arXiv:2512.02367v1 [eess.SY] 2 Dec 2025

On the Convergence of Density-Based
Predictive Control for Multi-Agent
Non-Uniform Area Coverage

Sungjun Seo

PhD Candidate
Department of Mechanical Engineering
New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology
Socorro, New Mexico 87801
Email: sungjun.seo@student.nmt.edu

This paper investigates the convergence conditions of
Density-based Predictive Control (DPC) for non-uniform
area coverage. In large-scale real-world scenarios, such
as search and rescue or environmental monitoring mis-
sions, efficient non-uniform multi-agent area coverage is
essential, as uniform coverage fails to account for varying
regional priorities and operational constraints. To address
this, we propose a novel multi-agent density-based pre-
dictive control strategy, DPC, grounded in optimal trans-
port (OT) theory. Given a pre-constructed reference dis-
tribution representing priority regions, DPC ensures that
agents allocate their coverage efforts by spending more
time in high-priority or densely sampled areas, achieving
effective non-uniform coverage. We analyze the conver-
gence conditions of DPC by formulating the contraction
mapping problem in terms of the Wasserstein distance.
Additionally, we derive the analytic optimal control law
for the unconstrained case and propose a numerical opti-
mization method for determining the optimal control law
under input constraints. Comprehensive simulations were
conducted on both first-order dynamic systems and a lin-
earized quadrotor model under constrained and uncon-
strained conditions. The results demonstrate that when
the proposed conditions are satisfied, the Wasserstein dis-
tance locally converges, and the agent trajectories closely
match the non-uniform reference distribution. Further-
more, the comparison with the existing coverage method
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demonstrated the superiority of the DPC method in non-
uniform area coverage.

NOMENCLATURE

R  Set of real numbers

N Set of natural numbers

R>o Set of nonnegative real numbers

N,.m  Set of natural numbers in the interval [n, m]

Ny Natural numbers including zero, i.e., NU {0}

R™ n-dimensional real vector space

R™*™ n x m real matrix space

AT Transpose of vector or matrix A

||517H123 Quadratic form 2 " Bz, where z is a vector and B
is a square matrix

C* Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of matrix C

I, n X nidentity matrix

1 INTRODUCTION

Non-uniform area coverage is critical in various real-
world applications where certain regions must be prior-
itized due to operational constraints or varying levels of
importance. For example, in search and rescue (SAR)
missions, areas with a higher likelihood of containing
survivors or hazardous conditions must be given prior-
ity to maximize both efficiency and effectiveness [1].
Similarly, in environmental monitoring, regions that are
ecologically sensitive or have high pollution levels re-
quire increased coverage to ensure accurate data collec-
tion and timely intervention [2, 3]. These examples high-
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light the need for strategies that selectively allocate re-
sources based on the varying importance of different re-
gions.

To effectively implement such strategies, multi-agent
systems have emerged as a promising solution. By lever-
aging decentralized coordination and parallelism, multi-
agent systems are well-suited for efficiently carrying out
area coverage tasks. These systems can significantly im-
prove coverage performance, particularly in large or com-
plex environments, where traditional uniform coverage
strategies may fall short. However, non-uniform area cov-
erage presents additional challenges, requiring agents to
achieve the desired coverage distribution by prioritizing
certain regions while efficiently allocating their limited
resources.

A variety of approaches have been proposed to ad-
dress area coverage problems using multi-agent systems.
Traditional strategies primarily focus on uniform cover-
age, where agents are evenly distributed across the area
to be covered. Grid-based methods, such as those out-
lined in [4] and [5], ensure that every region is visited at
least once, optimizing coverage efficiency in structured
environments. However, these methods are less effective
in adapting to spatially varying coverage demands, par-
ticularly in non-uniform scenarios.

To overcome these limitations, recent research has
increasingly focused on non-uniform area coverage
strategies. Spectral Multiscale Coverage (SMC) [6] ap-
plies ergodic principles and approximates the target den-
sity using Fourier basis functions. While SMC effectively
guides agents toward high-priority regions, it is centrally
developed and requires truncation of the infinite Fourier
series, leading to practical approximation errors and scal-
ability limitations [7, 8]. Voronoi-based coverage control
[9, 10] redistributes agents’ final positions according to a
given density, but it does not consider the time-averaged
behavior of agents, limiting its applicability to persistent
coverage tasks. Optimal Transport (OT)-based methods
[11, 12, 13, 14] align agent trajectories with a reference
distribution; however, most prior work ignores agent dy-
namics and provides no formal guarantees of optimality.
Although subsequent studies [15, 16] have extended OT-
based approaches to account for agent dynamics through
an optimal control framework, they do not address stabil-
ity analysis of the controlled trajectories. More recently,
reinforcement learning (RL)-based strategies [17] and de-
centralized optimization techniques [18] have been ex-
plored to enable adaptive coverage behaviors under dy-
namic constraints, yet RL methods often require exten-
sive training and may lack interpretability, while decen-
tralized optimization can face convergence and stability
challenges.

It is also important to distinguish Traveling Sales-
man Problem (TSP)-based approaches [19, 20], which
focus on planning efficient tours through discrete way-
points. These methods are effective for structured path
planning problems involving finite sets of targets. How-
ever, they do not address spatially continuous or density-
aware coverage tasks, and therefore differ in both objec-
tive and applicability from uniform or non-uniform area
coverage methods.

Although the aforementioned approaches have ad-
vanced non-uniform coverage, many still do not fully ad-
dress critical aspects of optimality in realistic multi-agent
scenarios. Practical limitations, such as the number of
agents, operational time, and energy constraints, are often
overlooked. In addition, theoretical guarantees regarding
convergence and stability are frequently absent, raising
concerns about robustness in real-world deployments.

