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Abstract: A distributed event-triggered method is developed to reach the consensus with
bounded-error measurements. The approach is derived from an initial event-triggered consensus
scheme developed in Seyboth et al. (2013). The strategies are presented for single and double-
integrator models, considering a fully connected graph. Proofs of convergence to a ball centered
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bounds for consensus are characterized. Results are illustrated with numerical applications.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Consensus determination constitutes a major topic of
multi-agent coordination Olfati-Saber and Murray (2004);
Ren and Atkins (2007). Moreover, due to exchange limita-
tion, it is required that reaching the consensus should be
performed using limited exchange of information. Event-
triggered approaches have been designed to tackle this
issue for simple (Dimarogonas et al. (2012); Seyboth et al.
(2013)) or more general dynamics (Garcia et al. (2014);
Viel et al. (2016)). Most of the developed techniques do
not address the problem of noise in exchanged information.
However, existing methods consist in designing proper
stochastic approximation type consensus protocols to re-
duce the noise effect (Huang and Manton (2009)). This
early work allows Hu et al. (2015) to introduce event-
triggered mechanism for mean-consensus. In Ge et al.
(2017), a set-membership leader-follower event-triggered
consensus is described that provide bounding ellipsoidal
set containing the states of all followers of a leader using
recursive convex optimization.

In this paper, we consider bounded uncertainties on the
state estimates of agents. An event-triggered strategy is
described to enable the MAS to converge to a guaranteed
consensus region that should be updated during the tra-
jectory. This work is inspired from Seyboth et al. (2013).
Section 3 presents the problem definition. Because of the
noise, the self-error from true state is no more accessible
for agent, then new communication triggering conditions
(CTCs) based on error’s bound are introduced for single-
integrator (Section 4) and double-integrator (Section 5)
dynamics. The presence of bounded noise results in defin-
ing a region of consensus contrary to classical noise free
case. Thus, Sections 4.3 and 5.3 expose strategies to obtain
guaranteed interval bounds for consensus values from the
communication mechanism and using lower and upper
bounding dynamical systems for the uncertain systems
(Kieffer and Walter (2006)). Simulations of theoretical
results are exposed for each type of dynamics. Finally,
conclusions are drawn in Section 6.

2. PRELIMINARIES
2.1 Graph Theory

The interaction topology of a network of N agents is
represented using a graph G = (V,€) with the set of
nodes V = {1,2,...,N} and edges £ C V x V. &;; is the
edge between the nodes ¢ and j, with ¢,5 = 1,..., N. The
adjacency matrix A is defined by a;; = 1 if ¢ and j are
adjacent and a;; = 0 otherwise. The set of neighbors of
anode i is N; = {j € V|(i,j) € &,i # j} and N; its
cardinal number. If there is a path from ¢ to j, then ¢
and j are called connected. If all pairs of nodes in G are
connected, then G is called connected. The degree matrix
D of G is the diagonal matrix with elements d; equal to
the cardinality of node i’s neighbor set IN;. The Laplacian
matrix L of G is defined as L = D — A. L is symmetric
and positive semi-definite iff G is undirected. Moreover, in
that case, every row and every column of L sum to zero,
which means L satisfies L1y = 0. L has only one null
eigenvalue A; (L), and all its other non-zero eigenvalues
A2 (L) < As(L) <...< Ay (L) are strictly positive.

Lemma 1. from Seyboth et al. (2013). Suppose L is the
Laplacian of an undirected, connected graph G. Then for
all t > 0 and all vectors v € RY with 17v = 0, it holds
that [e~Ltol| < e 2B o]

Lemma 2. from Seyboth et al. (2013). Suppose L is the
Laplacian of an undirected, connected graph G. Define

[0 Iy
pw>0and I' = {—L —NL} Then, for all ¢ > 0 and all

vectors v € R?N with [1707]v = [0 17]v = 0, it holds
that [|eMo]| < effesMre, |lv]], with ¢, = ||V | |V and
where V' is a non singular matrix defined as in Seyboth
et al. (2013) from the eigen vectors of T'.

