objective
function is minimized via a gradient descent algorithm that
leads to the Lloyd’s algorithm. The algorithm is naturally
decentralized over the so-called Delaunay graph, which is
the dual of the Voronoi partition associated with the robots’
positions. By means of it, each agent sequentially updates
its region, then its position to approach its centroid. The
algorithm is robust to errors, works under asynchronous
interactions, and adapts to agent arrivals and departures. The
Lloyd’s algorithm converges to the set of Centroidal Voronoi
Configurations (CVT) for static densities, which correspond
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to critical points of the objective function.
The dynamic coverage problem was initially studied in [5]

by assuming a constraint on the time-varying density (TVD)
function; namely, that the cost covered by an agent in a CVT
configuration remains constant when the density evolves in
time. Furthermore, [6] provided simulations of a dynamic
coverage control law that tracked Voronoi partition centroids
over time. The work [7] proposed a more general and less
density restrictive approach, where time-varying coverage is
achieved by following a CVT over time. This work showed
that all-to-all communication is needed to achieve perfect
tracking performance, but nonetheless proposed a power
series approximation that generates a trade-off between
tracking and decentralization. Considering more terms of
the power series results in a better approximation of the
centralized control law, at the expense of communication
with agents that are farther-hops away. Subsequent work
extended TVD methods to evolving environments [8], [9].

In our technical approach, we rely on singular perturba-
tion theory [10], [11]. These methods have been used in
other multi-agent control problems, such as dynamic average
consensus [12], distributed optimization [13], and networked
dynamical systems [14], but have not been employed in the
context of coverage control. We are also inspired by the
analysis of discrete-time stochastic gradient iterations with
delayed updates presented in [15], in particular the use of
generating functions and formal power series [16], [17].

Statement of Contributions. Our main contribution is the
design of a new motion coordination algorithm to solve
dynamic coverage control problems. Notably, the perfor-
mance of the proposed algorithmic solution is close to its
centralized counterpart to an arbitrary degree of accuracy
while maintaining decentralization. To this end, we rely
on singular perturbation theory and employ a two time-
scale separation approach: in this way, a slow time-scale
dynamics realizes the agents’ motion, while the fast time-
scale dynamics is used to update the agents’ controls via
a distributed gradient algorithm that solves a least-squares
problem. The resulting distributed coordination algorithm
relies on communication with 2-hop neighbors in the De-
launay graph and can be implemented in either continuous-
or discrete-time. To further keep interactions limited among
agents, we propose discrete-time versions that rely only on 1-
hop communication at the cost of having to use information
delayed by one timestep, resulting in the all-neighbors-
(delayed information from both 1-hop and 2-hop neighbors),
2 \1-neighbors- (delayed information from 2-hop neighbors
that are not 1-hop neighbors), and 2-neighbors-delayed (de-
layed information from all 2-hop neighbors) variants. We
formally establish their asymptotic convergence guarantees
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and evaluate their performance in simulation. The obtained
results confirm that all algorithms converge, and that those
that employ fresher information result in faster convergence.
We also run comparisons with respect to previous baselines
and implement it on a group of differential-drive robots in
the Robotarium testbed.

II. PRELIMINARIES

This section introduces basic notation and provides a quick
review of singular perturbation theory.

Voronoi Partitions and Delaunay Graph. We denote by Rd

the d-dimensional real vector space and its Euclidean 2-norm
by ∥·∥. Consider a multi-agent system composed of n agents
(or sensors) with positions pi ∈ Rd, for i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, in
a convex set Q ⊂ Rd. For convenience, we denote by p =
(p1, . . . , pn) ∈ Rnd the vector comprising the positions of
all the agents. Given p ∈ Rnd, the standard Voronoi partition
of Q is given by V(p) = (V1(p), . . . , Vn(p)) such that, for
each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}:

Vi(p) = {q ∈ Q : ∥q − pi∥ ≤ ∥q − pj∥, ∀j ̸= i}. (1)

Each Voronoi region or cell contains pi ∈ Vi(p), i ∈
{1, . . . , n}, and as a partition, it holds that ∪n

i=1Vi(p) = Q.
Observe that Vi ∩ Vj ̸= ∅ only at their boundaries and,
if this is the case, we say that agents i, j are Voronoi (or
Delaunay) neighbors. The set of neighbors of an agent i in
the Delaunay graph is denoted by Ni, and does not include
i. In the particular case that Q is a polyhedron, the Voronoi
cells are polyhedra and can be computed easily. We refer the
reader to [3], [18] for further treatment of Voronoi diagrams.

