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Abstract—A cooperative salvo strategy is proposed in this
paper which achieves consensus among the interceptors within
a pre-defined arbitrary settling time. Considering non-linear
engagement kinematics and a system lag to capture the effect
of interceptor autopilot as present in realistic interception sce-
narios, the guidance schemes use the time-to-go estimates of the
interceptors in order to achieve simultaneous interception of a
stationary target at a pre-determined impact time. The guidance
scheme ensures that consensus among the time-to-go estimates of
the interceptors is achieved within a settling time whose upper
bound can be pre-specified arbitrarily independent of the initial
conditions or design parameters. The efficacy of the proposed
guidance strategy is demonstrated using numerical simulations
with varied conditions of initial position, velocities and heading
angle errors of the interceptors as well as different desired impact
times.

Note to Practitioners—The paper is motivated by the problem
of simultaneous interception of a target by multiple interceptors,
known as salvo attack. The synchronization of the interceptors’
maneuvers in order to achieve such simultaneous interception
within a desired time is an interesting research problem among
the guidance community. The existing approaches are able to
achieve such synchronization within a finite time. However, the
upper bound on the finite time cannot be chosen freely, and is
dependent either on both design parameters and initial conditions
or on the design parameters alone. In this paper, we develop an
algorithm that uses a leader-follower communication network in
order to achieve synchronization in the estimated time-to-go of
the interceptors, i.e. the time remaining till interception of the
target. The time of synchronization and the desired interception
time can be predetermined by the designers at the onset of the
maneuvers. Preliminary simulations show that the algorithm is
able to achieve interception of a stationary target under various
initial conditions as well as considering first-order autopilot
dynamics of the interceptors. Future research will address salvo
attack with maneuvering targets considering bounded control.

Index Terms—Salvo guidance, Arbitrary Time Consensus,
Leader-follower

I. INTRODUCTION

COOPERATION during hunting is observed in nature
among various predators as it proves to be a more

efficacious strategy than attacking alone against a larger and
stronger prey. Simultaneous interception of the target, known
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as a salvo attack, can similarly overwhelm and exhaust a
stronger target’s defense capabilities and counter its evasive
tactics. This idea has led to a growing interest in the salvo
guidance problem among researchers within the guidance
community [1]–[11].

The impact-time controlled guidance laws designed for
target interception by a single interceptor, achieved using
the widely popular sliding mode control [12]–[15], optimal
control [16], [17] and adaptive control [18] algorithms, can be
modified to achieve salvo attacks by ensuring the impact time
values of individual interceptors are identical. However, in
the event of any interceptor deviating from its desired course,
for any reason, no corrective action is initiated by the other
interceptors to still ensure salvo. This may lead to the failure of
the salvo mission. Thus, simultaneous attack or salvo in non-
ideal conditions, using these schemes, may not be guaranteed
since there is no communication or coordination among the
interceptors. In [1], the authors used biased proportional
navigation (PN) to develop a cooperative guidance scheme,
while the problem of impact time control was posed as a range
tracking problem in [3] for the achievement of salvo attack.
A cooperative time-invariant guidance scheme was developed
in [2] using time-to-go-estimates. In order to avoid using the
time-to-go estimate explicitly in designing cooperative salvo
attack strategies, a two-stage guidance approach was used in
[4], [5]. A decentralized control law was used in the first stage
for achieving salvo and this stage provided suitable initial
conditions for the second stage. Classical PN guidance law
was then used in the second stage to achieve simultaneous
target interception. The authors in [6] proposed a similar two-
stage salvo attack scheme using optimal control, with field-
of-view constraint in the first stage and classical PN guidance
in the second stage. In [19], a multi-agent consensus-based
algorithm was used in developing a cooperative guidance
scheme with impact-angle and field-of-view constraints. This
guidance scheme also used a two-stage strategy where con-
sensus was achieved in time-to-go and lead angle in the two
stages, respectively. However, the guidance strategies proposed
in [1]–[6], [19] could only achieve asymptotic convergence of
the relevant error variables.

Finite-time stability is a stronger notion than asymptotic
stability, with better convergence guarantees and disturbance
rejection properties [20]. Guidance law for a single interceptor
with finite time convergent line-of-sight angular rate was
developed in [21]. For salvo attack, finite-time consensus-
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based cooperative guidance schemes were developed for both
directed and undirected communication topologies. Authors in
[7] proposed a cooperative PN guidance strategy with time-
varying navigation gain which minimizes time-to-go variance
over an undirected network. This was modified in [8] to
develop a salvo guidance algorithm that achieves finite-time
convergence, constrained by acceleration saturation. A cooper-
ative salvo guidance law was presented in [10] over a directed
cycle graph to achieve consensus in time-to-go and intercept
the target at a desired finite time, by appropriately selecting
the edge weights of the graph.

One drawback of finite-time convergent control systems is
that the upper bound on the settling time is dependent on the
initial conditions and design parameters. The dependence on
initial conditions was eliminated by fixed time stable control
laws [22], and this concept has since gained prominence in co-
operative control of multi-agent systems [23] and cooperative
salvo guidance, in particular. The authors in [11] proposed
an adaptive fault-tolerant cooperative guidance scheme for
simultaneous target interception that was able to achieve fixed
time convergence under partial actuator failure. In [24], a
distributed impact-angle-constrained salvo attack strategy was
developed by augmenting the optimal impact angle control
guidance law with a cooperative guidance term which is able
to ensure that the consensus of time-to-go among the multiple
interceptors occurs within a fixed time prior to interception.
However, in the fixed time convergence paradigm, the upper
bound on settling time cannot be selected arbitrarily as it still
remains a function of design parameters.

The concept of fixed time stability has recently been ex-
tended to free-will arbitrary time convergence in [25] which
allows the designer to choose the upper bound on settling time
arbitrarily, irrespective of initial conditions or design param-
eters. This technique was used in [26] and [27] to develop
consensus algorithms for multi-agent systems with single and
double integrator dynamics. Their algorithms were able to
achieve consensus in the agents’ states within a fixed time
that has an arbitrarily pre-specified upper bound. However,
the algorithms were developed over undirected communication
topologies among the multiple agents.