2.2 Interval Analysis

A real interval [z] is a connected subset of R. The lower
bound Ib([z]) of an interval [z], also denoted by z, is defined
as z = 1b([z]) 2 sup{a € RU{—o00,00}| Vz € [z], a < z}.
Its upper bound ub([x)], also denoted Z, is defined as

2405-8963 Copyright © 2019. The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
Peer review under responsibility of International Federation of Automatic Control.

10.1016/j.ifacol.2019.12.126



8 Guillaume Hardouin et al. / IFAC PapersOnLine 52-20 (2019) 7-12

7 = ub([z]) 2 inf{beRU{—o00,00}|Vz € [2], z < b}.
The width of any non-empty interval [z] is w([z]) =T — z.

3. PROBLEM DEFINITION

Consider a multi-agent system (MAS) of N agents whose
communication topology can be described by an undirected
fully-connected and time-invariant graph G. It is also
assumed that there is no communication delay.
Let z; the state of each Agent ¢ € V and w; its control
input. It is assumed that each Agent ¢ is able to compute
or has access to an estimate Z; of its own state x;. Let t}"C be
the time instant at which the k-th message is broadcast by
Agent i. This message is composed of its state’s estimate:
i (t) = z; () +wi(ty), V€ [ththipa| (1)
where w; is some additive bounded noise. Z; kept constant
between two communication instants and equal to the last
broadcast value. It is also assumed that Agent 7 is able
to broadcast Z; to all other neighbor agents j, j € N;.
Due to the presence of noise in the state estimates, only
a bounded consensus of the MAS can be obtained, that is
Je > 0 s.t. limy—y o0 [J2i(t) — ()| <€,V(i,j) € €.
Define w as:

= sup (sup o (1)) 2)
i€V \keN*

The trigger function f;(.) for Agent i takes values in R

and relies on local information only. A communication is

triggered when the CTC f;(.) > 0 is satisfied. As soon as

an agent sends its state value or receives other agent state

value, it recomputes its control u; immediately.

Problem: The problem addressed here is to design dis-
tributed control laws and CTCs requiring only local infor-
mation available to allow the MAS to achieve a bounded
consensus. It also provides boundary values on the consen-
sus reflecting the bound on the noise and the broadcast
strategy.

4. SINGLE-INTEGRATOR AGENTS
4.1 Consensus €& communication triggering condition

Consider first the noise-free case i.e w;(t) = 0, for agents
with single-integrator dynamics described as

i (t) = i () 3)
with ¢ € V, where z; (t) € R is the state of Agent ¢ and
u; (t) € R its control input. The dynamics of the MAS can
be described in a matrix form as @ (t) = w(t), with the
state vector z (t) = [z1 (t),....,zn (t)]T, 2(0) = 2o € RN
and the control vector u (t) = [uj (t),...,un (t)]7. Seyboth
et al. (2013) proposed an event-based implementation,

wi(t) =Y (& (1) =& (1), (4)
JEN;

or in matrix form wu (t) = —Lz (t), where Agent i does not
use its true state x; (t) but the last broadcast estimate
Z; (t) to guarantee the zero average of the control w (t)
so that a consensus can be achieved. As the MAS evolve,
the state z; will drift from the last broadcast value ;.
Therefore, an estimation error e; can be defined for Agent
ias

Let e(t) = [e1 (), ....,en (£)]" be the collection of MAS
errors. Let us recall from Olfati-Saber and Murray (2004)
the disagreement vector of the MAS 6 (¢):

§(t) = (t) —a(t)ly, (6)
with a (t) = (1/N) 1% (t), so that 156 (t) = 0.

In case there are no measurement noises, a CTC is defined
in Theorem 3.2 of Seyboth et al. (2013) as

fi (t,ei (t)) = |€i (t) | — (Co + Cle_at) > 0, (7)
with constants ¢g > 0, ¢ = 0, ¢g + ¢¢ > 0, and
0 < a < Aa(L). Then, for all initial condition zy €
RY, the disagreement vector ¢ of the closed-loop system
converges to a ball centered at the origin with radius
r = ||L|| vV'Neco /A2 (L). Moreover, the closed-loop system
does not exhibit Zeno behavior.