To address these shortcomings, we propose a novel
control scheme, Density-based Predictive Control (DPC),
for non-uniform area coverage in multi-agent systems.
Grounded in OT theory, DPC incorporates agent dynam-
ics and guides trajectories to align with a reference dis-
tribution representing priority regions, concentrating ef-
forts on high-priority areas while addressing the practical
and theoretical limitations of existing methods. The main
contributions of this paper are summarized as follows:

(i) We propose a control scheme that enables multi-
ple agents to achieve collaborative, non-uniform area
coverage while accounting for practical constraints
such as battery limitations, agent availability, and
communication range.
The proposed DPC method performs spatially con-
tinuous coverage over the task space, unlike existing
OT-based methods that rely on discrete waypoint se-
lection from sample points for path planning.
In contrast to prior OT-based approaches, which do
not derive an explicit control law and ignore agent
dynamics during trajectory generation, our method
formulates and solves an optimal control problem
that incorporates both unconstrained and constrained
agent dynamics to generate dynamically feasible
control inputs.

We establish a convergence condition for the derived

control input using the local Wasserstein distance,

ensuring provable and reliable area coverage perfor-
mance.

(v) The effectiveness of the proposed method is vali-
dated through simulations on both a first-order sys-
tem and a linearized quadrotor model, where the re-
sulting agent trajectories closely match the reference
distribution while satisfying the derived convergence

(i)

(iii)

(iv)



conditions.

2 PROBLEM DESCRIPTION
2.1 Area Coverage Problem

In many practical applications, achieving spatial cov-
erage of a designated area is crucial for desired perfor-
mance. In this study, the main goal is to deploy a set of
agents so that the area of interest is covered as efficiently
and effectively as possible.

Illustrative Application:
Search and Rescue Missions

In the aftermath of large-scale natural disasters, rapid
and efficient victim detection is critical to minimizing
casualties and ensuring timely medical assistance. For
instance, following the 2011 Todhoku earthquake and
tsunami in Japan, widespread destruction left thousands
trapped under debris, with emergency responders strug-
gling to locate survivors across vast and hazardous terrain.
A well-coordinated victim detection mission is essential,
as rapid identification of survivors significantly improves
the chances of a successful rescue.

A conventional approach to such missions involves
uniformly scanning the affected region. However, this
method is highly inefficient due to the scale of the dis-
aster area and the limited availability of search resources,
often resulting in a superficial search that does not priori-
tize high-risk zones. This approach fails to account for the
spatial distribution of likely survivor locations, leading to
inefficient search efforts and wasted time.

A more effective victim detection strategy incorpo-
rates probabilistic information to guide search operations.
Factors such as building collapse density, historical dis-
aster data, real-time aerial imagery, and distress signals
from mobile devices can be integrated to construct a prob-
abilistic map of likely victim locations. As illustrated
in Fig. 1(a), a set of discretized reference points can be
pre-constructed to represent the likelihood of victim pres-
ence using these diverse information sources. These ref-
erence points indicate high-priority regions within the dis-
aster zone. By directing search agents toward these ar-
eas, the detection mission becomes significantly more ef-
ficient compared to a uniform search strategy. Specifi-
cally, the objective is for agents to systematically and col-
laboratively cover the reference points, ensuring their tra-
jectories (black and purple squares in Fig. 1(b)) closely
match the reference distribution (blue circles in Fig. 1(a)).
This approach optimally allocates resources, balancing
constraints such as agent dynamics, control input limita-
tions, and battery life, ultimately improving the effective-
ness of victim detection efforts in large-scale search and
rescue (SAR) missions. To address this problem, optimal

Victim Detection in

(b) Efficient search cover-
age by the multi-agent sys-
tem

(a) Reference point distri-
bution representing victim
likelihood

Fig. 1. Conceptual illustration of prioritized search coverage us-
ing a multi-agent system.

transport theory, which is explained in detail in the next
section, is introduced.

2.2 Preliminary: Optimal Transport Theory

Optimal transport (OT) is a field focused on minimiz-
ing the cost of moving (or transporting) mass from one
distribution to another [21], which can be mathematically
explained as follows.

Consider two mass distributions: p = {(y;, ;) | i =
1,2,..,M, y; e R? a; € Ryo}andv = {(q;, ;) | j =
1,2,.., N, g; € R?, B; € Rxo}, where y; and g; rep-
resent the location of the points in each mass distribution,
and «; and §; denote their corresponding weight. The
task is to move the mass in v such that the resulting dis-
tribution matches . The OT problem aims to determine
the most efficient way to achieve this transportation and
can be formulated as

i iiC(Yi, @ 1
i ), iClyinas) @
M N

> ., is = B3, Y, > iy =, Vi,
. 1= =1
subject to

M

Zi:l QG = Z;V:I BJ - 17

where +;; is the decision variable representing the
amount of mass transported from the point ¢; to y;, and
C(yi, gj) is the cost for the transportation.
The first and second constraints in (1) imply that all
the mass 3; must be fully transported from the point g;
without any remainder, and the transported mass should
accumulate to form «; at y;. The last constraint en-
sures that the total mass of distribution p equals the total
mass of distribution v due to mass conservation, meaning
that mass cannot be created or lost during transportation.
For probabilistic distributions, total mass (or probability)
must equal one.
A p-th power of the Euclidean distance can be
used for the cost function C(y;,q;), leading to the p-



Wasserstein distance [22] as follows:

Wo(p,v) = min (3 ijllys — s |")"/" 2)
Yij =0 4,3

with the same constraints in (1).

While the case p = 1 for W; (commonly known as
the Earth Mover’s Distance) could be considered, the 2-
Wasserstein distance WV, is chosen due to its favorable
mathematical properties, including its ability to capture
second-order moment information, which is essential for
the problem at hand. For clarity, the notation WV will be
used hereafter to refer specifically to the 2-Wasserstein
distance.

2.3 Problem-Solving Strategy

To achieve the similarity between the distribution of
agent trajectories and the distribution of reference points,
OT theory is employed. In our problem setup, two mass
distributions are defined over a two-dimensional space:
the distribution of agent trajectories and the distribution
of reference points.

The distribution of reference points, v. The
distribution of reference points is defined as v =
{(q]',ﬁj) |j =1,2,..., N, q; € RQ, ,6]' S Rzo}. This
distribution corresponds to the reference point distribu-
tion shown in Fig. 1(a). The symbol g; represents the
location of sample point j in the distribution, and ; de-
notes its corresponding mass. The mass 3; must sum to
1 over all 7, satisfying the constraint of the OT theory
in (1). The sample point distribution v is assumed to be
given in advance, constructed from multiple pre-acquired
sources. If the source is given as a continuous probabil-
ity density function, it can be approximated as a discrete
mass distribution using techniques such as a random sam-
pling method.