In this paper, a cooperative guidance algorithm is proposed
for salvo attack on a stationary target, based on time-to-go
estimates. This achieves consensus in time-to-go among mul-
tiple interceptors within a free-will arbitrarily specified time,
independent of initial conditions or design parameters. Thus,
target interception occurs precisely at a desired pre-specified
impact time. The interceptors share information among each
other in a leader-follower communication topology. The leader
sends its state information to one or more followers unidirec-
tionally, while the followers communicate among each other
over an undirected connected graph. Two types of interceptor
dynamics are considered for designing the guidance schemes
– one with an ideal autopilot, and the other with first-order
autopilot dynamics. The latter set-up allows us to account
for approximate autopilot lag present in practical scenarios.
Extensive numerical simulations with various initial conditions
and system parameters are performed to establish the efficacy
of the proposed guidance strategies. Some preliminary results

were reported in [28].
The contributions of the paper can be summarized as

follows.
1) The existing cooperative salvo algorithms can only

achieve finite time or fixed time convergence in time-
to-go consensus. The proposed algorithm achieves con-
sensus within a settling time than can be pre-specified
arbitrarily by the user and is independent of initial
conditions as well as any design parameters.

2) The existing literature on free-will arbitrary time consen-
sus uses the assumption of undirected communication
among the agents. These algorithms can only achieve
average consensus in time-to-go and would not allow its
convergence on any desired value. The proposed leader-
follower consensus algorithm solves this problem and
makes possible simultaneous interception of the target
at the desired time precisely.

3) The existing salvo guidance algorithms require the de-
sired impact time to lie within the range of initial times-
to-go of the interceptors. The proposed algorithm is
not limited by such condition and can achieve target
interception at desired impact time outside the bounds.

4) The proposed guidance strategy considers realistic inter-
ceptor models with first-order autopilot dynamics.

5) Starting with a wide range of positions and heading
angles, interception of a stationary target is guaranteed.

6) Efficacy and scalability of the proposed algorithm is
demonstrated using large number of interceptors.

II. PRELIMINARIES

The communication topology among the interceptors is
described by a graph, G, consisting of the vertex set, V , and
the edge set, E ⊆ V × V . The edge (i, j) indicates that
the jth interceptor receives state information from the ith

interceptor which is then termed as the neighbor of the jth

interceptor. Bidirectional communication among the follower
interceptors means the edge (i, j) ∈ E ⇐⇒ (j, i) ∈ E .
Ni = {j ∈ V : (i, j) ∈ E} is the set of neighbors of
the ith interceptor. The interaction among the interceptors is
algebraically encapsulated in the interaction matrix H which
consists of two parts given by H = Lf + B. Here, Lf

is the graph Laplacian matrix [29] associated with the con-
nected, undirected, and unweighted graph among the follower
interceptors, while B denotes the leader incidence matrix
depicting flow of information from the leader to a subset of
the follower interceptors. The Laplacian matrix Lf and the
leader incidence matrix are defined as

[Lf ]ij =


−1, if (i, j) ∈ E
−
∑

j∈Ni
[Lf ]ij , ∀ i = j

0, otherwise
,

Bij =

{
1, if i = j and directed edge from leader to ith follower
0, otherwise

The undirected graph is said to be connected if a path (i.e.,
an alternating sequence of nodes and edges such that the edge
between two nodes in the sequence is the edge connecting
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the nodes) exists between any two vertices of the graph [29].
For such a graph, the Laplacian matrix is symmetric, positive
semi-definite with real eigenvalues given by 0 = λ1 < λ2 ≤
λ3 ≤ . . . ≤ λn. The eigenvector corresponding to λ1 = 0 of
Lf is 1n such that Lf1n = 0n. However, the leader-follower
interaction matrix H is a symmetric positive definite matrix,
with real, positive eigenvalues.

The following lemmas will aid in the synthesis of our
guidance strategies.

Lemma 1 ( [25] Theorem 1). Consider the nonlinear dynami-
cal system ẋ = f(t,x,α), x(t0) = x0 where x ∈ Rn denotes
the system states, and f : R≥0×Rn → Rn and α ∈ Rl denote
the adjustable system parameters. Let x = 0 be an equilibrium
point of the system within the domain D ⊆ Rn. Let β1(x) and
β2(x) be two continuous positive definite functions on D and
η ≥ 1. Suppose that there exists V (t,x) : [t0, tf )×D → R≥0

which is a real-valued continuously differentiable function
such that

β1(x) ≤ V (t,x) ≤ β2(x), ∀ t ∈ [t0, tf ), (1)
V (t,0) = 0, ∀ t ∈ [t0, tf ), (2)

V̇ (t,x) ≤ − η

tf − t
(1− e−V (t,x)), (3)

∀x ∈ D, ∀t ∈ [t0, tf ) then x = 0 is free-will arbitrary time
stable with tf > t0 being an arbitrary pre-specified time. If
the equality in (3) holds strictly for all x ∈ D, ∀t ∈ [t0, tf ),
then convergence to x = 0 occurs at tf .

Lemma 2 ( [26] Lemma 2). For any x, y ∈ R satisfying
0 < x ≤ y, the following holds −x(1− e−x) ≥ −y(1− e−y).

Lemma 3 ( [26] Lemma 3). For any vector x ∈ Rn, the fol-
lowing holds, −||x||(1− e−||x||) ≥ −xT (In − e−diag(x))1n ≥
−xT (1n − e−x) where e−diag(x)1n = e−x ∈ Rn.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider the planar engagement of interceptors against
a stationary target in this paper as illustrated in Fig. 1. The
ith interceptor is at a radial distance of ri from the stationary
target while moving at a constant speed of VMi

. Its flight path
angle is denoted by γMi

, while θi is the line-of-sight (LOS)
angle with respect to a fixed reference. With aMi

as the lateral
acceleration, the engagement kinematics of the ith interceptor
can be written as

ṙi = Vri = −VMi cos θMi , (4)

riθ̇i = Vθi = −VMi sin θMi , (5)

γ̇Mi
=
aMi

VMi

, (6)

where θMi
= γMi

− θi denotes the heading angle error. The
terms Vri and Vθi represent the parallel and perpendicular
components of the relative velocity with respect to the LOS,
respectively. The following assumptions are made.

Assumption 1. The interceptors are point-mass vehicles with
constant speeds throughout the engagement.

