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A System of Systems (SoS) comprises Constituent Systems (CSs) that interact to provide unique capabilities beyond any single CS. A 

key challenge in SoS is ad-hoc scalability, meaning the system size changes during operation by adding or removing CSs. This research 

focuses on an Unmanned Vehicle Fleet (UVF) as a practical SoS example, addressing uncertainties like mission changes, range extensions, 

and UV failures. The proposed solution involves a self-adaptive system that dynamically adjusts UVF architecture, allowing the Mission 

Control Center (MCC) to scale UVF size automatically based on performance criteria or manually by operator decision. A multi-agent 

environment and rule management engine were implemented to simulate and verify this approach.    
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INTRODUCTION 

The System of Systems (SoS) terminology was created through multiple evolutionary steps [14]. One of the first notable 

definitions of SoS was introduced in [2] as “[a] SoS is an array that is a large collection of Constituent Systems (CSs) 

functioning together to achieve a common purpose.” A SoS is evolutionary and emergent. SoS evolution comes as a result 

that it is composed of CSs that are integrated together to satisfy a higher purpose. Accordingly, SoS are constructed bottom-

up. Thus, they are shaped based on an adapting the interconnected CSs to reach a specific purpose. Therefore, the existence 

of a SoS is evolutionary as tasks are added, removed, or modified during the operation [13]. Ultimately, SoS are emergent 

[5], which means that SoS behaviors are not fully understood until they are integrated. This implies that the overall SoS 

value does not equal the sum of the CSs values. Accordingly, some of the overall SoS behaviors can be desirable, while 

other behaviors might be undesirable. 

Swarm robotics is an excellent example of a SoS [19] where multiple robots from the same type that cooperate or 

operate in parallel to achieve specific tasks that match their capabilities. An Unmanned Vehicle (UV) can be seen as a 

robot can be remotely controlled by a remote pilot or autonomously controlled by a complex dynamic system based on 

preprogrammed plans [6]. Different UV categories such as Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV), Unmanned Ground Vehicle 

(UGV), Unmanned Surface Vehicle (USV), Unmanned Underwater Vehicle (UUA) offer different capabilities, therefore 

each category can achieve specific missions [1]. There are many advantages of using UVs [8] due to their low cost, high 

versatility, and easy deployment. However, UVs may also have many limitations such as their mission capacity, mission 
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complexity, operation range, battery lifetime, cybersecurity, and general malfunctioning. Subsequently, using a UV within 

a fleet becomes the de-facto approach to overcome a single UV limitation [3].  

This research defines the Unmanned Vehicle Fleet (UVF) as a SoS that combines many UV constituent swarms, each 

of which cooperate or collaborate to accomplish complex missions by forming collective structures and emerging behaviors 

that extend their overall capabilities [18]. The ad-hoc scalability of an UVF is the key to its evolution and emergence. The 

ad-hoc scalability can be defined as the measure of how responsive and robust the system is to changes that occur during 

operation by adding or removing resources to meet new demands [9]. Accordingly in this research we provide an approach 

to its design and simulate a Mission Control Center (MCC) that can control the UVF ad-hoc scalability via dynamically 

adapting the SoS architecture. In the next section, the research problem is described in detail. Furthermore, section 3 will 

highlight the central, hierarchical, and holonic system architectures as the fundamentals of the proposed solution. The 

implementation of the proposed solution will be realized in section 4 via a multi-agent environment that models the MCC, 

the operator, and the UVs as software agents. Section 5 will discuss the simulation case study and its results. Finally, 

section 6 will summarize and discuss the research and wrap it up with possible future work.     

PROBLEM 

As has been discussed previously, the UVF can be seen as the realization of the SoS concept over multi-UV Swarms. 