The distribution of agent trajectories, pu. The
distribution of agent trajectories is defined as pu =
{("yk,7a®) | r = 1,2,..,L, k = 1,2,....,"M, "y* €
R2, "ok € R>o}. This distribution corresponds to the
set of agent trajectories shown in Fig. 1(b). Similar to the
distribution of reference points v, the symbol "y* denotes
the location of agent r at discrete time k, which ranges
from the initial time, k& = 1, to the estimated (nominal
or designed) operation time of agent r, "M, potentially
determined by its battery life or user settings. This is
analogous to {y;} in the previous section. Correspond-
ingly, the mass of this point is assigned as "o*. The mass
"o is assigned based on the energy consumption of agent
r at time k. In this paper, agents are assumed to con-
sume the same amount of energy at every time instance,
resulting in equal mass, "a* = 1/(3°, "M), satisfying
>, >0, "af =1, as given in (1).

For clarity, points in ¢ and v will be referred to as
agent-point and sample-point, respectively, for the re-
mainder of this paper. Furthermore, the term weight indi-
cates the mass of each agent-point and sample-point.

Remark 1 (Notation Conventions for Variable Indices).
Throughout this paper; j will be used to index the sample-
points, r will be used to index the agents, and k will be
used to index the discrete-time steps. Furthermore, each
index has a specific position in the notation: the index r
appears as a left superscript, j as a right subscript, and
k as a right superscript.

Based on the defined notations, the optimal area cov-
erage is achieved by finding the control inputs that mini-
mize the 2-Wasserstein distance between p and v, which
is formulated by

u” = argmin, W(p, v) 3)

ryktt J‘(’“yk”’uk)7 C,"ut < Dy, Vk € Ni.rar

subject to 'y
where u = {"v* | r = 1,2,...,L, k = 1,2,...,"M}
denotes a set of control inputs, and u* represents a set
of optimal control inputs. The first constraint represents
agent dynamics, while the second constraint specifies the
input threshold. Additionally, the terminal time is limited
by the estimated operation time. These constraints reflect
the practical limitations.

This minimization problem involves high-
dimensional decision variables and highly complex
constraints, making it computationally demanding and
requiring a nonlinear solver, which may be impractical.
To mitigate these challenges, instead of considering
all agent-points and sample-points simultaneously, a
subset of sample-points—referred to as local sample-
points—and a single agent-point are considered at
each discrete-time step. A suboptimal solution is then
computed to minimize the Wasserstein distance between
them. In this case, the progress of area coverage is up-
dated by transporting some weights of sample-points to
an agent-point at each time step, leading to a time-varying
weight for each sample-point, denoted as 5 Jk

In a multi-agent system, agents may cover different
areas, and sample-points may transfer their weights to dif-
ferent agents. Collaborative coverage is achieved through
weight sharing between agents; however, before com-
munication occurs, each agent processes the weights of
sample-points independently. To indicate this, the weight
of the sample-point maintained by agent 7 is denoted as
"3} throughout this paper.

In particular, this paper is based on the following
considerations:

¢ Although the general formulation in (3) allows for



nonlinear systems, this paper focuses on linear time-
invariant (LTT) systems.

* While the proposed method supports a decentralized
communication setting, the simulations in this study
assume all-to-all communication in order to focus
solely on evaluating the controller’s coverage perfor-
mance.

3 DENSITY-BASED PREDICTIVE CONTROL
(DPC)

To address the area coverage problem described in
the previous section, Density-based Predictive Control
(DPC) is proposed. The DPC scheme consists of three
stages: the optimal control stage, the weight update stage,
and the weight-sharing stage. These three stages alternate
at each time step until the entire weight in the sample-
point distribution v is transported to the agent-point distri-
bution u. In the optimal control stage, a subset of sample-
points from the entire set is selected as the local sample-
points. Based on these local sample-points, the control
input is computed to minimize the cost function associ-
ated with the Wasserstein distance between local sample-
points and a future agent-point. After the control input is
applied and the agent moves to a new location at the next
time step, the weight of the sample-points surrounding the
agent is transported to the agent-point during the weight
update stage. As a result, the weight of those sample-
points decreases. This process reflects areas visited by
updating the weight of the sample-points within those ar-
eas. Finally, agents share the weight of sample-points
they hold with each other during the weight-sharing stage.
The system description and each stage of DPC are ex-
plained in detail.

3.1 General Linear Time-Invariant (LTI) System
Description
Consider the dynamics of an LTI system for agent r
as follows:

,r-Xk+1 _ T'A 'er: + T'B 7"uk:7 r'yk: _ rC er:7 (4)

where "x* € R™ is a state vector, "u* € R™ is an in-
put vector, and "y* € RP is an output vector, indicating
the Cartesian spatial coordinates of the agent. The sys-
tem matrices are given by "A € R"*", "B € R™*™ and
TC' € RP*™ | where the matrices "B and "C' have ranks
m and p, respectively. The index 7 in the system matri-
ces signifies that this controller is designed for a hetero-
geneous multi-agent system. Since the proposed control
strategy applies to each individual agent within a fully
decentralized framework, the left superscript r, which in-

dicates the agent index, will be omitted hereafter. Collab-
orative area coverage and weight sharing among agents
are discussed in Section 3.4.

Remark 2. For the LTI system given in (4), there ex-
ists an output relative degree P € N such that the
term CAP~'B is the first non-zero matrix in the se-
quence starting from the matrix CA°B. In other words,

CA°B=CA'B=...-=CAF2B=0.

Example 1. Cancellations in the product of system ma-
trices, suchas CA’'B =CA'B=...=CAP—2B =0,
frequently occur in real-world systems. For instance, a
simple system & = u is approximated to the discrete-time
state-space equation using Euler’s method by

k+1 k k
x _ 1 AT x 0 k k x
] = o e [ =]
—— —— N N~ C N~~~
xk+1 A <k B <k

In this system, C B is zero, indicating the control input
u® does not directly affect y** since y*t1 = CxF*1 =

0

C Axk + %{Lk. However, CAB is a nonzero matrix, in-
dicating the control input u* does affect y*+2. Therefore,
the output relative degree P of this system is 2. Similarly,
for a discrete-time state-space equation of *) = u, the
matrix products CA2B = CAB = CB = 0, whereby
P is 4. The value P represents the discrete-time interval
after which u® first affects the system’s output.