4.2 Presence of unknown but bounded measurement noise

Consider now that Agent i’s state estimate is defined as
(1). Let us define a bound on the error, that can be
evaluated by Agent i, as
t
&G (t)=w+ [ |ui(s)|ds, Vte [titi o[- (8)
th
Based on this definition, let us also introduce the following
new communication triggering condition
fi(t,& (t) =& (t) — (co + cre”*) > 0 9)
with constants ¢cg > w > 0, ¢; > 0, ¢g + 1 > 0, and
0<a<i(L).
Theorem 3. Consider the multi-agent system (3), with
control law (4) and state estimate (1) for each Agent i
of the MAS. If communications are triggered when the
CTC (9) is verified then, for all initial conditions zo € RY,
a bounded consensus is obtained for the MAS and the
disagreement vector § converges to a ball centered at the
origin with radius 7 = ||L|| v/Nco/A2 (L) . Moreover the
MAS does not exhibit Zeno behavior.

Proof. From (6), one has § (t) = & (t) —a(t)1y. Assuming
that the same information is received by all its neighbor
agents when each Agent i broadcasts a message (no time
delay, no packet loss) and that the communication graph
G is balanced, then it can be shown that Zi]\io u; = 0. In
this case, a(t) = 0 and 0(t) = @(t). Since & (t) = —L& (t) =
—L (z (t) + e(t)), one obtains

§(t) = —Lé (t) — Le (t) (10)

and thus d (t) = e =115 (0) —fot e L(t=%) Le (s) ds. Knowing
the estimation error is bounded by the trigger function
due to the CTC, le; (t) | < &; (t) < (co + c1e™*) and using
Lemma 1, an upper bound for the disagreement vector §
can be obtained similarly to Seyboth et al. (2013):

8 (@B <e™*2! (||5(0)|\ —|LIVN (% " A;i a))

—atILIVNer | |IL|[VNeo
+e +
Ao —« A2

co c1 ~
< 18O+ ILIVE (52 + ) =5
2 2 — Q@

(11)

From (5), we have e; (t) = &;(t) — @; (t) = z; (t}) +
w; (tf,) —; (t). The aim here is to show that the inter-event
times can be lower bounded by a strictly positive constant
7. If @ triggers at time ¢t* > 0, then e; (t*) = w; (%),
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é; (t*) = w and f; (t*,€; (t*)) < 0. Knowing this and the
time-derivative of e; (t) given by ¢é; (t) = —; (t) = —u; (),
for t between two event times,

t t
lei ()| < Iwz'(t*)|+/ |ui (S)Idséuﬂr/ lui (s)[ds = &; (t)
t* t*

(12)
the control is bounded by (Seyboth et al. (2013))

fus () < Ju @) < NI (5+ VN (e + 1)) =@ (13)

We assume here ¢y # 0. For t > t* and before the next
event time, (12) and (13) gives |e; (t)| < & (t) < w +
(t —t*)@. The event is triggered when CTC is satisfied
i.e. not before €; (t) > cp, and therefore not before w +
(t —t*) @ > co. For ¢g > w0, the inter-event times are lower
bounded by 7 (t*) = ©=2 > (. This bound holds for all
event times t* and all agents ¢. Thus we get the condition

co>w=>0 (14)
for exclusion of the Zeno behavior. Moreover, since e (t)
is piecewise continuous and the right hand side of (10) is
globally Lipschitz in ¢, existence and uniqueness of the
solution is guaranteed as said in Khalil (1996). Thus,
|6 (t)]] converges exponentially to a ball of radius r =

HLH\/N% as t — oo.

4.8 Guaranteed bounds on the state of the MAS and on
the consensus

Assuming that the bound @ is known by all the agents,
this section aims at exploiting this information along with
the constraint imposed by the CTC to derive bounds on
the state of the agents and on the consensus value. These
bounds are computed in a distributed way by all the
agents, and updated dynamically based on the application
of Muller’s theorem (Miiller (1927)), by Kieffer and Walter
(2006) between two triggering instants inside the MAS.
Let us also define by K the index of the K-th message
broadcast in the MAS, whatever the broadcasting agent.
Consider ¢t € [tx,tx+1[. Each Agent i of the MAS will
compute a lower bound z*(t) and an upper bound () of
2(t) using