Swarm robotics is the study of how large number of relatively simple, physically embodied agents can be designed such 

that a desire collective emerges from the local interaction among the agents and between the agents and the environment 

[7]. This definition is aligned with the SoS definition in highlighting the scalability as the main key of its emergency and 

evolution. As shown in Figure 1, a UVF involves two types of ad-hoc scalability. The first type can be seen within a UV 

swarm (UGV or UAV), where adding/removing UV entities is directly influencing the CS capacity in executing specialized 

tasks that are suitable with the UV capabilities. The second type can be seen within the overall UVF, where including or 

excluding an entire UV swarm directly influences the SoS's existing capabilities and overall plan.  
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Figure 1: Ad-hoc Scalability in the UVF 

The fact that the scalability of a UVF is limited by the static design of its system architecture pattern, that is often 

implemented by the MCC, is the fundamental challenge that has been highlighted. The main research question that is 

addressed by this research is “How to achieve the ad-hoc scalability concept in a UVF by adapting its architecture based 

on its performance criteria such as battery utilization and communication traffic”   

SOLUTION  

System architecture patterns are the blueprint to implement an application design at the highest level of abstraction. 

Architecture patterns defines the overall system structure and behavior. Accordingly, we propose a MCC design that is 

capable of dynamically scaling the UVF performance by reforming its architecture pattern. Thus, the UVF can easily adapt 

to unexpected new requirements. The UVF size can be scaled during run time without interruption to its mission. The MCC 

implements a decision-making mechanism either in fully automatic operation mode or supported-manual operation mode. 

In fully automatic mode, the MCC autonomously selects the appropriate UVF architecture pattern to fit the current mission 

requirements. In supported-manual operation mode on the other hand, an operator chooses a specific architecture pattern. 

Here the MCC validates choices and provides a viable solution. Figure 2 shows the solution concept used to design the 

MCC. In this concept, the three architecture patterns Central, Hierarchal, and Holonic have been used to demonstrate the 

solution idea. However, the concept can be applied over other system patterns as well.   
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Figure 2: Solution concept – scaling the UVF via adapting its pattern architecture by the MCC. 

The Central architecture pattern can be seen on the left side of Figure 2. Two structure layers are proposed in this 

pattern. The first layer is the supervision layer, where the MCC is located. The second layer is the operational layer, where 

the UVs exist. All the communication links between the MCC and the UVs are based on a master-slave protocol, where in 

this case the MCC takes the role of the master node while the UVs take the role of slave nodes. In the master-slave protocol, 

one device acts as a master node that manages all timing and data flow. The slave nodes cannot initiate any communication 

or communicate with one another. All UVs must therefore wait for the MCC command and then provide their feedback. 

Would the UVs like to cooperate, they must communicate through the MCC as a hub. The Central pattern has a simple 

structure and behavior, however it incorporates a Single Point of Failure (SPoF) which reduces its reliability [13]. The 

scalability and flexibility of the Central architecture is very limited due to the number of UVs that can be connected and 

controlled by one MCC simultaneously.   

The Hierarchical architecture pattern can be seen on the center of Figure 2. It is a modification of the Central pattern 

in a way that increases its scalability and flexibility. Three structural layers are proposed in this pattern. All UVs in the 

execution layer receive their direct commands from the MCC (located in the supervision layer) via normal master-slave 

communication links. The UVs in the execution layer are leader UVs, as each of them lead a group of a follower UVs in 

the operational layer via master-slave communication links. Global cooperation must occur via the MCC and the leader 

UVs, which naturally increases delays. While the local cooperation can occur via the leader UVs. The Hierarchical pattern 
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provides responsive and more reliable performance than the Central one, as multiple PoFs are distributed in many locations 

within the architecture [4]. The UVF can thus partially operate in case of one of the leader UV's failure. However, the 

follower UVs are helpless without their leaders. Thus, it remains hard to achieve fault-tolerance, which negatively 

influences the system robustness. Furthermore, the system scalability can be only achieved at the bottom of the hierarchy.  

The Holonic architecture pattern can be seen in upper right part of Figure 2. Four structural layers are proposed in this 

pattern. All the UVs in the planning layer receive their direct commands from the MCC in the supervision layer via master-

slave communication links. All UVs in this layer can communicate with each other via peer-to-peer communication links. 

In a peer-to-peer protocol all nodes behave equally. Any node can initiate communication when events occur. Data is 

exchanged either with one other peer or broadcasted to all the UVs. Moreover, these UVs have a permanent master-slave 

communication link with one responsible UV in the execution layer. The UV in the execution layer is responsible for 

executing the plan along with the other peer UVs in the operational layers. In case a UV in the execution layer fails, the 

UV in the planning layer can promote one of the UVs in the operational layer into the execution layer. It thus establishes 

a permanent master-slave link with this new UV in the execution layer. The scalability and flexibility of the holonic pattern 

is extremely high as it can integrate enormous number of UVs. Furthermore, the ability of executing complex plans that 

involve different capabilities is achievable. Last but not least, this architecture pattern is very robust as an SPoF does 

practically not exist [17].  