The output relative degree P is utilized to formulate
the optimal control input of the DPC scheme. In what
follows, we explain each stage of the DPC scheme.

3.2 Stage A: Optimal Control Stage

The control scheme aims to achieve similarity be-
tween the sample-point distribution and the agent-point
distribution by minimizing the Wasserstein distance be-
tween the local sample-points and the agent’s estimated
location at P time steps ahead at each time step. The
agent’s estimated location at P time steps ahead is con-
sidered since the current control input first affects the out-
put at that time, as mentioned in Remark 2 and Example
1. Therefore, the control input is calculated based on the
predictive (P time steps ahead) Wasserstein distance.

Local sample-points. Here, we first describe the se-
lection process of local sample-points at each time step.
At any given time, the current agent-point possesses a pre-
assigned weight, o*, as previously explained. Accord-
ing to OT theory, a certain weight from multiple sample-
points must be transported to this agent-point while ensur-
ing that the total transported weight matches the weight
of the agent-point. This transported weight from the local



sample-points is denoted as ¥, which may differ from
the current weight of the sample-points, B;?.

The key challenge lies in determining both the
amount of weight to be transported and the specific
sample-points (with non-zero weights) from which it
should be transported to the current agent-point. To ad-
dress this, we introduce the weight-normalized Euclidean
(wnE) distance at time k, defined as:

a—a /8 i g0 ©)

k
deE,j =

where ¢"~! represents the mass center of the local

sample-points from the previous time step, computed as
their weighted average. Specifically, for £ = 1, it coin-
cides with the initial agent-point, i.e., q_0 = yo, while for
k > 1, itis determined using the set S k=1 which consists
of the local sample-points at time k — 1, as

e BT BT ©

1

_k—1
q =

In this way, the mass center, cjk* , is predetermined at
each time k. Then, the selection of new local sample-
points follows an ascending order of dy,g until the sum
of the selected local sample-points’ weights matches the
weight of the agent-point, i.e., Y j B]k = o¥. This weight
condition is essential to preserve mass conservation in OT
theory.

Remark 3 (Interpretation of the mass center, §*). The
weight-normalized Euclidean distance (5) serves as the
selection metric for local sample-points. In this metric,
G" turns out to be the desired location of the agent-point
at time k + P, as described in the following discussion.
After the local sample-points are selected, the objective
of this controller is to minimize the Wasserstein distance
between the local sample-points at the current time k and
the agent-point at k + P, formulated as

min ’YI'C yk+P_’J"2
" . k1 J )
v, yktP g €S
. k_ 3k \. k k
subjectto  y; = f3;, V7, E LY=o,
quS

where ’yj’? represents the transportation plan. The first

constraint is obtained by substituting M = 1 into the con-
straint given in (1). Then the optimizer of y**F in this
minimization problem has a closed-form solution, given
by @°. The derivation process is straightforward and
omitted in this paper. This result implies that the mass
center §* serves as the desired location of the agent at
time k + P.

Based on S*, the predictive Wasserstein distance
(WF+ik)2 between S* and the agent’s predicted location
at ¢ steps ahead is calculated by

(Wk+i|k)2 _ Z

_ . 2
By — g ©)

q; €Sk

According to Remark 2, there is a value P, after which
the agent’s location is first affected by the current control
input. Since the Wasserstein distance is a function of lo-
cation, the control input at time k does not affect Wk“‘k,
cee, WHHP =11k byt rather affects W*+P1% Based on this
analysis, a function for determining convergence in terms
of the Wasserstein distance is formulated as

_ ~k 2 — 2
_quesk ﬂj _quesk Bj

The convergence condition of the Wasserstein distance

is to show that W*+F decreases compared to W¥ (i.e.,
AWF is negative). The function AW is simplified as
stated in the following proposition.

k+P
y _

k
qj y —4q

Proposition 1 (Simplification of AW¥). The function
AW in (8) is simplified by

aws=at (=t -y =) o
Proof. The detailed proof is provided in Appendix A.

Fig. 2 visually represents the equation (9). The or-
ange dashed line represents the circle with the radius of
||ly* — @*||. centered at ¢". In the figure, the sign of AW*
is determined based on the location of y*+7. If y*+7 is
inside the circle, AWF is negative. If yl”P lies on the
circle, AWF equals zero. Otherwise, AVW* becomes pos-
itive.

A / ® Local sample-points
= O Sample-points
= @ Mass center
\ A Agent-point
<l
=
—
.k
q
k+P
x 7
k

|
»

Fig. 2. Description of the function AW¥.

In (9), by substituting (4), y¥* = COx**F =
CAPXF 4 CAP=1BuF + ... + CBu**P~1.  Since
CA°B = CA'B = ... = CAP2B = 0, as stated in
Remark 2, the equation simplifies to y*+7 = CAPx* 4
C AP~ BuF. Substituting this y*+* to (9),

AWk(uk) = (uk)TDyuIC + 2Dou” + Ds,
where Dy =o*BT (A" 1) TCcTCcA” !B,
Dy = oF {(Xk)T(AP)TCT o (qk)T} C’AP_lB,

10)



Dy = a* ()T {(AP)TCTCAP - CTC}xk

— 22" (") TC(A” — I,)x". (11)
Then the optimal control input (u*)* and the conver-
gence range are derived as follows.

Theorem 1 (The convergence condition and the optimal-
ity of DPC — Unconstrained case). For the LTI system
4), ifC’APilB has a rank of p < m, where m is the di-
mension of the control input u*, then the optimal control
inputs are a set-valued solution derived with an arbitrary
vector h € R™ by

(w*)* = =D D] + (I, — DI D1)h, (12)

and the convergence range of DPC with respect to the
control input u¥ is obtained by

Huk +DIFD;

2
< DyDi Dy — Ds. (13)
Dy

Specifically, if C AT~ B has a rank of p = m, then the
unique optimal control input of DPC is given by
()" =-Dr'D;, (14)

for which the convergence range of DPC with respect to
the control input u"* is obtained by

Hu’“ + Dle;‘

2 —1.5T
» < DaDy "Dy — Ds. (15)
1

Proof. The detailed proof is provided in Appendix B.