Singular Perturbation Theory. We provide here a brief
description of singular perturbation theory following [10],
[11]. Consider a dynamical system of the form

ṗ = f(p, u, t), (2a)
ϵu̇ = g(p, u, t), (2b)

with p(t0) = p0 and where 0 < ϵ ≪ 1 is a small parameter.
This system is singularly perturbed because the parameter ϵ
multiplies the derivative of u in the dynamics. As a result, the
solution in the limit ϵ = 0 may approximate those of (2) for
small ϵ only under some conditions. More precisely, taking
ϵ = 0 in (2), we obtain the reduced model:

ṗ = f(p, u, t), (3a)
0 = g(p, u, t). (3b)

Under the implicit function theorem, it is possible to solve
for u in the last algebraic equation, and obtain an expression
of a root as u = h(p, t). Plugging it in (3a) yields p̄(t) as
the solution to

˙̄p = f(p̄, h(p̄, t), t), (4)

with p̄(0) = p0. This equation is called the quasi steady-state
model or slow model. Complementary to this, define a fast
time scale (t− t0)/ϵ = η, and rewrite (2) as

dp

dη
= ϵf(p, u, t0 + ϵη),

du

dη
= g(p, u, t0 + ϵη).

As ϵ → 0+ above, meaning that t = t0 + ϵη ≈ t0 and
p = p(t0 + ϵη, ϵ) ≈ p0 (i.e., the variables t and p become
slowly varying as ϵ ≈ 0), we obtain the so-called boundary
layer dynamics given by:

dp

dη
= 0, (5a)

du

dη
= g(p, u, t0). (5b)

Further, by taking u = y+h(p, t), and using that
∂h

∂p

dp

dη
= 0,

the boundary layer dynamics becomes:

dy

dη
= g(p, y + h(p, t0), t0). (6)

In this way, as ϵ → 0+ the dynamics of p̄(t) and y(t/ϵ),
the slow model and the boundary layer model, become
decoupled.

A powerful tool to study (2) via boundary layer and slow
model dynamics is the non-smooth Tikhonov’s Theorem,
which we recall next.

Theorem 2.1 (Tikhonov’s theorem [19]): Assume that
u = h(p, t) is an isolated root of the equation (3b), and that
the functions f , g, and h are Lipschitz, and g is bounded.
Assume that the origin is a uniformly, asymptotically stable
equilibrium of the dynamics (4), and that the boundary
layer dynamics (6) is globally attractive for any fixed slow
variable; see [19, Prop. 1]. Then, there is ϵ∗ > 0, and
compact sets Ωp and Ωu such that, for all t0 ≥ 0, p0 ∈ Ωp,
y0 = u0−h(p0, t0, ) ∈ Ωu, and 0 < ϵ < ϵ∗, there is a unique
solution of the dynamic system (2), p(t, ϵ) (resp. u(t, ϵ))
on [0,∞), which is uniformly approximated by the solution
of the reduced model (4), p̄(t), with initial condition
p0, as ∥p(t, ϵ) − p̄(t)∥ = O(ϵ) (resp. by the solution
ŷ(t/ϵ) to (6) with initial condition y0 = h(p0, t0, ) + u0,
as ∥u(t, ϵ) − h(p̄(t), t) − ŷ(t/ϵ)∥ = O(ϵ)), as ϵ → 0+.
Moreover, there is a tb > t0 and ϵ̄∗ ≤ ϵ∗ such that
∥u(t, ϵ) − h(p̄(t), t)∥ = O(ϵ) uniformly on [tb,∞) for
ϵ < ϵ̄∗.

This result plays a key role in our ensuing technical
analysis of the convergence properties of decentralized time-
varying coverage control.

III. PROBLEM STATEMENT

In this section, we define the dynamic coverage control
problem that we aim to solve. Consider a time-varying
density function ϕ : Q×R≥0 → R>0, defined over a convex
polygonal region Q ⊂ Rd, for each t ∈ R≥0. This density
function models the importance of each point in space at
each time instant. Define the coverage control metric

H(p, t) =

∫
Q

min
i=1,...,n

∥q − pi∥2ϕ(q, t)dq. (7)

At any given time t, we say that Q is optimally covered
by the agents located at p(t) ∈ Rnd if p(t) is a minimizer
of (7). It can be shown that local minima consist of centroidal



Voronoi configurations defined as follows. Let the partition of
Q be the Voronoi (1) tessellation V(p) = (V1(p), . . . , Vn(p)).
With this choice of partition, we simplify the cost as

H(p, t) =

n∑
i=1

∫
Vi(p)

∥q − pi∥2ϕ(q, t)dq. (8)

Following [1], the partial derivatives of H wrt pi are

∂H

∂pi
=

∫
Vi(p)

−2(q − pi)
⊤ϕ(q, t)dq. (9)

This expression can be further simplified as follows. Define
the mass and centroid of Voronoi region Vi(p) as

mi =

∫
Vi(p)

ϕ(q, t)dq, ci =
1

mi

∫
Vi(p)

qϕ(q, t)dq. (10)

Then, it holds that
∂H

∂pi
= −2mi(pi − ci)

⊤, (11)

which leads to the characterization of critical points

pi(t) = ci(p, t), i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, ∀ t ≥ 0. (12)

The locations p(t) and Voronoi partition for which these
conditions hold result into Centroidal Voronoi Tessellations
(CVT). In [1], [5], the stability and convergence to CVT
for static densities (i.e., ϕ(q, t) = ϕ(q)) were studied via
asynchronous implementations of the celebrated Lloyd’s
algorithm,