Assumption 2. There is a single leader, while the rest
of the interceptors are followers who communicate among

Target
Interceptor 1

Interceptor 2 Interceptor i

Interceptor n

Fig. 1: Planar engagement geometry.

themselves over an undirected, connected graph. The desired
terminal time is known to the leader alone.

Assumption 3. Information flows from the leader to one or
multiple followers in a unidirectional communication.

Assumption 4. Communication among the interceptors occur
without any delay or failure.

Time-to-go is the total time remaining until the interceptor
intercepts the target and is denoted by tgoi [10]. The impact
time, defined as timpi

= teli+tgoi , is the total time taken by an
interceptor since its launch till interception of the target, [10].
Here, teli denotes the elapsed time since the ith-interceptor’s
launch. With Td as the desired impact time, the desired time-
to-go tgod can be written as tgod = Td − teli . Consequently,
we have ṫgod = −1 and ẗgod = 0.

The main problem addressed in this paper may now be
stated. Subject to the assumptions 1-3, design a cooperative
salvo guidance strategy for interception of a stationary target
by multiple interceptors who interact with each other over
a leader-follower communication topology, considering the
following types of autopilot dynamics.

1) Each interceptor’s autopilot and rotational dynamics are
sufficiently fast compared to the guidance command.
Hence, the desired acceleration, aMi

, is achieved instan-
taneously, and the autopilot dynamics is ideal.

2) The following first-order model approximates the
lumped rotational and autopilot dynamics of each in-
terceptor as

ȧMi
=
aMci − aMi

τi
, (7)

where aMci and aMi
denote the commanded and

achieved interceptor lateral accelerations, respectively,
while τi is the autopilot time constant.

IV. MAIN RESULTS

In this section, we present guidance designs to achieve
guidance objectives while considering ideal and first-order
autopilot dynamics. The actual value of the time-to-go can
be back-calculated exactly only after the completion of the
engagement. Therefore, an estimate is provided in [7] for the
ith interceptor as

tgoi =
ri
VMi

(
1 +

θ2Mi

2K

)
, K = 2N − 1, (8)
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where N = 3 is the navigation constant for proportional
navigation (PN) guidance. It may be noted here that (8) uses
the small angle approximation of θMi . However, it has been
widely used in literature [8], [10], [11], which shows that
it works satisfactorily in the development of salvo guidance
algorithms.

A. Salvo guidance with ideal autopilot

Differentiating (8) with respect to time, we get

ṫgoi = Fi +BiaMi , (9)

Fi =
Vritgoi
ri

− VθiθMi

VMi
K
, Bi =

riθMi

V 2
Mi
K
. (10)

Let tgoℓ ∈ R denote the time-to-go for the leader interceptor.
With the desired time-to-go as tgod = (Td − telℓ) and ṫgod =
−1, we may write the error dynamics in time-to-go for the
leader as

el(t) = tgol − tgod = tgoℓ − (Td − telℓ),

ėℓ(t) = ṫgoℓ − ṫgod = Fℓ +BℓaMℓ
+ 1.

We use feedback linearization on the impact time error dynam-
ics and choose the lateral acceleration of the leader interceptor
in terms of the auxiliary control input uℓ as

aMℓ
=

1

Bℓ
(uℓ − Fℓ − 1) , (11)

which reduces the time-to-go error dynamics of the leader to
that of an integrator given by ėℓ(t) = uℓ.

To achieve target interception at the desired time t = Td, we
propose the auxiliary control input ul for the leader interceptor
as

uℓ =

− ηℓ
tfℓ − t

(1− e−eℓ(t)), if t0 ≤ t < tfℓ

0, if t ≥ tfℓ

(12)

with ηℓ > 1. Following [25], it can be guaranteed that the
control law in (12) leads to eℓ(t) converging to 0 at some
time t such that t ≤ tfℓ , where tfℓ is the free-will arbitrary
pre-specified time. This means that tgoℓ converges to tgod =
(Td − telℓ) within a finite time, tfℓ using the following lateral
acceleration control law

aMℓ
=


1
Bℓ

[
− ηℓ
tfℓ − t

(
1− e−(tgol−tgod )

)
− Fℓ − 1

]
,

if t0 ≤ t < tfℓ
1
Bℓ

(−Fℓ − 1) , if t ≥ tfℓ
(13)

and maintains this condition till target interception occurs.
Next, we design the consensus law for the follower agents

such that the control command for achieving consensus begins
only after the leader has achieved convergence to its desired
value, i.e. for t ≥ tfℓ . Now, ṫgoℓ = −1 for all t ≥ tfℓ . The
dynamics of the time-to-go error ei(t) = tgoi − tgoℓ for the
ith follower is given by

ėi(t) = ṫgoi − ṫgoℓ = Fi +BiaMi
+ 1,

for i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}. The lateral acceleration command is
written in terms of the auxiliary control command ui as
follows

aMi
=

1

Bi
(ui − Fi − 1) , (14)

which reduces the error dynamics of each interceptor to that
of a single integrator of the form ėi(t) = ui.

Writing δ = [e1(t), e2(t), . . . , en(t)]
T and uf =

[u1(t), u2(t), . . . , un(t)]
T , we design the consensus control

law for the n follower interceptors to achieve consensus
to their leader’s time-to-go within a free-will arbitrary pre-
specified time tf as

uf =


0, if t0 ≤ t < tfℓ
− ηf

tf−t (1n − e−Hδ), if tfℓ ≤ t < tf

0, otherwise,

(15)

where the gain ηf > 1
λmin(H) , and λmin(H) is the smallest

eigenvalue of H. Note that this must be real as H is a
symmetric matrix.