Remark 4 (Physical interpretation of the convergence
range). In (13), since the matrix D is positive semidefi-
¥+ Dy'DJ ||, > 0. Thus, if DD DJ — Ds is
negative, then no input u” exists satisfying (13), mean-
ing that the convergence range is empty (). On the
other hand, if DoDy Dy — Ds is nonnegative, the con-
vergence range consists of the union of the column space
of I, — Df‘Dl and a subset of the column space of D
that satisfies (13), forming a convex shape. For example,
if the dimension of D1 is 2, the subset forms an ellipse. If
the dimension of Dy is 3, then the subset forms an ellip-
soid.

nite,

If one chooses a control input u* satisfying the con-
vergence condition (13), then it is guaranteed that the lo-
cal Wasserstein distance, W*, denoted by the Wasserstein
distance between the agent’s position and ¢; € S k. con-
verges in a piecewise manner.

Remark 5. The local Wasserstein distance is described
as piecewise convergent because, in (8), its difference is
formulated over a horizon window of length P + 1 using
selected local sample-points. This implies that conver-
gence is only ensured within this horizon and not beyond

it. Moreover, the Wasserstein distance exhibits piece-
wise continuity, as new local sample-points are selected
at each discrete-time step.

The analytic optimal solution is given by (12) when
the system is not subject to input constraints. For the
constrained case, where the control input thresholds ex-
ist, such as polyhedral constraints C,,u* < D,,, the opti-
mal control input (u*)* can be found numerically using
quadratic programming, where the problem is given by

(u)* = argmin,x (u*)TDiu* + 2Dou” + Dy

, . (16)
subject to  Cu” < Dy,.

The entire process of Stage A is summarized as the pseu-
docode shown in Algorithm 1.

Once the control input is found for DPC while satis-
fying the convergence condition, it can be applied to the
agent to move to a new location, followed by Stage B for
weight update of sample-points.

3.3 Stage B: Weight Update Stage
After agent 7 moves from the previous position "y* to

the next position "y**!, the mass of sample-points around

Algorithm 1: Stage A—Optimal Control Stage

s o, ﬂf,qj,Vj =1,2,...,N,3 ! x*, and
system matrices A, B, C'

1 Sso«{je{l,....,N}|BF>0}

Qrem —

SF 0

for i € S=o do
| e [l — a1 /8% /7 Ba. )

6 S>o < Sort(S>o) by dfme,i in ascending order
// Local sample-points selection
7 fori € Sso do

Input

(7 N R N

8 BF min(arem, Tﬂf)
9 Qtrem — Qrem — BF

w | 8" SPU{(a, 80}
11 if arem = O then

12 L break

// Optimal control input computation
13 qk — (quesk ﬁ;‘cQj)/(quesk 5]16) // Eq' (6)
14 D1, D2, D3 < computed as in (11)

15 if u” is unconstrained then
*\k __ +1T +
16 (u*)® = =D Dy + (Im, — Dy D1)h
17 // Egq. (12)
18 else

(u*)* = argminge (u*) " D1u* + 2D20uf + D
subjectto  Cyu® < D, // QP; Eq. (16)




"y#+1 should be transported to this agent-point to update
the coverage progress while satisfying the mass conser-
vation law described by the last constraint in (1). By this
transportation, the mass of the sample-points decreases,
which, in turn, leads to a lower weight-normalized Eu-
clidean distance (5) for the unvisited sample-points. This
stage is conceptually illustrated in Fig. 3.

yhet1
LA

yk TN yk -
X T %

(a) Before the update (b) After the update

Fig. 3. Conceptualillustration of the weight update stage. Green
circles represent the sample-points, while the dashed circles rep-
resent sample-points with no weight after transportation.

The amount of the weight to be transported from each
sample-point to the agent-point is determined by a mini-
mization problem formulated by

ok . ke k41 2
"(7)" = argming > T ITY — gl (7)

N
subject to 0 < r*yf < "",6]’»“, ijl Wf =" vy,

where va is the transportation plan from sample-point
j at time k, and "a**! is the weight of "y**!. The
first constraint denotes that the transportation plan must
be nonnegative and that each sample-point cannot trans-
port more weight than it currently possesses. The second
constraint is to obey the mass conservation law. Since
(17) is a linear programming (LP) problem, the solution
can be easily obtained. Also, an analytic solution for this
problem is well investigated in [12]. The weight of each
sample-point held by agent r is then updated by

BT =8 =T ()", Vi (18)

3.4 Stage C: Weight-Sharing Stage

Stages A and B are executed independently by each
agent under a decentralized framework, resulting in non-
collaborative coverage as agents are unaware of areas al-
ready covered by others. To address this, Stage C intro-
duces a weight-sharing mechanism where agents within
communication range exchange coverage information to
enable local coordination.

Each agent maintains local weight data for sample
points, denoted by rﬁj’?. When agents r and s are within
range deomm., they synchronize their weights using:

"By =B} =min("B}, °B5), Vi (19

This local synchronization helps prevent redundant cov-
erage by aligning agents’ understanding of which areas
have already been visited. In contrast, the centralized
case assumes local controllers with centralized commu-
nication, where each agent retains its autonomy but has
access to globally synchronized weight information. This
corresponds to the idealized case where dcomm. — 0.

Thus, collaboration in the decentralized setup is
achieved through local updates during agent encounters,
supporting efficient area coverage. Additional details are
available in [12].

Remark 6 (Scalability of the DPC scheme). Since the
proposed DPC scheme is designed for multi-agent sys-
tems operating over large areas, scalability is crucial for
practical implementation. To this end, we have analyzed
the theoretical runtime complexity of each stage. The
symbols L and N are used to represent the number of
agents and the number of sample-points, respectively.

Stage A: Owing to the fully decentralized frame-
work, each agent r = 1,..., L executes this stage indi-
vidually only using its local weight information, Tﬁf for
3 = 1,...,N. The primary steps in this stage are the se-
lection of local sample-points and the computation of the
optimal control inputs, as shown in (12), (14), and (16).
Considering that the dimension of the input vector, m, is
typically much smaller than N, local sample-points se-
lection dominates the runtime of Stage A. Consequently,
the primary bottleneck, namely the sorting of the sample-
points with O(N log N) complexity, governs the overall
computational cost of Stage A.