ṗi(t) = −κ(pi(t)− ci(p)), i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, (13)

where κ > 0 is a proportional gain. Note that the dy-
namics (13) is distributed in the sense of the Delaunay
graph [2]. However, for dynamic densities, (13) does not
generally guarantee convergence to CVT because it does
not account for the effect of the time-dependency of the
evolution of centroid locations. Our aim in this paper is
to synthesize a novel distributed algorithm that guarantees
∥pi(t)− ci(p, t)∥ → 0 as t → ∞, for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

IV. TIME-VARYING COVERAGE CONTROL VIA SINGULAR
PERTURBATIONS

In this section, we propose a novel coordination algorithm
to solve the time-varying coverage control problem using
ideas from singular perturbation theory. Consider the dynam-
ics (

I − ∂c

∂p

)
ṗ = −κ(p− c) +

∂c

∂t
, (14)

where c = (c1, . . . , cn) ∈ Rnd denotes the collection
of centroids and I is the nd × nd identity matrix. Note
that, under (14), one can easily show that ∥p(t) − c(p, t)∥
decreases exponentially fast (with rate κ) to 0. However,
implementing (14) requires computing the inverse of the
matrix

(
I − ∂c

∂p

)
∈ Rnd×nd, which is non-sparse, and this

results in a a centralized dynamic coverage control algorithm,
which we denote TVD-C. We note that the matrix is in
general invertible when agents are close to their centroids,
but it can be ill-conditioned.

One way to get around the centralized computation prob-
lem is to resort to a Neumann series approximation (I −
A)−1 = I+A+A2+. . . of the inverse

(
I− ∂c

∂p

)−1
, and multi-

ply both sides of (14) with it to obtain an approximation. This
approach, proposed in [7], results in the class of algorithms
denoted by TVD-Dk, where k + 1 is the number of terms
in the series expansion. The accuracy of the approximation
increases with k, but so does the communication overhead of
executing the resulting coordination algorithm, as individual
agents require information from their k-hop neighbors.

Here, we propose an exact reformulation of (14) based on
singular perturbation theory that is amenable to distributed
computation. Consider the control u that results from solving
a least-squares problem optimizing the difference between
the left and right-hand sides of (14). Formally, choose u
minimizing

F (u) =
1

2

∥∥∥∥(I − ∂c

∂p

)
u−

(
−κ(p− c) +

∂c

∂t

)∥∥∥∥2 . (15)

We design a dynamics that finds this u from any arbitrary
initial condition by following a gradient descent scheme.
Note that

∇F (u) =
(
I − ∂c

∂p

)⊤((
I − ∂c

∂p

)
u−

(
− κ(p− c) +

∂c

∂t

))
.

The component of the gradient that corresponds to agent i
can be computed with information provided by 2-hop neigh-
bors in the Delaunay graph, and hence the resulting dynamics
can be implemented in a distributed fashion. Our basic idea
is then to have this dynamics, which only involves peer-to-
peer communication run at a much faster time timescale than
the physical evolution of the agents. Formally, we write

ṗ = u, (16a)
ϵu̇ = −∇F (u). (16b)

We refer to this algorithm as TVD-SPϵ, where SPϵ comes
from the singularly perturbed dynamics with parameter 0 <
ϵ ≪ 1. The following result characterizes the algorithm
convergence properties.

Theorem 4.1: Assume I− ∂c
∂p (p, t) ∈ Rnd×nd is invertible

and its inverse is locally Lipschitz for all t. Then, a unique
solution p̄(t) of TVD-C exists and asymptotically converges
to c(t) exponentially fast. In addition, there exists ϵ∗ > 0
such that, for all ϵ < ϵ∗, the unique solution p(t, ϵ) to TVD-
SPϵ approaches p̄(t) uniformly in time, i.e., ∥p(t, ϵ)−p̄(t)∥ =
O(ϵ), uniformly in t ≥ 0, as ϵ → 0+.

Proof: We rewrite (16) as

ṗ = u,

u̇ = −1

ϵ

(
I − ∂c

∂p

)⊤((
I − ∂c

∂p

)
u−

(
− κ(p− c) +

∂c

∂t

))
.

From the assumptions, this dynamics is locally Lipschitz,
and hence unique solutions of TVD-SPϵ, with ϵ > 0, exist
from every initial condition.