@'(t) = ~La'(t), T(t)=—LT'(t) (15)
At the trlgger instant ¢y, Agent 4 updates its control input
u; and the ] -th component of x' and Z' by using the

information Z;(tx ) sent by the Agent j that triggered the
communication at tx:

Z5(tx) = 2;(tx)—h(tx), Tj(tx) =2;(tx)+h(tx) (16)
with h(tx) = co + c1e™®%. Since the graph G is fully
connected and there is no communication delay, using this
proposed protocol, all the agents update simultaneously
the same component of the lower and upper bound of =x.
Therefore the z° will be identical at tjr and Vt € [tx,tx 11|
for all the Agents ¢ of the MAS. The same consideration
stands for the upper bound Z*. Let us denote by z(t) and
T(t) these vectors over [tr,tx+1[. It is assumed that all
agents trigger a communication at the initial instant ¢ = 0.
Consider the CTC (9) of triggering Agent j. At time tx
one has éj(tK) — h(tkx) < 0. Since |e;(t)] < €;(t), one
can deduce —h(tx) < ej(tx) < h(tx). Recalling that
e;(t) = &;(t) — x;(t), one obtains

z;(tk) = 2;(tk) — h(tkx) < zj(tx) < 25(tx) + h(tk) = fj(tlz) :

17

Therefore
z(tg) < z(tg) < T(tk). (18)

In addition, it can be shown that (15) define a lower and
upper dynamical system of & = —LzZ, in the sense that

t=-ILz<i=-Li<T=-LT (19)
where the inequalities are interpreted component by com-
ponent. Using Muller’s Theorem between two triggering
instants, one can conclude that z(¢) is bounded by z(t)
and Z(t) as

z(t) < z(t) <ZT(t),Vt € [tr, trt]- (20)
These bounds allow to find an estimation of the state of
the MAS, which can be computed in a distributed way by
each agent.
Based on this knowledge, we derive bounds on the value
of the consensus. As shown in the proof of Theorem 3,
for t € [tx,tx+1[, one has a(t) = 0. Then the agreement
value a of the consensus remains invariant between two
triggering instants and can be defined as a(t) = a(tg) =
(1/N)1Nx(tK) Extension of the proof results to a(t)
and a(t ) is straight forward and we can define a(tx) =
(1/N)1%z (tx) and a(tx) = (1/N) 157 (tx). From (18),
one has

a(tig) <altk) <al(ty). (21)

Let us assume that for each agent of the MAS, the
realization of its corresponding noise at each triggering
instant is such that there exists at least one agent of
the MAS for which the control input, as computed by
(4), is non zero® . For such an Agent 4, one has therefore
|u; (tx) | > 0. Then, as t increases, €; () evaluated from
(12) also increases and reaches the broadcast threshold
h(t) which is decreasing with time. The CTC (9) is hence
verified and another communication is triggered. Therefore
the number K of triggered communications inside the
MAS increases with time ¢. As t — oo, h(t) — cp, and one
can find some integer m > 0 such that VK > m, h(tx) ~
¢op. In this case, using (17), one has

1 1 .
a(tg) = leTv&(tK) ~ lerm(tl() —co (22)

1 1
a(tx) = Nl%i(t;() ~ Nl%i(t;() +co (23)

It can be concluded that, as ¢ — oo, the width of the
interval [a(tx),a(tk)] tends to 2¢q.

4.4 Simulation example

A simulation example is proposed in this section to il-
lustrate the proposed approach. A network of five agents
with a fully-connected communication graph G is consid-
ered. Initial conditions are chosen randomly. An uniformly
distributed random noise within [—w,w] is used for the
perturbation w; affecting the state estimate of each Agent
i, with @ = 9.107°. Triggering function parameters are set
as ¢g = 0.0001 = 1.1@, ¢; = 0.2499, o = 0.9X2(G) = 0.45.
Figure 1 shows evolution of agents’ states to the consensus,
and the triggering instants defined from the evaluation of
the distributed CTC (9). A set of 200 simulations gives
an average number of communications of 8.64% using the
proposed new CTC and in presence of noise - with 100%
being the percentage in case periodic communications at
each sampling period. Figure 2 presents the evolution of

1 In practice, this assumption is likely to be verified, e.g. if the w;
are independent randomly distributed variables.
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Figure 1. Evolution of the agents’ states to the consensus and their
triggering instants.
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the bounds z; and Z; on the state of Agent 1. Similar
behaviour is obtained for all the agents. Figure 3 shows
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Figure 3. Evolution of a(t), a(t) and a(t).

the evolution of the consensus value and its bounds. As
can be observed, the bounds on the consensus value tend
to an interval of width close to 2c¢q.