Stage B: Similar to Stage A, each agent individually
updates its local weight information. Although the main
computation in (17) is formulated as a linear program, an
analytic solution can be obtained by sorting the sample-
points in ascending order of |"y**' — q;||* [12]. Thus,
the theoretical complexity of this stage is dominated by
O(N log N).

Stage C: In case of all-to-all communication, the the-
oretical maximum communication overhead is computed
as O(L x (L —1) x N). However, the range-limited com-
munication strategy in Stage C, together with the event-
triggered communication strategy, can effectively reduce
the communication overhead.



4 SIMULATIONS

Simulations are conducted to validate the proposed
DPC scheme. In the simulations, the first-order dynam-
ics and the linearized quadrotor dynamics are considered.
The sample-point distribution used in the simulations,
shown in Fig. 4, is modeled as a mixture of Gaussian dis-
tributions. The sample-point representation in Fig. 4(b)
is obtained by sampling point clouds from this mixture.

0 25 50 75 100 0 25 50 75 100
x [m] x [m]

(a) Contour map of the reference

distribution

(b) Sample-point representation

Fig. 4. Reference distribution.

4.1 First-order dynamics

The simulation employed the following first-order
dynamics model: "x**1 = "x¥ 4 Tk and "yF = "k,
where "y* = [rp’; Tpg’j] T € R? represents
the Cartesian coordinates in the zy-plane at time k, and
ruk = [’"uﬁ TUS]T € R? denotes the control input. In
this dynamics, the matrix product C'B equals I5, indicat-
ing that the value of P is 1. Table 1 presents the simula-
tion parameters used for the implementation of the DPC
as well as the simulation environment in detail. Simu-
lations are conducted both with and without control in-
put constraints. In the unconstrained case, the analytical
optimal control input (12) is used, whereas in the con-
strained case, the optimal control input is computed us-
ing quadratic programming (16). The input constraint is
defined as C\,"u* < D,, where C,, = [—I, IQ]T and

Dy =ty [1 11 1] 7. The value of tigy is provided in
Table 1. The MATLAB built-in function quadprog, us-
ing an interior-point method, is employed to solve (16),
with an average computation time of 1.4 ms. In both
cases, the communication ranges are set to infinity, i.e.,
dcomm, — 0.

Figs. 5(a) and (b) depict the agent trajectories for the
cases without and with control input constraints, respec-
tively. The blue crosses and yellow circles indicate the

rxk

100 —agent 1 —agent 2 100

agent 3

—agent 1 —agent 2

agent 3

y[m]
y[m]

0 25 50 75 100
z[m)| z[m)]

(a) Unconstrained case (b) Constrained case

Fig. 5. Agent trajectories generated using the DPC method un-
der first-order dynamics.

agents’ initial and terminal locations. Each solid line in
red, blue, or yellow represents the trajectory formed by
connecting the consecutive agent-points of an agent. In
both cases, agent-points are distributed to closely match
the sample-point distribution. However, Fig. 5(b) exhibits
less thorough exploration than Fig. 5(a) due to the control
input constraints limiting the agent’s movement.

To validate the convergence behavior of the local
Wasserstein distance, WW* is computed and presented in
Fig. 6(a). While convergence is observed over the entire
time horizon, variations in W¥ over a selected interval
from £ = 821 to k = 828 are highlighted for further
illustration. Although the simulation for this figure was
conducted using the constrained control input, the opti-
mal control input in (12) was also computed at each time
step. Using this input, we evaluated how the Wasserstein
distance would change if it had been applied. This re-
sult is shown as red dashed lines in Fig. 6(a). These in-
puts were not actually applied during the simulation, so
they did not affect the system’s evolution. They are in-
cluded solely for comparison with the local Wasserstein
distance reduction obtained under the constrained control
input, which is shown as blue solid lines.

Note that Fig. 6(a) depicts the piecewise nature
of WF¥, which is not continuous between time intervals.
This discontinuity arises from the local Wasserstein dis-
tance consideration in the proposed DPC. Since the lo-

Table 1. Simulation parameters
Parameter Symbol  Value
Time step At 0.l's
. 1500 (1%t-order)
Agent-points per agent "M
Agent 3000 (LTI)
Number of agents L 3
Input constraint Umax 5
Total sample-points N 5975
Env.
Domain size — 100 m x 100 m
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Fig. 6. Changein WEF and the convergence range of the control
input for Agent 1 over discrete-time steps from 821 to 828.

cal sample-points, which are used to compute the local
Wasserstein distance, change over time steps, W¥ ex-
hibits a piecewise structure.

Since the feasible set of "u* under the constraint is a
subset of its feasible set without the constraint, the reduc-
tion in AW under the constrained case is expected to be
less than or equal to that observed in the unconstrained
case. Nevertheless, it is noteworthy that the Wasser-
stein distance for the constrained case still decreases over
discrete-time intervals, confirming its convergence.

Fig. 6(b) shows the convergence range of 'u* for
Agent 1, obtained from (13), over discrete-time steps
from k = 821 to k = 828. The gray dashed ellipses
indicate the convergence range at each time step. The
blue solid line represents the optimal control inputs un-
der the input constraint, while the red dashed line rep-
resents the unconstrained optimal control inputs, which
lie at the centers of the ellipses, where the local Wasser-
stein distance is minimum. This figure clearly shows
that !(u*)* with the constraint lies within the conver-
gence range, indicating convergence in the local Wasser-
stein distance, supporting the main result in Theorem 1.
The optimal control input with the constraint may lie
outside the convergence range when {"u* | C,"u* <
D, "uF satisfies equation (13)} = (. In this case, the
DPC scheme selects the optimal control input that mini-
mizes WW* within the feasible set of control inputs.