Since the matrix M =
(
I − ∂c

∂p

)
is invertible, ∇F (u) = 0

has a unique solution, which can be expressed as u =
h(p, t) ≜ −M−1(k(p − c) + ∂c

∂t ). Then, it immediately
follows that the slow model, cf. (4), of TVD-SPϵ corresponds



to the TVD-C dynamics (14). As M is invertible, there is
a well defined solution p̄(t) to this dynamics from every
initial condition. Define e(t) = p̄(t) − c(t), then (14) is
equivalent to ė = −ke, which has a globally exponentially
stable equilibrium point. Thus, limt→∞ ∥p̄(t) − c(t)∥ = 0
exponentially fast. On the other hand, the boundary layer
system of TVD-SPϵ is

dp

dη
= 0,

du

dη
= −

(
I − ∂c

∂p

)⊤((
I − ∂c

∂p

)
u−

(
− κ(p− c) +

∂c

∂t

))
= −∇F (u),

with dη = dt/ϵ. For any fixed slow variable p0, this
dynamics has the unique solution of ∇F (u) = 0 as a glob-
ally exponentially stable equilibrium. Finally, note that the
functions h, as well as f(p, u, t) = u and g = −∇F (u), are
locally Lipschitz, as the centroids of a Voronoi partition are
locally Lipschitz, cf. [20]. Thus, these functions are globally
Lipschitz and bounded over compact domains. Collecting all
the above arguments, we can apply Theorem 2.1 to conclude
the statement.

The advantage of the proposed method TVD-SPϵ is that it
is 2-hop distributed for any ϵ, whereas TVD-C requires cen-
tralized information and TVD-Dk requires k-hop neighbor
information. The parameter ϵ has the intuitive interpretation
of the timescale of communication, so more accurately ap-
proximating the flow TVD-C requires larger communication
overhead.

Example 4.2: We compare here the performance of
Lloyd’s algorithm (cf. eq. (13)), the centralized algorithm
TVD-C (cf. eq. (14)), the power series approximation TVD-
Dk (cf. [7]), and the singular perturbation algorithm TVD-
SPϵ (cf. eq. (16)). We consider1 10 agents performing dy-
namic coverage control in Q = [−10, 10]2 for the following
time-varying densities

ϕ1(q, t) = e
−
(
(qx−2 sin( t

5 ))
2
+(qy)

2
)
,

ϕ2(q, t) = e
−
(
(qx−sin( t

5 ))
2
+(qy+sin( 2t

5 ))
2
)
,

ϕ3(q, t) = e
−
(
(qx−2 cos( t

5 ))
2
+(qy−2 sin( t

5 ))
2
)
,

representing different moving targets. As a measure of
performance, we use the integral

∫ T

0
H(p(t), t)dt of the

coverage cost (8) over the duration of the simulation. We
set κ = 1, T = 31.5s, and dt = 0.1s.

We simulate the Neumann series approximation algorithm
TVD-Dk for k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 3} and the proposed singular
perturbation algorithm TVD-SPϵ with ϵ ∈ {0.1, 0.05, 0.01}.
Table I presents the results. One can see that as ϵ gets smaller
(i.e., more rounds of communication take place to decide
the control action for agent motion), the performance of
TVD-SPϵ improves. TVD-Dk and TVD-SPϵ both perform
better than Lloyd’s algorithm, and both TVD-SP0.01 and
TVD-D3 (requiring 3-hop neighbor information) achieve

1Simulations are implemented on python.

TABLE I
COMPARISON OF TOTAL COSTS FOR 10 AGENTS.

Algorithm ϕ1 ϕ2 ϕ3

Lloyd 52.11 50.57 62.82
TVD-D0 49.10 48.55 55.41
TVD-D1 44.39 44.23 47.90
TVD-D2 42.68 42.70 44.75
TVD-D3 41.95 41.97 43.23

TVD-SP0.1 46.26 46.26 53.29
TVD-SP0.05 42.49 43.07 42.93
TVD-SP0.01 41.40 41.45 41.48

TVD-C 41.84 42.47 41.46

costs comparable to the cost of TVD-C, with TVD-SP0.01

performing slightly better. •
V. 1-HOP DISTRIBUTED DISCRETE-TIME

IMPLEMENTATIONS WITH DELAYED INFORMATION

In this section, we study discretizations of the dynamics
TVD-SPϵ that require communication only with 1-hop neigh-
bors at the cost of using partially delayed information.

A. 2-Hop Distributed Discretization of TVD-SPϵ

For convenience, we use the notation uk = u(kt), for a
discretization step δt. A simple forward Euler integration in
p gives

pk+1 = pk + ukδt, (17a)

for each k ≥ 0. The control uk is given by a discretization
of the boundary layer dynamics du/dη = −∇F (u) of (16),
where p ≡ pk is held constant. Since η is a much faster time
scale than t, for each update of t, we need to implement
N ≈ 1/ϵ updates in η. We assume that ϵ is chosen so that
N is an integer value, and index the fast updates in u as uℓ =
u(ℓη). In this way, uNk ≡ uk, for each k. The undelayed,
discretized gradient-descent dynamics of the boundary layer
equation is simply

uℓ+1 = uℓ − δη∇F (uℓ), ℓ ≥ 0. (17b)

We next investigate the information exchange among agents
required to execute this algorithm.

For convenience, we write ∇F (u) as

∇F (u) = Au+ b, (18a)

where

A =
(
I − ∂c

∂p

)⊤(
I − ∂c

∂p

)
∈ Rnd×nd, (18b)

b = −
(
I − ∂c

∂p

)⊤(
− κ(p− c) +

∂c

∂t

)
∈ Rnd. (18c)

The following result provides an explicit description of the
entries of A and b.