IMPLEMENTATION  

There is no doubt of a large similarity between Multi-Agent Systems (MAS) and the UVF. On the one hand, a MAS is a 

group of loosely interacting artificial agents, teaming together in a flexible distributed topology to solve a problem beyond 

the capabilities of a single agent [12]. On the other hand, a UVF is a set of UV Swarms (i.e., CSs) that interact to provide 

an emerging behavior that none of the CSs can provide on its own [11]. According to this analogy, the implementation of 

the proposed solution has been based on the MAS environment inside Java Agent DEvelopment (JADE), as shown in 

Figure 3-a. 

 

Figure 3: (a) UVF implement as a MAS in JADE (b) ACL message communication  

 

Figure 3-a shows the JADE implementation of the UVF case study under UVF platform. The UVF platform is 

composed of two containers for software agents. The main container contains the two essential agents – the Agent 

Management System (AMS) and the Directory Facilitator (DF). The AMS provides a unique ID for every agent to be used 
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as a communication address, while the DF announces the services which each agent can afford. The UVF-agents container 

bundles three different agent categories. The first are humans instantiated as the operator agent, the second is the controller 

which is plays the role of the MCC agent and the third category are the autonomous machines that represent the UVs.   

JADE agents use the Foundation for Intelligent Physical Agent - Agent Communication Language (FIPA-ACL) to 

exchange messages [10]. One example of FIPA-ACL message exchange can be seen in  

Figure 3-b. The ACL message that is shown in  

Figure 3-b explains how the operator agent can override the control mode from automatic to manual, as the message is 

sent from the operator agent to the MCC agent. The message content field contains the assigned new value of the required 

architecture pattern by the operator, which in this case is Central. The same message exchange mechanism is followed by 

the other agents within the UVF platform. The only difference that the operator agent's decision-making and behavior is 

based on direct interaction with a human operator. However, the decision making in case of the MCC, and the UVs agents 

is done autonomous, based on a set of rules that are applied by the MCC and the UV behavioral state machine.     

 

Figure 4: (a) UV behavioral state machine (b) Drools rule engine  

Figure 4-a shows the state machine used by a UV agent to model UV behavior. The state machine diagram is a dynamic 

behavioral diagram described in SysML [16]. It shows the sequences of states that a UV go through during its operation in 

response to events that may trigger an action. The following UV states are defined:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

• Initial: a simple state, where a UV initially becomes ready to operate  
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• Available: a composite state, where the UV is either registered or unregistered. Tav is the time which the UV is 

available, and either registered or unregistered. 

• Unavailable: a simple state, where the UV cannot be registered. It might be out service due or charging its battery. 

Tunav is the time the UV is unavailable. 

• Unregistered: a simple state, where the UV is available but not registered yet while it is configuring its parameters. 

Tunr is the time the UV is available but unregistered. 

• Registered: a composite state, where the UV is either controlled or uncontrolled. Tr is the time the UV is registered 

and either controlled or uncontrolled 

• Uncontrolled: a simple state, where the UV is registered but not assigned to any mission yet. Tunc is the time the UV 

is registered and uncontrolled  

• Controlled: a simple state, where the UV is registered and assigned to a mission. Tc is the time the UV is registered 

and controlled  

Initially, a UV becomes available and unregistered after it receives an init event. If the UV succeeded to configure itself, 

it will send a registration event to UV's manager. When the MCC accepts, it will be registered but not controlled until the 

MCC assigns a mission. Then the UV is in the controlled state. When the UV finishes its mission, it goes back into the 

uncontrolled state. If the UV needs to be reconfigured, it must return to the unregistered state. If it encounters a failure or 

requires a recharging of the battery, it must return to the unavailable state. Based on this state machine diagram, the MCC 

can monitor the UVs' statuses and can calculate their Utilization. The UV utilization (Uuv) is the ratio between Tc to Tunc. 