We next consider the Lyapunov candidate V = δTHδ. Its
time derivative may be obtained as

V̇ = δ̇THδ + δTHδ̇ = δT
(
H+HT

)
δ̇ (16)

= 2δTHT δ̇ = − 2ηf
tf − t

δTHT
(
1n − e−Hδ

)
(17)

= − 2ηf
tf − t

(Hδ)
T (

1n − e−Hδ
)

(18)

≤ − 2ηf
tf − t

∥Hδ∥
(
1− e−∥Hδ∥

)
. (19)

The above inequality is due to Lemma 3. Further, we have
used H = HT in the above derivation. If λmin is the smallest
eigenvalue of H, we have the following inequality

λmin(H)∥δ∥2 ≤ δTHδ ≤ ∥δ∥∥Hδ∥, (20)

which results in

λmin(H)∥δ∥ ≤ ∥Hδ∥ =⇒ ∥δ∥ ≤ ∥Hδ∥
λmin(H)

, (21)

since λmin(H) > 0. Using (21), the Lyapunov candidate may
then be bounded by

V = δTHδ ≤ ∥δ∥∥Hδ∥ ≤ ∥Hδ∥2

λmin(H)
. (22)

From the above inequality, it follows that −∥Hδ∥ ≤
−
√
λmin(H)V . Based on Lemma 2, we may conclude that

−∥Hδ∥
(
1− e−∥Hδ∥

)
≤ −

√
λmin(H)V

(
1− e−

√
λmin(H)V

)
.

(23)

This, combined with (19), leads to the following inequality

V̇ ≤ −
2ηf
√
λmin(H)V

tf − t

(
1− e−

√
λmin(H)V

)
. (24)
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We define a new variable, ξ, for notational simplicity as ξ =√
λmin(H)V . The time derivative of ξ may be written as

ξ̇ =

√
λmin(H)V̇

2
√
V

≤ −λmin(H)ηf
tf − t

(
1− e−ξ

)
= − η′

tf − t

(
1− e−ξ

)
,

where η′ = λmin(H)ηf . By Lemma 1, ξ goes to zero at some
t ≤ tf if η′ > 1, which implies V also goes to zero at the
same instant t ≤ tf following the definition of ξ. Since V is
a positive definite function of δ, V = 0 implies δ = 0 at that
instant t ≤ tf .

Therefore, the errors in time-to-go of the followers converge
to 0 at a time t in the interval tfℓ < t ≤ tf when driven by the
consensus protocol given by (15). In other words, the time-
to-go of the followers converges to tgoℓ at some time t ≤ tf
where tf is the free-will arbitrary pre-specified time.

Remark 1. Following [10], it can be shown that there is
no possibility of singularities occuring due to the leading
angle θMi

→ 0 as long as the consensus occurs before the
interceptors converge on their respective collision courses.
Hence, by suitable choice of tfl and tf such that they are
sufficiently less than the desired interception time Td as
well as the gains ηl and ηf , it can be ensured that ul and
uf become zero before the interceptors converge on their
respective collision courses.

B. Salvo guidance with first-order autopilot

Next, we propose a salvo guidance strategy for a group of
interceptors with first-order autopilot dynamics, modeled by
(7), which share information among each other over a leader-
follower network. To incorporate the autopilot dynamics, we
differentiate (9) with respect to time and use (7) to obtain the
following second-order time-to-go dynamics

ẗgoi = Ḟi + ḂiaMi
+BiȧMi

(25)

= Ḟi + ḂiaMi
− BiaMi

τi
+
Bi

τi
aMci . (26)

The control command in this case is the autopilot command
aMci , and the lateral acceleration of the interceptors evolves
with time as per (7).

Using the following expressions and differentiating Fi and
Bi, we can derive the terms Ḟi and Ḃi

θ̇Mi
=
(
γ̇Mi

− θ̇i

)
=

(
aMi

VMi

− Vθi
ri

)
, (27)

V̇ri = VMi sin θMi θ̇Mi = −aMiVθi
VMi

+
V 2
θi

ri
, (28)

V̇θi = −VMi
cos θMi

θ̇Mi
=
aMiVri
VMi

− VriVθi
ri

. (29)

After some algebraic manipulations, we get

Ḟi =

(
−aMi

Vθi
VMiri

+
V 2
θi
− V 2

ri

r2i

)
tgoi +

(
Vri
ri

)
ṫgoi

−
(
VriθMi

+ Vθi
V 2
Mi
K

)
aMi +

VriVθiθMi + V 2
θi

riVMiK
,

Ḃi =
1

V 3
Mi
K

(θMiVriVMi + riaMi − VMiVθi) .

The proposed control law for the leader is discussed first. The
dynamics of the time-to-go error el(t) = tgol − tgod for the
leader may be obtained as

ėl(t) = ṫgol − ṫgod =⇒ ël(t) = ẗgol − ẗgod ,

where the desired time-to-go is tgod = Td−tgoℓ . Consequently,
we have ṫgod = −1 and ẗgod = 0. Next, we design the lateral
control command, aMcℓ , in terms of an auxiliary control input,
uℓ, as

aMcℓ =
τℓ
Bℓ

[
uℓ − Ḟℓ −

(
Ḃℓ −

Bℓ

τℓ

)
aMℓ

]
. (30)

With the above auxiliary control input, the error dynamics
corresponding to leader interceptor results in the following
double-integrator form

ëℓ(t) = uℓ. (31)

It can further be expressed in the state-space form, with δℓ =
eℓ and νℓ = ėℓ, as δ̇ℓ = νℓ, ν̇ℓ = uℓ. For achieving target
interception at the desired time Td, we propose the following
control law for the leader interceptor

uℓ =

−δℓ −
∂ψ1

∂t
− νℓ

∂ψ1

∂δℓ
− ηℓ2 (1− e−zℓ)

tfℓ − t
, t ∈ [t0, tfℓ]

0, otherwise,
(32)

where ψ1(δℓ, t) and zℓ are defined as ψ1(δℓ, t) =

− ηℓ
tfℓ − t

(
1− e−δℓ

)
, zℓ = νℓ + ψ1, respectively, with the

parameters ηℓ, ηℓ2 ≥ 1. The free-will arbitrary time within
which the leader’s time-to-go converges to its desired trajec-
tory is denoted by tfℓ . Following [25] (Section 4.2), the control
law given in (32) ensures that δℓ → 0 and νℓ → 0 at some
t < tfℓ . Hence, it is established that the leader time-to-go
converges to the desired tgod = Td − telℓ , and its derivative
converges to −1 within the free-will arbitrarily specified time,
tfℓ using the following control law for the autopilot command
aMcℓ as

aMcℓ =
τℓ
Bℓ

[
uℓ − Ḟℓ −

(
Ḃℓ −

Bℓ

τℓ

)
aMℓ

]
,

where the terms uℓ and ψ1(δℓ, t) are defined as

uℓ =

−δℓ −
∂ψ1

∂t
− νℓ

∂ψ1

∂δℓ
− ηℓ2 (1− e−zℓ)

tfℓ − t
, t ∈ [t0, tfℓ]