Lemma 5.1: The block entries of A and b in (18) are, for
i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n},

Aii =
(
I − ∂ci

∂pi

)⊤(
I − ∂ci

∂pi

)
+

∑
j∈Ni

∂cj
∂pi

⊤∂cj
∂pi

∈ Rd×d,

Aij = −
((

I − ∂ci
∂pi

)⊤ ∂ci
∂pj

+
∂cj
∂pi

⊤(
I − ∂cj

∂pj

))
1Ni

(j)



+
∑

k∈Ni∩Nj

∂ck
∂pi

⊤ ∂ck
∂pj

1N2
i
(j) ∈ Rd×d,

bi = −
(
I − ∂ci

∂pi

)⊤(
− κ(pi − ci) +

∂ci
∂t

)
+

∑
j∈Ni

∂cj
∂pi

⊤(
− κ(pj − cj) +

∂cj
∂t

)
∈ Rd,

where 1S(·) denotes the indicator function for the set S.
Proof: The component corresponding to agent i is

∇iF (u) =
((

I − ∂ci
∂pi

)⊤(
I − ∂ci

∂pi

)
+

∑
j∈Ni

∂cj
∂pi

⊤∂cj
∂pi

)
ui

−
∑
j∈Ni

((
I − ∂ci

∂pi

)⊤ ∂ci
∂pj

+
∂cj
∂pi

⊤(
I − ∂cj

∂pj

))
uj

+
∑
j∈Ni

( ∑
k∈Nj

∂cj
∂pi

⊤ ∂cj
∂pk

uk

)
+ bi.

By interchanging the indices j and k in the last term, and
describing all agents such that k ∈ Ni and j ∈ Nk as j ∈
N2

i and k ∈ Ni ∩ Nj instead (here, N2
i denotes the 2-hop

Delaunay neighbors of i), the equation can be rewritten as

∇iF (u) =
((

I − ∂ci
∂pi

)⊤(
I − ∂ci

∂pi

)
+

∑
j∈Ni

∂cj
∂pi

⊤ ∂cj
∂pi

)
ui

−
∑
j∈Ni

((
I − ∂ci

∂pi

)⊤ ∂ci
∂pj

+
∂cj
∂pi

⊤(
I − ∂cj

∂pj

))
uj

+
∑
j∈N2

i

( ∑
k∈Ni∩Nj

∂ck
∂pi

⊤ ∂ck
∂pj

)
uj + bi.

The expression for Aii and Aij then readily follows. Finally,
the expression for bi follows from its definition in (18).

The result in Lemma 5.1 is useful to understand the intri-
cacies of the information exchange required to implement the
discretization of TVD-SPϵ. With the notation of this result,
we rewrite (17b) as

uℓ+1 = uℓ − δη(Auℓ + b), ℓ ≥ 1. (19)

First, note that the matrix A is symmetric. Second, the
computation of the blocks of the matrix A requires 2-hop
position neighbor information. Since during the N steps of
the discretized boundary layer dynamics (17b) that corre-
spond to the 1 step of the slow dynamics (17a), the agents’
position is held constant, the transmission of agent position
information only needs to occur once.

Theorem 5.2: Assume ∇F (u∗) = 0 has a unique solu-
tion u∗ and A ≻ 0. Then, for δη ∈ (0, 1/(2λmax(A))), the
dynamics (19) satisfy uℓ → u∗ as ℓ → ∞.

Note that, since the update (19) requires 2-hop control
neighbor information at every step, each agent cannot ex-
ecute it if only communication with 1-hop neighbors is
possible at every step. Instead, to address this, agents could
explore the use delayed information about its 2-hop neigh-
bors: essentially, this corresponds to the information that its
1-hop neighbor received the previous step, which is relayed
at the current step. This is what we discuss in the following.

B. 1-Hop Distributed Implementation with Delayed Updates

The discussion above justifies why in the following we
investigate partially-delayed gradients versions of (17b). Set
initially ui,0 = ui,1 = 0, for all i. Assume that, at each
round ℓ ≥ 2, agent i transmits information about its current
ui,ℓ as well as relays the values uj,ℓ−1 received from its 1-
hop neighbors at the previous round ℓ− 1. Then, each agent
receives information from its 2-hop neighbors with 1 time-
step delay. With this information exchange, one can write
the all-neighbors-delayed update as,

uℓ+1 = uℓ − δη(Auℓ−1 + b), ℓ ≥ 1. (20)

In this case, all agents keep in memory their previous values
ui,ℓ−1 and update the gradient with a delay of 1 time step
across all agents (even though they have more up to date
information about their 1-hop neighbors and themselves).
The next result characterizes the convergence properties
of (20).

Theorem 5.3: Assume ∇F (u∗) = 0 has a unique solu-
tion u∗ and A ≻ 0. Then, for δη ∈ (0, 1/(4λmax(A))), the
dynamics (20) satisfy uℓ → u∗ as ℓ → ∞.