4.2 Linear Time-Invariant (LTI) system

The linearized planar drone model [23] is consid-
ered in the simulation to evaluate the performance of
the proposed DPC. The state vector is represented by
rxk = [Tgk TR drgk dTok dTpk drpg rpk TPS]T’ the

input vector by "u¥F = [TT!; rT;j] T, and the output vector
by ["pﬁ rp;j] T Here, ¢ and 6 denote the roll and pitch

angles, respectively, and p, and p, represent the z- and

y-coordinates of the agent, respectively. The symbol d(-)
in the state vector "x* denotes the variation of the corre-
sponding variable between two consecutive discrete-time
steps. The control inputs 7, and 7, are the torques about
the z-axis and the y-axis, respectively. Since the matrix
products CB = CAB = CA?B = 0 while CA3B # 0,
the value P of this system is 4. To reflect realistic
constraints, the bounds are imposed on the state vector
and control input of the drone model. Specifically, the
state variables were constrained as follows: —0.52 rad <
¢, 0 < 0.52rad, —10.47 rad/s < d¢, df < 10.47 rad/s,
and —5m/s < dp;, dpy, < 5m/s. The control inputs
were bounded by —100 Nm < 7, 7, < 100 Nm. The
simulation parameters are summarized in Table 1.

4.2.1 Performance Comparison between DPC and
Spectral Multiscale Coverage (SMC) Methods

Fig. 7(a) shows the trajectories of three drones when
the DPC scheme is applied under the sample-point distri-
bution shown in Fig. 4. The trajectories demonstrate that
the distribution of agent-points closely matches the distri-
bution of sample-points, qualitatively indicating that the
DPC scheme effectively covers the given reference distri-
bution.

To evaluate the area coverage performance of the
proposed DPC method, the Spectral Multiscale Cover-
age (SMC) method [6] was employed as a baseline for
comparison. The SMC method enables non-uniform area
coverage by prioritizing regions of greater importance,
as specified by a given probability density function (e.g.,
Fig. 4(a)). It approximates both the agents’ trajectories
and the reference distribution using a Fourier cosine se-
ries, which is used to compute the ergodic metric. A
gradient-based algorithm is then employed to minimize
this metric, aligning the time-averaged trajectories with
the reference distribution.

The simulation was conducted under the same drone
model and conditions as those presented in Table 1 and
Fig. 4. While the SMC method supports the first-order
and second-order dynamics, it cannot be directly applied
to the LTI model. To address this, at each time step, each
agent’s desired path over the specified horizon is planned
using the SMC method with first-order dynamics, and a
model predictive control (MPC) is then employed to track
this path under the LTI model. The number of basis func-
tions used in the Fourier cosine series is set to 10, and the
horizon length for both the SMC-based path planning and
the MPC is set to 15 time steps.

Fig. 7(b) illustrates the resulting agent trajectories
using the SMC method. The blue crosses and yellow
circles indicate the agents’ initial and terminal locations.
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Fig. 7. Agent trajectories generated under the linearized drone
system.
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Fig. 8. Change in the local and global Wasserstein distances in
the simulation with the linearized multi-drone system.

Each solid line in red, blue, or yellow represents the tra-
jectory of an individual agent. It is noteworthy that al-
though the agents are coordinated to align with the refer-
ence distribution to some extent, their resulting trajecto-
ries appear more dispersed than those of the DPC method
in Fig. 7(a) and exhibit back-and-forth motion between
distinct Gaussian distributions. Unlike the DPC frame-
work, which explicitly accounts for each agent’s esti-
mated operation time, the SMC method does not incor-
porate this constraint. As a result, while the SMC method
can eventually lead to improved coverage given sufficient
time, there is no formal guarantee on convergence behav-
ior or efficiency, and it may require significantly longer
durations to achieve satisfactory performance.

Fig. 8(a) presents the quantitative measure of W*
over arbitrary discrete-time intervals from £ = 822 to
k = 850. Since the local Wasserstein distance is designed
to converge in P discrete-time steps (P = 4 for this sim-
ulation) under the convergence condition (13), WF was
compared to W**4 in the plot. The figure shows that
the local Wasserstein distance generally decreases within

each 4-step interval, aligning with the expected conver-
gence behavior. However, occasional increases are ob-
served due to the presence of state constraints, which limit
the ability of the control inputs to fully reduce the lo-
cal distance. These constraints may temporarily hinder
the agents from moving directly toward the optimal di-
rections, leading to nonmonotone convergence in some
intervals.

Fig. 8(b) demonstrates the evolution of the Wasser-
stein distance from a global perspective over the simula-
tion time for both the DPC and SMC methods. As time
progresses, the Wasserstein distance exhibits a decreas-
ing trend over time for both methods, indicating that the
agents’ trajectories are gradually converging toward the
reference distribution. Although a theoretical proof for
the convergence of the global Wasserstein distance is not
provided in the paper, Fig. 8(b) is included to empiri-
cally support its convergence trend in conjunction with
the convergence of the local Wasserstein distance. It is
worth noting that the global Wasserstein distance for the
DPC method exhibits slower convergence at the begin-
ning of the simulation compared to the SMC method.
However, the DPC method achieves a lower Wasserstein
distance than the SMC method after time step 2833. This
trend reflects the prioritization strategy underlying the
DPC framework. While the SMC method aims to reduce
the ergodicity evaluated over the entire domain at each
time step, the DPC method progressively decreases the
coverage gap based on the priority of the regions. This
causes agents to focus on closer and more critical areas
first, improving overall coverage efficiency. As a result of
this strategy, one of the Gaussian distributions centered at
x = 20,y = 20 is covered last, which leads to a dramatic
reduction in the Wasserstein distance after time step 2000.
Ultimately, the DPC method achieves better alignment
with the reference distribution than the SMC method. At
the end of the simulation, the Wasserstein distance for the
DPC method is 2.6504, while that for the SMC method is
4.7360, which is approximately 179% of the DPC value.
These results indicate that the DPC method achieves more
effective coverage alignment with the reference distribu-
tion compared to the SMC method.

4.2.2 Scalability Performance Evaluation of the DPC
Method

To evaluate the scalability performance of the DPC
method, the average stage runtime was measured with a
varying number of agents. The same simulation setup as
in Section 4.2.1 is used, with the number of agents varied
among 1, 2, 4, 8, 16, and 32. For simplicity, we assume
the communication is well scheduled with no queueing



Table 2. Average stage runtime (ms) with varying number of
agents.