0, otherwise,

ψ1(δℓ, t) = − ηℓ
tfℓ − t

(
1− e−δℓ

)
, zℓ = νℓ + ψ1

with ηℓ, ηℓ2 ≥ 1.
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The salvo guidance for the follower interceptors is de-
signed considering an undirected communication topology
among themselves and unidirectional communication from the
leader communicating to one or more followers. As before,
the consensus law for the followers is developed such that
the control command initiates only after convergence of the
leader’s time-to-go to the desired tgo = Td − teli . Thus,
ṫgoℓ = −1 and ẗgoℓ = 0 and the dynamics of time-to-go error
ei(t) = tgoi − tgoℓ for the n followers is obtained as

ėi(t) = ṫgoi − ṫgoℓ = ṫgoi + 1

= ẗgoi − ẗgoℓ = ẗgoi ,

for i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , n}. Using (25), the error dynamics of the
ith follower results in the following second-order form

ëi(t) = Ḟi +

(
Ḃi −

Bi

τi

)
aMi +

Bi

τi
aMci . (33)

The lateral control command, aMci , is designed in terms of
an auxiliary control input, ui, as

aMci =
τi
Bi

[
ui − Ḟi −

(
Ḃi −

Bi

τi

)
aMi

]
. (34)

Accordingly, the error dynamics results in the double-
integrator dynamics form

ëi(t) = ui, (35)

which may be rewritten in the state-space form, in terms of
δ = [e1, e2, . . . , en] ∈ Rn, ν = [ė1, ė2, . . . , ėn] ∈ Rn, and
uf = [u1, u2, . . . , un] ∈ Rn as

δ̇ = ν, ν̇ = uf . (36)

To design the consensus law for the follower interceptors using
back-stepping, we apply the following variable change z =

ν + ϕ, where we define ϕ(t, δ) =
ηf

tf − t

(
1n − e−Hδ

)
with

ηf >
1

λmin(H)
. The time derivative of z is obtained as

ż = ν̇ +
∂ϕ

∂δ
ν +

∂ϕ

∂t
= uf +

∂ϕ

∂δ
ν +

∂ϕ

∂t
,

where the terms
∂ϕ

∂δ
and

∂ϕ

∂t
are defined as

∂ϕ

∂δ
=

ηf
tf − t

diag
(
e−Hδ

)
H,

∂ϕ

∂t
=

ηf
(tf − t)2

(
1n − e−Hδ

)
.

We propose the following consensus law for the follower
interceptors

uf =


0, if t0 ≤ t < tfℓ ,

−∂ϕ
∂δ ν − ∂ϕ

∂t − ηf2

t1−t (1n − e−z), if tfℓ ≤ t < t1

−∂ϕ
∂δ ν − ∂ϕ

∂t , if t1 ≤ t < tf

0, otherwise,
(37)

with ηf2 > 1. Hence, in the interval tfℓ ≤ t < t1, (37) results
in the following closed-loop dynamics

ż = − ηf2
t1 − t

(1n − e−z). (38)

We consider the Lyapunov candidate Vz = zTz, whose time
derivative may be obtained as

V̇z = 2zT ż = −2
ηf2
t1 − t

zT (1n − e−z) (39)

≤ −2
ηf2
t1 − t

∥z∥(1− e−∥z∥) (40)

≤ −2
ηf2
t1 − t

√
Vz(1− e−

√
Vz ), (41)

where the last two inequalities follow from Lemmas 2 and 3
along with the fact that Vz = ∥z∥2. Consider ξ =

√
Vz and

observe that its time derivative is given by

ξ̇ =
V̇z

2
√
Vz

≤ − ηf2
t1 − t

(1− e−ξ). (42)

By Lemma 1, if ηf2 > 1, ξ goes to zero at some time t in the
interval tfℓ ≤ t < t1, which implies that Vz = ξ2 also goes
to zero at the same instant. Since Vz is a positive definite
function of z, z → 0 as t → t1. Hence, ν(t) = −ϕ for all
t ≥ t1. Thereafter, the system reduces to the following single
integrator dynamics

δ̇ = − ηf
tf − t

(
1n − e−Hδ

)
, ∀ t ≥ t1. (43)

Finally, using the results for the system with single integrator
dynamics obtained in the case of ideal autopilot earlier, it
follows that δ → 0 as t→ tf if ηf > 1

λmin(H) . Since ν = −ϕ
for all t ≥ t1, as δ converges to 0, it implies that ϕ converges
to 0, and hence ν → 0 as t→ tf . Equivalently, it follows that
δ = 0 and ν = 0 for all t ≥ tf .

Therefore, we have shown that for a system of interceptors
in a leader-follower communication framework, with double
integrator time-to-go dynamics given by (36), the follower
time-to-go error, δ, and its derivative, ν, converge to 0 ∈ Rn

within a fixed time which is bounded in the interval tfℓ ≤ t <
tf − tfℓ . The settling times tfℓ and tf must be chosen such
that tfℓ < tf with adequate margin between the two times to
allow sufficient maneuvering time for the followers.

V. SIMULATION RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Simulations to evaluate the efficacy of the proposed salvo
strategies with the system lag approximated as ideal autopilot
and first-order autopilot are presented in this section. We
consider the same communication network in both scenarios,
which is illustrated in Fig. 2. There are 4 follower interceptors
which share information with each other over an undirected
cycle graph. The leader interceptor communicates with one of
the followers only over a directed edge unidirectionally.

The followers’ graph Laplacian, Lf , and the leader inci-
dence matrix B, for the network in Fig. 2, are

Lf =


2 −1 0 −1
−1 2 −1 0
0 −1 2 −1
−1 0 −1 2

 ; B =


1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

 .
The interaction matrix H = Lf + B has λmin(H) = 0.186.
We present different initial conditions for the simulations in
order to assess the efficiency and robustness of the proposed
salvo guidance strategy, which are summarized in Table I. Set
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TABLE I: Table of initial conditions used for simulations.