Proof: The result follows by rewriting (20) as[
uℓ+1

uℓ

]
=

[
I −δηA
I 0

] [
uℓ

uℓ−1

]
+

[
−δηb
0

]
and noting that the eigenvalues of the system matrix are of
the form 1±

√
1−4δηµ
2 , with µ an eigenvalue of A.

According to [21, Lemma 1], if the locational cost is
locally strongly convex at the CVT, then there exists a
constant such that, if the distance between the agents and
their CVT is below it, then eig( ∂c∂p ) < 1 (recall from

the proof of Theorem 4.1 that, if
(
I − ∂c

∂p

)
is invertible,

then ∇F (u) = 0 has a unique solution). In our numerical
simulations, eigenvalues of A are in the range (0, 1] when
agents are near their time-varying centroids.

The update (20) uses only delayed information to evaluate
the term Au in ∇F (u). However, this can be refined to
employ the up-to-date information that each agent actually
has about itself and its 1-hop neighbors. To formalize these,
we next describe equivalent forms of writing ∇F (u).

Lemma 5.4: Define the matrices2 Af and Ad block-wise
as follows: for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, let

Af
ii = Aii,

Af
ij = −

((
I − ∂ci

∂pi

)⊤∂ci
∂pj

+
∂cj
∂pi

⊤(
I − ∂cj

∂pj

))
, if j ∈ Ni \N2

i ,

Af
ij = −

((
I − ∂ci

∂pi

)⊤∂ci
∂pj

+
∂cj
∂pi

⊤(
I − ∂cj

∂pj

))
+

∑
k∈Ni∩Nj

∂ck
∂pi

⊤∂ck
∂pj

, if j ∈ Ni ∩N2
i ,

Af
ij = 0, otherwise,

Ad
ij =

∑
k∈Ni∩Nj

∂ck
∂pi

⊤∂ck
∂pj

, if j ∈ N2
i \Ni,

Ad
ij = 0, otherwise.

2The superindex f stands for ‘fresh’ and d stands for ‘delayed’.



Then, ∇F (u) can be expressed as ∇F (u) = Afu+Adu+b.
Also, define the matrices Af and Ad block-wise as follows:

for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}, let

Af
ii = Aii,

Af
ij = −

((
I − ∂ci

∂pi

)⊤∂ci
∂pj

+
∂cj
∂pi

⊤(
I − ∂cj

∂pj

))
, if j ∈ Ni,

Af
ij = 0, otherwise,

Ad
ij =

∑
k∈Ni∩Nj

∂ck
∂pi

⊤∂ck
∂pj

, if j ∈ N2
i ,

Ad
ij = 0, otherwise.

Then, ∇F (u) can be expressed as ∇F (u) = Afu+Adu+b.

Note that the matrices Af , Ad, Af , and Ad are all
symmetric. Motivated by the decompositions in Lemma 5.4,
we consider the generic update

uℓ+1 = uℓ − δη(A
f
uℓ +A

d
uℓ−1 + b), ℓ ≥ 2, (21)

with u0 = u1 = 0. Note that u∗ is still a fixed point of (21)
as long as A

f
+A

d
= A.

According to the first decomposition of the gradient ∇F

in Lemma 5.4, we choose A
f
= Af and A

d
= Ad in (21)

to obtain the 2 \1-neighbors-delayed update

uℓ+1 = uℓ − δη(Afuℓ +Aduℓ−1 + b), ℓ ≥ 2, (22)

with u0 = u1 = 0. According to this update, delayed infor-
mation is only used for those 2-hop neighbors that are not
1-hop neighbors too. According to the second decomposition
of the gradient ∇F in Lemma 5.4, we choose A

f
= Af and

A
d
= Ad in (21) to obtain the 2-neighbors-delayed update

uℓ+1 = uℓ − δη(Afuℓ + Aduℓ−1 + b), ℓ ≥ 2, (23)

with u0 = u1 = 0. This update does not distinguish among
2-hop neighbors that are/are not also 1-hop neighbors, and
delays all the information of the 2-hop neighbors. Observe
that both dynamics use more up-to-date neighbor information
than (20), with dynamics (22) being the one that takes
full advantage of it. The following result characterizes the
convergence properties of updates of the form (21) (and
hence, of (22) and (23)) employing the theory of generating
functions, cf. [16], [17].

Theorem 5.5: Assume (A
f
+A

d
)u+ b = 0 has a unique

solution u∗, A
f,⊤

= A
f ≻ 0, and A

d,⊤
= A

d
. Then, if

λmin(A
f
) > max{λmax(A

d
), |λmin(A

d
)|}, there is a suffi-

ciently small δη such that the dynamics (21) satisfy uℓ → u∗,
as ℓ → ∞.