5. DOUBLE-INTEGRATOR AGENTS

5.1 Consensus & communication triggering condition

Consider first the noise-free case for agents with double-
integrator dynamics described as

di () = {8 (ﬂ i () + m wi (£),

where z;(t) = [&(t) ¢:(t)]" € R? is the state of Agent i and
u; € R its control input. Seyboth et al. (2013) proposed
the event-based implementation

w(t) = L (€ (1) + diag(t — th, ..t — t})E (1) + uC (1))

(24)

(25)

with 2 > 0 and with the stack vectors u = [ug, ..., uy]"
¢ = [él,...,éN]T and ¢ = [61,...,5N]T and where es-
timates & () and (;(t) are defined between two triggering
instants by & (t) = &(ti) and ;(t) = G(th), Vt € [th, th [
Introducing the measurement errors
ee (1) = £ (1) + diag(t — t}, ..t =t )C (1) — £ (D) (26)
ec(t) = ¢ () —¢(t)
allows to re-write (25) as
u(t) = —L(£(t)+ p¢ () + ee (t) + pec (). Using this
control law, the closed-loop dynamics of the second-order
multi-agent system are

&l _ ¢ 00
HEIHRPARC
with e = [eg peCT]T and I' defined as in Lemma 2.
A CTC is defined in Th. 5.2 of Seyboth et al. (2013) as

fultoees ) eca ) = | 5 0)

where e¢; and ec; respectively stand for the i-th compo-
nent of e; and e; and with constants cg > 0, ¢1 > 0, ¢o +
¢1>0and 0 < a < |Re(A3(T"))|. Using this CTC, Th. 5.2
of Seyboth et al. (2013) ensures that the disagreement vec-
tor § of the closed loop system converges to a ball centered
at the origin with radius r = coc, V2N ||L|| /|Re (A3 (1)) |,
for all initial conditions &, (o € RN. Moreover, the MAS
does not exhibit Zeno behavior. This result is obtained in
the noise-free case.

b

(27)

— (co+c1e™") (28)

5.2 Presence of unknown but bounded measurement noise
Considering now that state estimates are defined as

&i(t) = &i(th) + wea(th),
Git) = Gilty) +we.a(ty)
vVt € [t};7t};+1[ for each Agent i of the MAS, where
we,; and w¢; are some additive unknown but bounded

noises. Let us denote @e = sup;cy(sup |we; (t})[) and
keN*

(29)

W¢ = sup;ey(sup [we; (t}) |) the respective bounds on all
keN

the possible realizations of we; and w¢; for all agents of
the MAS and all communication times.
To introduce a new CTC for this problem, let us first define
t
» Vi@l =@c(t*ti)+/‘ |Ui(s)lds,
th

t
/. —u;(s)ds
th
(30)

ecit) = we + |Us ()], e ;(t) = we + |Vi(t)] and € =
eg ;> pee ;] Based on these notations, a new CTC to be
evaluated by Agent i is introduced:

fi(t. € (1) = llei(t)lloo — (co+cre™) >0 (31)
with constants ¢ > max (e, W¢) >0, ¢1 >0, co+¢1 >0
and 0 < a < |Re(A3(I))].
Theorem 4. Consider the multi-agent system (24) with the
control law (25) and state estimates (29). If communica-
tions are triggered when the CTC (31) is verified then,
for all initial conditions &y, (o € RN, a bounded consensus
is obtained for the MAS and the disagreement vector §
converges to a ball centered at the origin with radius
r = cocy V2N ||L|| /|Re (A3 (")) |, where ¢, is defined as
in Lemma 2. Moreover the MAS does not exhibit Zeno
behavior.