Number of agents

1 2 4 8 16 32
Stage A 136 135 1.19 1.14 1.15 1.15
StageB 030 0.29 027 026 026 0.26
Stage C 0 9.71 35.03 78.28 177.7 329.6

delay, and the round-trip transmission time is 10 + 2 ms.
Table 2 summarizes the average stage runtime and agent
count. As discussed in Remark 6, owing to the fully de-
centralized framework, Stages A and B do not show a
considerable increase in runtime as the number of agents
increases. In contrast, Stage C exhibits an approximately
linear increase as the number of agents grows, mainly due
to communication overhead, which can be mitigated us-
ing techniques such as range-limited communication or
event-triggered communication strategies.

5 CONCLUSION

This paper introduces the DPC scheme as a novel
approach to the multi-agent non-uniform area coverage
problem, leveraging optimal transport theory. Based on
a reference distribution, a three-stage control scheme for
DPC was developed, consisting of the optimal control,
weight update, and weight-sharing stages. The conver-
gence condition of the control input is formulated through
the Wasserstein distance, and both analytical and numeri-
cal methods for deriving the optimal control law are pre-
sented for unconstrained and constrained cases.

Simulations validate the performance of the control
input in both unconstrained and constrained scenarios,
with the convergence range effectively demonstrating the
alignment of the local Wasserstein distance. Addition-
ally, the agent trajectories confirm that DPC successfully
drives the agents to cover the reference point distribu-
tion, with their paths closely matching the target distribu-
tion. The comparison of Wasserstein distances with the
SMC method further demonstrates that the DPC method
achieves superior coverage performance. This shows that
DPC not only excels in achieving non-uniform area cov-
erage but also offers substantial practical benefits, espe-
cially in applications like search and rescue and environ-
mental monitoring, where dynamic, priority-based cover-
age is essential for operational success.
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APPENDIX A: PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1
In (7), the predictive Wasserstein distance (WW<+7I#)2
is reformulated as

2
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where, in equality (a), >_; Bf = oF is used, and in
equality (b), (6) is used with k instead of k — 1.

The second and third terms on the right-hand side of
(20) are simplified by the following equation.

2 2
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By substituting (21), (20) is reorganized as
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Using (22), (8) is then rearranged by
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APPENDIX B: PROOF OF THEOREM 1

The optimal control input is the control input that
minimizes (10), which can be alternatively rewritten with
some constant D4 € R by

Huk — (23)

2

. + Dy
1

= (u*) "D — 2uk) D1 + (WF) Dk + Dy

where u® € R™ is a constant vector. For the equivalence
between (10) and (23), we have

Dy = —Dyuf, Dy = —(ul) "Diuk + D3, 24

where D; in (24) replaces D{ due to its symmetry.



Case 1 (Unique solution). the rank of CAY 1B is
p = m. In this case, D; € R™*™ is invertible, and u,”*
in (23) is obtained from (24) as follows:

u? = -—Dr'D, . (25)

Since the matrix C A" !B is real and has full col-
umn rank, the product (CAP~1B)T(CAF~1B) is pos-
itive definite. Specifically, for all z # 0, we have
x T (CAP=IB)T(CAP=1B)x = ||[CAT~'Bz|?> > 0,
which confirms that D is positive definite. Conse-
quently, the optimal control input (u*)* that minimizes
(23) is uniquely given by (u*)* = u¥ = —D'D] . The
convergence range is defined as the region where AW*
is negative, given by

2

AWF = Huk —uF - (uE)TDluIZ + D3

D1

2
- Hukthle;r  —DuD;'D] + D5 <0

1

N Huk +D1_1D2T‘

2
< DyD7 Dy — Ds.
D1

Case 2 (Non-unique solution). the rank of CAY~1B

is p<m. In this case, the matrix D; in (24) is
not invertible and hence, u’g cannot be computed as in
(25). By substituting D1 and D, from (11) into (24),
the equation is given by —(CAP~1B)TCAP~1Buk =
(CAP=IB)T{xk AP C — ¢*}.

Since both sides of this equation lie in the
same p-dimensional subspace V, defined as the sub-
space generated by the column vectors of the ma-
trix (CAP=1B)T, and given that rank(CAP~1B) =
rank((CAP1B)TCAP~1B) = rank(D;) = p, it fol-
lows that the column vectors of D; span V. Conse-
quently, the solution u* to (24) must exist. The solution
to (24) is given by the Moore-Penrose inverse as

ub = —Df D, + (I, — Dy D1)h, (26)

where h € R™ is an arbitrary vector, making u® a
set-valued solution. Knowing the Moore-Penrose inverse
properties that AATA = A and AATbh = b for a vec-
tor b that belongs to the column space of A, substi-
tuting u” into (24) for verification leads to —Djuf =
+D1Df Dy — (D1 — D1DIDi)h = D — (D; —
Dy)h = D,y . Therefore, the optimal control input is
given by (u*)* = —Df D, + (I,, — D D1)h. Simi-
lar to Case 1, the convergence range is given by AWK =
[|u — uﬁ”él — (uF) T D1uk + D3 < 0, where, by substi-

tuting (26), the terms ||u* — u’gHle and (uf) "Dy uk are

rewritten as

2 2
Huk _FT = Huk £ DDy — (I — Dle)h‘
Dy D1
2
- Hu’“ +D1+D2T’ _ +2(u* +D{D]) (D1~ DD Di)h
1

. 2
+ ((Im — D¥ D1)R) T (D1 — Dy DY D1)h = Huk + DTDQT(

(W) "Dyt = " (1, — DIDY)D1 (L, — DIDT )R
—2h" (I, — DDy )D1Dy Dy + DoDy D1 DI Dy
=D,D{ D .

Finally, the convergence range is simplified as

AWF = Huk +oD)||T — DDy + D5 <0
1

2
D

N Hu’“ n DTDJ‘

2
< DD D] — Ds.
Dy

It is noteworthy that the optimal control input and the
convergence range for Case 1 are special cases of those
for Case 2. Specifically, if the matrix D; is invertible,
then D} equals D} '. Substituting D;” with D' in (12)
and (13) yields equations that are identical to (14) and
(15). Consequently, (12) and (13) represent the optimal
solutions and the convergence range, respectively, for the
general case p < m. O

Dy
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