Proof: The proof proceeds by showing that eℓ = uℓ −
u∗ → 0, as ℓ → ∞. The error dynamics is given by eℓ+1 =

eℓ−δη(A
f
eℓ+A

d
eℓ−1), for ℓ ∈ N, starting at some e1, e0 ∈

Rnd. Denote by B = I − δηA
f

, and Λ = δηA
d
, and define

the formal power series expansion

f(z) =

+∞∑
ℓ=0

eℓz
ℓ ∈ R[[z]]nd,

where z is the formal series expansion variable, and R[[z]] is
the ring of formal power series expansions with coefficients
in R.3 In the following, we will aim to obtain bounds of eℓ
so that ∥eℓ∥ → 0 as ℓ → ∞. Note that it holds that

f(z) = e0 + e1z +

∞∑
ℓ=2

(Beℓ−1 − Λeℓ−2)z
ℓ

= e0 + e1z +Bz

∞∑
ℓ=1

eℓz
ℓ − Λ

∞∑
ℓ=2

eℓ−2z
ℓ

= e0 + e1z + [Bzf(z)−Be0z]− Λz2f(z).

From here, we obtain:

(I −Bz + Λz2)f(z) = e0 + (e1 −Be0)z.

Define π(z) ≜ I −Bz +Λz2, which is an invertible formal
series expansion in the ring Rnd×nd[[z]] with inverse π−1(z)
(or 1

π(z) in the sequel.4) Therefore,

f(z) = π−1(z)(e0 + (e1 −Be0)z).

Denote the coefficients of a formal series S(z) =∑∞
ℓ=0 aℓz

ℓ as [zℓ]S(z) ≜ aℓ. One can show that

[zℓ]f(z) ≜ eℓ = [zℓ](π−1(z)(e0 + (e1 −Be0)z)), ℓ ≥ 2,

Thus, the coefficient of zℓ of f(z), [zℓ]f(z), is given by:

[zℓ]f(z) = eℓ = [zℓ](π−1(z)(e0 + (e1 −Be0)z))

= [zℓ]π−1(z)e0 + [zℓ−1]π−1(z)(e1 −Be0).

To calculate this expression, we first find [zℓ](π−1(z)).
Under the assumptions, there is a sufficiently small δη such
that B2 − 2Λ = (B2 − 2Λ)⊤ > 0; cf. Lemma 1.1 in the
Appendix. Therefore, the matrix roots of π(z) = I − Bz +
Λz2 = 0, must satisfy

ΛM± =
B ±

√
B2 − 2Λ

2
.

Note that a root M± (also denoted individually as M+, M−)
must be invertible since I − BM± + ΛM2

± = 0 implies
I = (B − ΛM±)M±, therefore det(M±) ̸= 0. It also
holds that π′(M±) = −B + 2ΛM± = ±

√
B2 − 2Λ is

invertible, for a sufficiently small δη. Observe that the inverse
of the root matrices, M−1

± , must also be roots of the matrix
polynomial p(z) = π(z−1)z = z2 − Bz + Λ. Therefore, a
partial fraction expansion of π−1(z) can be obtained in terms
of these invertible matrices as follows:

1

π(z)
=

π′(M+)
−1

(z −M+)
+

π′(M−)
−1

(z −M−)

= − 1

π′(M+)M+(1−M−1
+ z)

− 1

π′(M−)M−(1−M−1
− z)

3The above can be understood as a formal series expansion vector the
entries of which are given by formal series expansions in real coefficients;
that is, if e = (ei) ∈ Rnd, then

∑+∞
ℓ=0 eℓz

ℓ = (
∑+∞

l=0 ei,ℓz
ℓ). Induced

operations of this formal series expansion vector with a matrix formal power
series expansion allow us to carry out the operations that follow.

4The formal series expansion π(z) is invertible in the ring Rnd×nd[[z]]
since I is invertible. The coefficients of such an inverse µ(z) can be
found from the identity π(z)µ(z) = 1, and by solving recursively for
the coefficients of µ(z).



= −π′(M+)
−1M−1

+

∞∑
ℓ=0

M−ℓ
+ zℓ − π′(M−)

−1M−1
−

∞∑
ℓ=0

M−ℓ
− zℓ,

where we have employed the geometric series expression
1/(1− a) =

∑∞
ℓ=0 a

ℓ. Plugging this into [zℓ]f(z) above,

[zℓ]f(z) = [zℓ]

(
1

π(z)
e0

)
+ [zℓ−1]

(
1

π(z)
(e1 −Be0)

)
= −(π′(M+)

−1M−1
+ M−ℓ

+ + π′(M−)
−1M−1

− M−ℓ
− )e0

− (π′(M+)
−1M−1

+ M−ℓ+1
+ +

+ π′(M−)
−1M−1

− M−ℓ+1
− )(−e1 +Be0), ℓ ≥ 2.

To prove convergence, we need a bit more work to bound
the eigenvalues of each M−1

± . First, note that

M−1
± =

1

2

(
B ±

√
B2 − 2Λ

)
.

thus, (M−1
± )⊤ = M−1

± have real eigenvalues. Any of these
roots, R, satisfies

p(R) = R2 −BR+ Λ = 0.