Data Parameters Interceptor
Leader Follower 1 Follower 2 Follower 3 Follower 4

Set 1

r0 (m) 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000
VM (m/s) 200 200 200 200 200
θ0 45° 0° -45° 60° 120°
γ0 90° 60° -30° 30° 70°

Set 2

r0 (m) 10500 11000 9800 10000 9500
VM (m/s) 200 200 200 200 200
θ0 -30° -60° -45° -80° -90°
γ0 -45° -90° -30° -60° -45°

Set 3

r0 (m) 6000 6000 600 6000 6000
VM (m/s) 630 630 600 570 594
θ0 -40° -50° -60° -30° -70°
γ0 0° -5° 0° 25° 10°

Leader

Follower 1 Follower 2

Follower 3Follower 4

Fig. 2: Communication topology with 1 leader and 4 followers
for simulations.

1 is used to assess the effect of different heading angle errors
θM = γM − θ using different values of initial azimuth θ and
flight path angle γM . Set 2 demonstrates the effects of different
starting positions of the interceptors at different initial ranges,
while Set 3 is used to assess the effects of different speeds
of the interceptors. The origin of the coordinate system is
considered to be at the stationary target for all the simulations.

A. Results for salvo guidance with ideal autopilot

In this section, we discuss the simulations results for salvo
guidance with ideal autopilot using the initial conditions given
in Table I. The lateral acceleration command, aMi , for each
interceptor is bounded within 300m/s2.

1) Effect of heading angle errors: Each interceptor is
initially located at the same radial distance of 5000m from
the target but at different azimuth angles, θ0 = [45◦, 0◦, −
45◦, 60◦, 120◦]T . Their constant identical speed is 200m/s
with different initial heading angles γ0 = [90◦, 60◦, −
30◦, 30◦, 70◦]T . A desired time of interception is chosen
as 30 s. The free-will arbitrary time, tfℓ , within which the
leader is required to converge to the desired value is 5 s, while
the free-will arbitrary time, tf required for consensus by the
followers to the leader’s tgo is 25 s. The parameters ηℓ and ηf
are chosen as 2 and 10.73, respectively.

Successful interception of the target by each interceptor
is demonstrated in Fig. 3a, which shows the trajectories of
the interceptors. The initial positions of the interceptors are
marked by red dots, while the arrowheads at respective initial
locations indicate directions of their initial velocity vectors.

The evolution of tgo in Fig. 3b shows that consensus is
achieved by the follower interceptors to the leader’s tgo value
well within 10 s. As observed in the Fig. 3b, the initial time-to-
go for all the interceptors is less than 30 s with the maximum
being 27.74 s. However, our guidance scheme ensures that the
time-to-go for the leader converges to desired value within
tfℓ = 5 s, and since all the followers converge to the leader’s
time-to-go within 25 s (as shown in Fig. 3d), simultaneous
interception of target occurs at the desired impact time of
30 s. It may also be observed that the follower interceptors
start their maneuver after t = tfℓ = 5 s.

The lateral acceleration command is depicted in Fig. 3c,
which shows that the lateral acceleration bound is reached for
the follower 2 at the beginning of the trajectory, which is a
consequence of the large time-to-go error for the follower 2 at
the time of consensus control engagement. However, it quickly
reduces to 10m/s2 within 1.5 s. An important observation
from Fig. 3c is that the lateral acceleration command for
each interceptor reduces to zero smoothly as they approach
the target interception at 30 s. This desirable feature is due to
the convergence of ṫgo to −1 within a finite time before target
interception. The headings of the interceptors also converge
to zero, as shown in Fig. 3e, which indicates that interception
of the target occurs with maximum impact velocity. This
maximizes the damage to the target.

2) Effect of the choice of free-will arbitrary settling time
tf : Next, we choose the free-will arbitrary settling time, tf ,
as 10 s which is much smaller than the 25 s selected in the
previous case. In this case also, the desired impact time is
achieved as shown in Fig. 4a. We observe in Fig. 4b that the
consensus is achieved as expected within a smaller settling
time tf = 10 s. However, Fig. 4c shows that the reduction
in settling time causes an increase in the lateral acceleration
commands on the follower interceptors at the beginning of
the consensus control. The increase in saturation duration of
the follower 2 acceleration command can be clearly observed
when compared with Fig. 3c. Further reduction in tf would
lead to command saturation for the other interceptors as well.
An increase in tf is possible up to Td = 30 s since an increase
beyond such value would not lead to a consensus before target
interception.

3) Effect of the choice of desired impact time Td: We
choose the desired impact time, Td, as 27.52 s which is smaller
than 30 s selected in the original case (with tf = 25 s).
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(a) Trajectory. (b) Time-to-go. (c) Lateral acceleration command.

(d) Follower consensus error. (e) Heading angle error.

Fig. 3: Simulation results of cooperative guidance strategy for interceptors with ideal interceptor autopilot.

(a) Time-to-go. (b) Norm of follower consensus error. (c) Lateral acceleration command.

Fig. 4: Simulation results with reduced bound on settling time tf .

Figure 5a shows that the interceptors are able to intercept the
target simultaneously at the desired impact time. However,
it was seen that further reduction in impact time is not
possible beyond this value. This is because, as observed in
Fig. 5b, the heading angle error θM of Follower 1 is close
to 0, and a further reduction in Td would lead to θM = 0.
This violates the condition given in Remark 1. Comparing
the trajectories of Follower 1 shown in Fig. 5c with the
original case shown in Fig. 3a. It may be clearly observed
that the trajectory of follower 1 is rather flat and is close to
a straight line. This means that for the particular choice of
the position, velocity, and maximum achievable control input,
the time-to-go for follower 1 has reached very close to its
minimum value and cannot be reduced further. Hence, there

is a lower bound on the desired impact time, Td, depending on
the operating conditions, such as the interceptors’ velocities,
initial positions, maximum achievable control inputs, and other
physical constraints.