[Ui(t)] = p
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Proof. Similarly to the case with single-integrator agents,
the disagreement dynamics is defined as

S(t):Fé(t)—[gg]e(t) (32)

and its analytical solution is

§(t) =el'6 (0) — fot el(t=2) [2 2] e (s) ds. Similarly to Sey-
both et al. (2013), Lemma 2 yields [|§ (¢)|| < ki +
ko™ 4 kzef st with Re (A3 (T')) < —a < 0 and
_ ¢ Cvm”L” _ c Ci)\/ﬁHLH —

ki = Fretamnis B2 = TReoum)gap k3 = coll0(0)]]
positive constants. An upper bound |lu (¢)|| of the control
u (t) is obtained as (see Seyboth et al. (2013)): |lu (?)] <

V1 p2||L|| (k1 + k2 + k3) + V2| L] (co + 1) = @i. Again
we have to prove that the Zeno behavior is excluded. For
that purpose, let us compute a bound on ||e;(t)]| ., for each
Agent i and for ¢ between two triggering instants. Denote

by t* the last triggering instant.
t
/ éc,i(s) ds ) (33)
.

t
/ ég,i(s) ds
o

Using the fact that pé.(t) = —pu(t), one has

t t
/ éci () / —u; (s) ds
t t

plec,i(t) —wei(t)] = p|Ui (1) |
plec, (0| <p (e +1Us (1)) < (e +a(t— %))
(34)
Let us define e; ;(t) = w¢ + |U; (t) | and é¢;i(t) = w¢ +
@ (t —t*). Using the fact that é¢ ;(t) = ec ;(t),

t ¢ ¢ t
/ é¢,i(s) ds / ec,i(s) ds| < / We ds + / |U; (s)|ds
t t t* t*

leg,i(t) —we ;(£*)| < V5 (t) |
legi (8) | Swe + Vi (t)]| < we + (co+c1) (t —t7)

)

lle; ()]l e = max (

H ds =p

(35)
Let us introduce e ; (t) = w¢ + |V; (t) | and é¢ ;(t) = we +
(co+c1) (t—t*). We get from (33):

les (8]l < max (e ;(t), peg ;(t)) < max (Eci(t), péc.q(t))

Here, we assume ¢y # 0. The event is triggered when CTC

is satisfied i.e. not before |le; (t)||,, > co, and therefore

not before max (€¢ ;, € ;) > co. The inter-event times are
Co—Weg Co—HW¢

-t -WIC) > 0. This

bound holds for all event times ¢t* and all agents 7. Thus
we get the condition ¢y > max (W, puib¢) for exclusion of
the Zeno behavior. Moreover, e (t) is piecewise continuous
and the right hand side of (32) is globally Lipschitz in ¢,
existence and uniqueness of the solution is guaranteed as
said in Khalil (1996). Thus, ||d (¢)|| converges exponentially
to the ball ||d]| < k1 as t — oo.

lower bounded by 7 (t*) = max (

5.8 Guaranteed bounds on the state of the MAS and on
the consensus

As for the single-integrator case, one assumes the graph
G is fully connected and there is no communication delay.
Denote by K the index of the K-th message broadcast
in the MAS, whatever the broadcasting Agent. Consider
t € [tx,tx+1]- Each Agent ¢ of the MAS will compute
lower bounds £(t), ¢(¢) and upper bounds &(t), ((t) of (),

¢(t), which are identical for all agents, using

€

Slr[r]re

L L

£ £ 00 €
HEHR BN
(36)
with H (t) a vector of size 2N which all components are
h(t). And because G is fully-connected, (36) becomes

{1l [

At the trigger instant ¢, Agent ¢ updates its control input
u; and the j-th component of £, ¢ and £, ¢ by using

the information éj(tK), fj(tK) sent by the Agent j that
triggered the communication at tx:

§j(tK) =§&i(tx) — h(tx), &(tx)=E(tx)+ h(tx)
Qj(tK) =(itr) — h(tx)/p,  C(tx) = &(tr) + h(tx)/p

with h(tx) = co + cre” @5, It is assumed that all the
agents trigger a communication at the initial instant
t = 0. Consider the CTC (31) of triggering Agent j. At
time tx, max(leg ;(tx)l, pler ;(tx)]) — h(tx) < 0. Since
max(|eg,; (tx)], plec,;(tx)|) < max(leg ;(tx)l, pleg ;(Ex)l),
one can deduce —h(tx) < eg (tx) < h(tx) and —h(tx) <
pee.i(tx) < h(tx). Therefore