Therefore, for each eigenvector x of R such that x⊤x = 1,
it holds that

x⊤R2x− x⊤BRx+ x⊤Λx = 0.

which implies

λ2 − λx⊤Bx+ x⊤Λx = 0,

for the associated eigenvalue. From Lagrange’s theorem [22],
the absolute values of the roots of this polynomial will be
bounded by the sum of the coefficients |x⊤(I − δηA

f
)x|+

|x⊤δηA
d
x|. Further, from Courant-Fischer’s theorem, and

for δη sufficiently small, we have

|x⊤(I − δηA
f
)x|+ |x⊤δηA

d
x| ≤ 1− δηλmin(A

f
)

+ δηmax{λmax(A
d
), |λmin(A

d
)|} ≜ γ.

Therefore, the previous inequality is less than one if
λmin(A

f
) > max{λmax(A

d
), |λmin(A

d
)|}.

From here, one can take the norm of each coefficient, eℓ
and upper-bound it in terms of the eigenvalues of the matrix
roots of π(z), which are related to those of A

f
and A

d
.

Putting M1 ≡ M+, and M2 ≡ M−, we obtain

∥eℓ∥ ≤

∥
2∑

i=1

(
−π′(Mi)

−1M
−(ℓ+1)
i e0 + π′(Mi)

−1M−ℓ
i (e1 −Be0)

)
∥

≤
2∑

i=1

(
∥e0∥∥π′(Mi)

−1∥∥M−1
i ∥ℓ+1 + . . .

· · ·+ ∥e1 −Be0∥∥π′(Mi)
−1∥∥M−1

i ∥ℓ
)

= O(max |λ(M−1
+ )|ℓ) ≤ O(γℓ).

Example 5.6: (Numerical simulation of 1-hop distributed
algorithms with delayed updates): We illustrate here the
performance of the various 1-hop distributed algorithms

TABLE II
1-HOP DISTRIBUTED ALGORITHMS WITH DELAYED UPDATES.

Update Equation Description of delay
all-neighbors-delayed (20) Control information from both

1-hop and 2-hop neighbors de-
layed by 1 timestep

2 \1-neighbors-delayed (22) Control information from 2-
hop neighbors that are not 1-
hop too delayed by 1 timestep

2-neighbors-delayed (23) Control information from all
2-hop neighbors delayed by 1
timestep

with delayed updates discussed in this section, summa-
rized for convenience in Table II. We again consider 10
agents, this time deployed over a set Q ⊆ R3 with
20 by 20 by 20 units and with density ϕ4(q, t) =

e
−
(
(qx−4 cos( t

5 ))
2
+(qy−4 sin( t

5 ))
2
+(qz)

2
)

. We set ϵ = 0.05,
κ = 1, T = 31.5s, and dt = 0.1s. Figure 1 shows the result
of the simulations. Consistent with the use of the control
information of each algorithm, cf. Table II, we observe that
the coordination algorithms with the 2 \1-neighbors-delayed
update converges faster than the 2-neighbors-delayed update,
which in turn converges faster than the all-neighbors-delayed
one. This is also verified by the total costs for each run. •

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have presented a novel class of multi-agent coordi-
nation algorithms for dynamic coverage control with time-
varying density functions. Our approach is based on singular
perturbation theory, specifically on having agent position and
control decision updates run at two different timescales. The
ratio between the (slow) timescale for agent motion and
the (fast) timescale for control updates is the perturbation
parameter. The inverse of this parameter has the natural inter-
pretation of the relative speed of the communication service
with respect to physical motion. The resulting algorithm can
be implemented either in continuous or discrete time and is
2-hop distributed over the Delaunay graph. We have shown
that, for small enough values of the perturbation parameter, it
achieves the same performance as its centralized counterpart,
i.e., tracking of a centroidal Voronoi tessellation. We have
also proposed discrete-time versions that rely only on 1-hop
communication at the cost of having to use delayed infor-
mation, resulting in the all-neighbors-, 2 \1-neighbors-, and
2-neighbors-delayed variants, and have formally established
their asymptotic convergence guarantees.
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APPENDIX

Lemma 1.1: Consider the matrices B = I − δηA
f

and
Λ = δηA

d
, where A

f ≻ 0, and both A
f
, A

d
are symmetric.

Then B2 − 2Λ ≻ 0 for δη sufficiently small.
Proof: Note that B2−2Λ = I−2δηA

f
+(δη)2(A

f
)2−

2δηA
d

is symmetric and has real eigenvalues. By the
Courant-Fischer’s theorem, it holds that

λmin(B
2 − 2Λ) = min

x·x=1
x⊤(B2 − 2Λ)x

= min
x·x=1

{1− 2δηx⊤A
f
x+ (δη)2x⊤(A

f
)2x− 2δηx⊤A

d
x}

≥ 1− 2δηλmax(A
f
) + (δη)2λmin((A

f
)2)− 2δηλmax(A

d
),

as all involved matrices are symmetric. Thus, if δη is
sufficiently small, then B − 2Γ ≻ 0.
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