4) Effect of different initial positions: At the initial time,
t0, each interceptor is located at different radial distances r0 =
[10500, 11000, 9800, 10000, 9500]m from the target and at
different azimuth angles, θ0 = [−30◦, − 60◦, − 45◦, −
80◦, − 90◦]T . Their constant identical speed is 200m/s with
different initial heading angles γ0 = [−45◦, −90◦, −30◦, −
60◦, − 45◦]T . The desired time of interception is chosen as
Td = 65 s. The free-will arbitrary time, tfℓ , within which the
leader is required to converge to the desired value is 5 s, while
the free-will arbitrary time, tf , required for consensus by the
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(a) Time-to-go. (b) Heading angle error. (c) Trajectory.

Fig. 5: Simulation results with reduced desired impact time Td.

(a) Trajectory. (b) Time-to-go. (c) Lateral acceleration command.

Fig. 6: Cooperative guidance strategy for interceptors with ideal autopilot starting at different locations.

followers to the leader’s tgo is 50 s. The parameters ηℓ and
ηf are chosen as 3 and 10.73, respectively. These parameters
are similar to the previous case since they are mainly selected
based on the particular communication topology at hand.

Figure 6a shows that the proposed salvo strategy is able
to achieve interception in this case too. Target interception
occurs simultaneously by all the interceptors at the desired
impact time Td = 65 s as evident from Fig. 6b. The norm
of the follower consensus error converges to 0 within the
selected tf = 50 s which implies that the time-to-go of the
followers converges to their leader’s time-to-go within the
desired tf = 50 s. It may be observed from Fig. 7c that
the lateral acceleration command for the leader and follower
2 saturate for a very brief duration during their respective
initial phases, but subsequently reduce to smaller values soon
enough.

5) Effect of different interceptor speeds: At the initial in-
stant, t0, each interceptor is located at the same radial distance
of 6000m from the target but at different azimuth angles, θ0 =
[−40◦, − 50◦, − 60◦, − 30◦, − 70◦]T . They have different
speeds vM = [630, 630, 600, 570, 594]Tm/s with different
initial heading angles γ0 = [0◦, − 5◦, 0◦, 25◦, 10◦]T . The
desired time of interception is chosen as Td = 12 s. The free-
will arbitrary time, tfℓ , within which the leader is required
to converge to the desired tgod = 12 − t curve is 2 s, while
the free-will arbitrary time, tf , required for consensus by the
followers to the leader’s tgo is 10 s. The parameters ηℓ and ηf

are chosen as 3 and 10.73, respectively.
Figure 7a shows that the proposed salvo strategy is able

to achieve interception in this case with different interceptor
velocities also. Target interception by all the interceptors
occurs simultaneously at the desired impact time Td = 12 s,
as evident from Fig. 7b. As indicated in Fig. 7b, the time-
to-go of the followers converge to that of their leader within
tf = 10 s. It may be observed from Fig. 7c that the lateral
acceleration commands for the leader and the followers 1,
2, and 4 saturate for some duration during their initial time
instants, but subsequently reduce to smaller values very soon.

B. Results for salvo guidance with first-order autopilot

In this subsection, we discuss the simulation results for
salvo guidance with a first-order autopilot using the initial
conditions given in Set 1 of Table I. At the initial instant,
t0, each interceptor is located at the same radial distance
of 5000m from the target but at different azimuth angles,
θ0 = [45◦, 0◦, − 45◦, 60◦, 120◦]T . Their constant iden-
tical speed is 200m/s with different initial heading angles
γ0 = [90◦, 60◦, − 30◦, 30◦, 70◦]T . Similar to the case of
ideal autopilot, in this case the desired time of interception is
chosen as 30 s. The time-constant, τ , of the autopilot dynamics
is 0.5 s. The free-will arbitrary time, tfℓ , within which the
leader converges to the ideal time-to-go, is chosen as 5 s.
The free-will arbitrary time within which the followers are
required to converge to the leader’s time-to-go is chosen as
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(a) Trajectory. (b) Time-to-go. (c) Lateral acceleration command.

Fig. 7: Cooperative guidance strategy for interceptors with ideal autopilot and different velocities.

(a) Trajectory. (b) Time-to-go. (c) Lateral acceleration.

Fig. 8: Cooperative guidance strategy for interceptors with first-order interceptor autopilot.

tf = 25 s, while the time t1 = 24 s. The parameters ηℓ and
ηℓ2 for the leader are 7 and 1.5, respectively, while those
for the followers are ηf = 15 and ηf2 = 4. Due to the
exponential terms present in (32) and (37), large numerical
values of time-to-go error for both leader and followers cause
uℓ and uf to rise to unacceptably high values. To alleviate
this, we scaled both sides of (31) and (35) by a regularizing
factor of 0.01 to avoid numerical errors in computations. The
lateral acceleration command is assumed to be bounded within
300m/s2 for each interceptor. Figure 8a shows the trajectories
of the interceptors which start from their initial positions
(marked by the red dots) and eventually intercept the target
located at the origin, as before. Compared with Fig. 3a, the
effect of the first-order autopilot is evident as the initial part of
the leader’s trajectory turns with a distinct lag. This is because,
unlike for the ideal autopilot, the desired lateral acceleration is
not achieved instantaneously in this case. Further, the follower
interceptors start maneuvering to achieve consensus after the
convergence of the leader’s time-to-go to its desired value.

It may be observed in Fig. 8b that, using the proposed
guidance strategy, all the interceptors intercept the target
precisely at the desired impact time of 30 s even though the
initial time-to-go values for individual interceptors are much
lower than 30 s. In fact, the interceptors tend to veer away from
the target initially to satisfy the impact time constraint. The

time-to-go of the followers vary with their individual slopes
until the consensus control uf becomes active at tfℓ = 5 s.
Subsequently, the cooperative control law ensures that the
time-to-go trajectories of the interceptors converge to the ideal
expression, tgo = 30 − t, within the prescribed 25 s. The
leader achieves the desired ṫgo = −1 within the prespecified
tfℓ = 5 s, while the followers achieve ṫgo = −1 within
25 s as expected. Figure 8c shows the evolution of the lateral
acceleration, aM , in this case.

Numerical simulations with different initial conditions and
system parameters were presented in this section to assess the
effectiveness of the proposed guidance schemes. The results
indicate that even though the time for consensus can be chosen
arbitrarily, the choice must be made judiciously considering
the bounds on the control inputs.

C. Simulations to demonstrate scalability of the algorithm

To demonstrate the scalability of the salvo guidance algo-
rithm, we have carried out simulations with double the number
of follower interceptors and a fairly complex communication
graph between them. The simulation conditions and results are
discussed below.