& (tr) = &(tx) — h(tx) < &(tx) < &;(tx) = &5(tx) + hltx)
Qj(tK) =(i(tr) — htx)/p < &(tr) < ¢ (k) = Gltk) + hltx)/n
_ _ (39
so §(tx) < &(tk) < &(tx) and ((tx) < ((tx) < ((tk).
In addition, it can be shown that (37) define a lower and
upper dynamical system for (27), in the sense that

e [g) <[220 [ =[] o

where the inequalities are interpreted component by com-
ponent. Using Muller’s Theorem between two triggering
instants, one can conclude that

E] < E] < E] , Ve [t trq]

These bounds allow to find an estimation of the state of
the MAS, which can be computed in a distributed way by
each agent.

Based on this knowledge, one would like now to derive
some bounds on the value of the consensus. From Seyboth
et al. (2013)), for ¢ between two events tx and txy1, the
state vector can be expressed £ (t) = a(t)1y + b(¢)t1y +
0¢ (t) and ¢ (t) = b(t)lny + O¢ (t) where J¢ and J. are
block vectors composing & such that 178¢(t) = 0 and
176¢(t) = 0, and where b(t) = b(tx) = (1/N)15((tx) and
a(t) = a(tg) = (1/N)1L&(tk) are invariant quantities 4.e
for t € [tx,txs1], G(t) ~ b(tk) and &(t) ~ a(tx)+b(tk)t
as t — oo. Using the same scheme as in Section 4.3, it can
be shown from (39) that:

(37)

(38)

(41)

b(tr) < b(tx) < bltk).
and therefore
btxe) = 15 ¢(t0) ~ 115 (x) — <o/ »
b(tx) = %1%2(1%) ~ %1%5(151() +co/p
_ 1.7 LT e
a(tx) = N1N§(tK) N1N§(tK) 0 )

— 1 N
altx) = p1REER) ~ 1 1KEER) + o
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So as t — 0o, the width of intervals [b(tx ), b(tx )] tends to
2¢o/p and [a(tk),a(tx)] tends to 2¢p.

5.4 Simulation example

A simulated example has been designed to illustrate the
proposed approach. Initial conditions are chosen randomly.
Uniformly distributed random noises within [—we, We]
and [—w¢,W¢] are respectively used for the perturbation
we,; and we; affecting the state estimate of each Agent
i, with @¢ = 9.107° and @, = 4.5.107°. Triggering
function parameters are set to ¢y = 0.0001, ¢; = 0.2499,
a = 0.95|Re (A (")) | = 0.523. Figure 4 shows that the

10 : 5
‘_éx _cl
0 R, _Y;z. | _gz
= L5 2 4
g \ 3 =0 3
-10
20 5 10 15 R 5 .10 15
time time
3
2
Fom
3
I
0 5 ) 10 15
time

Figure 4. Simulation result for single-integrator agents.
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Figure 6. Evolution of b(t), b(t), b(t) and a(t), a(t), a(t).

triggering function (31) allows to reach the consensus and
that communications are triggered regularly. The average
rate of communication is of 9.99% for 3 agents. Figure 5
presents the evolution of the bounds §1, &, and £1’ ¢, on
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the state of Agent 1. Similar behaviour is obtained for
all the agents. Figure 6 shows evolution of the consensus
values and their bounds.

6. CONCLUSIONS

A new distributed event-triggered communication method
based on an existing work allowing multi-agent systems to
reach the consensus in case where agent’s state measure-
ments are subject to unknown but bounded noise has been
introduced. Based on bound on measurement error, condi-
tions for design of a new CTC has been determined. From
this mechanism, guaranteed bounding for consensus has
been obtained using upper and lower dynamical systems.
Simulations have shown the efficiency of the new strategy.

Further works include considering more complex CTCs or
other state estimators as in Viel et al. (2016).
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