In this simulation scenario, there are 8 followers along with
1 leader. The communication graph among the leader and 8
followers are shown in Fig. 9a . All the interceptors are at an
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Leader Follower 1

Follower 2

Follower 4

Follower 7

Follower 8

Follower 3 Follower 6

Follower 5

(a) Network graph with 1 leader and 8 followers.

Leader

Follower 1

Follower 2

Follower 3

Follower 4
(b) Network graph with 1 leader and 4 followers.

Fig. 9: Network graphs for simulations.

(a) Trajectory. (b) Time-to-go. (c) Lateral acceleration command.

Fig. 10: Simulation results of cooperative guidance strategy for large number of interceptors.

initial radial distance of 5 km from the target with speed of
200m/s. The initial azimuth and heading angle of the leader
are 45◦ and 90◦ respectively. The follower interceptors are
located at initial azimuth angles of 0◦, −45◦, 60◦, 120◦, 190◦,
−110◦, 90◦, 160◦, while their initial heading angles are 60◦,
−30◦, 30◦, 70◦, 130◦, 240◦, 20◦, 100◦. The desired time of
interception is 30 s, and the free-will arbitrary convergence
times are tfl =5 s and tf =25 s. The parameters ηl and ηf are
3 and 24.7572, respectively.

The simulation results are shown in Fig. 10. As seen in Fig.
10a illustrating the trajectories of the interceptors, successful
interception of the target is achieved by each interceptor. Fig.
10b shows the evolution of time-to-go of the interceptors. The
tgo of the leader converges with the desired time-to-go curve
within tfl =5 s, and subsequently all the followers converge to
the leader’s time-to-go within the desired tf =25 s. Thereafter,
simultaneous interception of the target is achieved by all the
interceptors at the desired impact time of 30 s.

D. Comparison with existing salvo guidance

To the best of our knowledge, a salvo guidance design
with free-will arbitrary time convergence in consensus is
not present in the literature. To demonstrate the efficiency
of our algorithm, its performance is compared with another
salvo guidance algorithm described in Section 3.1.1 of [30],
which uses leader-follower communication framework in order
to achieve interception with a stationary target. In order to
have similar comparison of the interceptor dynamics, the
simulations results with first-order autopilot is shown below,

where the time-to-go dynamics has relative degree two with
respect to the input command.

Same initial conditions are used in our simulations. There
is a single leader (designated as I0 in [30]) with 4 followers
(designated as I1 to I4 in [30]) with the communication
graph as shown in Fig. 9b. We have considered bidirectional
communication among the followers and unidirectional com-
munication from the leader to the followers I1 and I2 as per
Assumptions 2 and 3 in our paper. The initial radial distance
of all the interceptors from the target is 10 km and the speed
of each interceptor is 400m/s. The initial azimuth angle and
heading angle of the leader are 30◦ and 0

◦
respectively, while

the followers are at the initial azimuth angles of 150◦, −30◦,
210◦, 45◦ with the initial heading angles of 170◦, 0◦, 250◦,
90◦. The desired time of simultaneous interception with the
stationary target is chosen as Td = 30 s.

As seen in Fig. 11a all the interceptors achieve target
interception at the desired time Td of 30 s. The initial time-to-
go of the interceptors are 25.68 s, 25.30 s, 25.68 s, 26.22 s and
26.54 s, which are very close to those reported in [30], which
proves that the small angle approximation in time-to-go in our
paper is not too detrimental to its performance. Fig. 11b shows
that the leader’s time-to-go converges on the desired time-to-
go curve within 5 s and the followers’ time-to-go converge on
the leader’s time-to-go within 25 s as chosen in our algorithm.
Similar to [30], the lateral acceleration at the terminal time,
as shown in Fig. 11c is zero, which is a desirable feature.
However, unlike [30], the variation of lateral acceleration in
our simulations are significantly smoother. This is definitely
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(a) Trajectory. (b) Time-to-go. (c) Lateral acceleration command.

Fig. 11: Simulation results with initial conditions given in [30].

advantageous with respect to structural flexibility design of the
interceptors.

VI. CONCLUSION

A cooperative guidance algorithm was developed in this
paper for a salvo attack against a stationary target at a desired
impact time by multiple interceptors that share information
with each other over a leader-follower communication frame-
work. The guidance strategies were designed using time-to-
go estimates for interceptors with two types of dynamics
– ideal autopilot and first-order autopilot. Stability analyses
established the convergence of the leader’s time-to-go to
the ideal time-to-go trajectory and that of the followers to
the leader’s time-to-go within a pre-specified time that the
designer can choose freely and is not dependent on the initial
conditions or other design parameters. Numerical simulations
with different initial conditions and system parameters were
performed to assess the effectiveness of the proposed guidance
scheme.

The consensus control command tends to be large when
the difference in times-to-go between a pair of the followers
is high. This is due to the presence of the exponential term
present in the consensus control law. When this exponential
term is high enough such that it increases beyond the practical
limit of the interceptor’s control, the command saturates.
This saturation in control command will affect pre-specified
time convergence only if there is insufficient time for the
interceptors’ maneuvers. Therefore, this can be mitigated by
choosing the desired interception time, the free-will arbitrary
pre-specified times and the gains judiciously, considering
the bounds on the control inputs, interceptor’s speed, initial
position, maximum achievable lateral acceleration, and other
physical constraints. It is evident from the simulations that
even though command saturation has occurred in most of the
cases, the interceptors are able to achieve salvo interception
of the target in all the cases. Future research shall focus on
developing control algorithms that consider the bounds of
control commands in the formulation itself.

Developing cooperative salvo guidance strategies using con-
sensus over general directed communication topologies with
maneuvering targets shall be pursued in the future. Develop-
ment of the salvo algorithm taking into account delay, degra-

dation or failures in communication among the interceptors
might be another possible direction of future research.

Choice of the leader should be made judiciously based on
the initial time-to-go of the interceptors. It is well known that
any leader-follower based consensus algorithms suffers from
the inherent disadvantage that failure of the leader results
in failure of all its followers as well. Design of the salvo
algorithm considering leader failure is an interesting topic for
future research.
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