Furthermore, the MCC calculates the UV communication traffic (Truv), which is the data volume communicated through 

the UV. Uuv and Truv are two important performance criteria that are used by the MCC to balance the UVF usage while 

adapting it is architecture pattern, as it will be illustrated in detail in the next section.  

Drools is a deliberative software agent that codifies knowledge bases and reasoning into facts, rules, and actions [15]. 

Figure 4-b shows the Drools rule engine that has been implemented for the MCC agent to contain the operation rule. The 

working memory holds the facts presenting the domain knowledge, while the production memory contains the rules 

represented in form of conditional statements. The reasoning engine is a problem solver that solves a given problem by 

matching the present facts with the existing rules. The Drools reasoning engine can apply a hybrid chaining reasoning. A 

hybrid chaining reasoning is a mix between the forward and the backward chaining which can be more efficient in some 

cases than both.  

CASE STUDY  

The test cases have been deployed in JADE during a 20 min simulation scenario. In this simulation scenario a group of 

UAVs and UGVs are randomly changing their state based on a set of constrains. The MCC applies either automatic or 

manual control upon the operator choice. Eventually, the MCC adapts the existing UVs to one of the previously described 

architecture patterns based on the UVs utilization and traffic that is continuously monitored.  
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Figure 5: different architectural structure based on the test cases 
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Constraints   

• C1: the maximum number of available UAVs is five.  

• C2: the maximum number of available UGVs is three. 

• C3: all the available UAVs are within the MCC control range.  

• C4: all the available UGVs are out of the MCC control range.  

• C5: all the UAVs have similar capabilities, thus any of them can operate as a leader UAV in a cluster. 

• C6: all the UGVs have similar capabilities, thus any of them can operate as a leader UGV in a cluster. 

• C7: each of the connected UVs transmits fixed data rate of 800 Kbit.  

• C8: Maximum number of communication links between the MCC and the UVs is three. 

• C9: Maximum number of communication links between a leader UV and the follower UVs is two. 

Rules 

• R1: in central pattern, one layer (i.e., operational) of UVs that all in the MCC control range can exist.  

• R2: in hierarchical pattern, two layers (i.e., operational, and execution) of UVs can exist. 

• R3: in holonic pattern, three layers (i.e., operational, execution, and planning) of UVs can exist. 

• R4: a UV out of the MCC range is connected either in the execution layer or in the planning layer, via a UV in the 

operational layer. 

• R5: In automatic operational mode, the UVs are filling the operational layer at first, then the execution layer, then 

the planning layer.   

• R6: the UVs with minimum utilization have higher priority to be directly connected to the MCC (i.e., operational 

layer must be formed from the UVs with minimum utilization). 

• R7: connecting a follower UV to a leader UV is based on balancing the traffic on the current leader UVs. 

• R8: connecting a follower UV to a leader UV is based on balancing the utilization of the current leader UVs, if all 

the leader UVs have the same traffic.  

• R9: the third layer of the holonic pattern is composed of clusters from the same UV types.  

Test cases 

• TC1: at simulation time of 2 min, the operation mode is automatic. In Figure 5-a, UGV3 is registered but cannot be 

controlled as it is out of the MCC control range. No architecture pattern is assigned as no UVs are controlled.  

• TC2: at simulation time of 4 min, the operation mode is automatic. In Figure 5-b, UAV4 is registered and can be 

controlled. Therefore, UAV4 establishes a communication link with the MCC. Furthermore, as R4 is applied, UGV3 

can be connected to the MCC through UAV4 as well. As two communication layers exist, the MCC structures the 

UVs in hierarchal pattern, according to R2. 

• TC3: at simulation time of 6 min, the operation mode is automatic. In Figure 5-c, UAV2 is registered. Therefore, 

the MCC applies R5, to establish a communication link with UAV2, and keep the hierarchal pattern, according to 

R2. 

• TC4: at simulation time of 8 min, the operation mode is automatic. In Figure 5-d, UAV5 and UGV1 are registered. 

Therefore, the MCC applies R5, to establish a communication link with UAV5. Then, the MCC applies R4 to connect 

UGV1 through UAV5. As two layers of communication still exist, the MCC structures the exiting UV in hierarchal 

pattern, according to R2. 
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• TC5: at simulation time of 12 min, the operation mode is switched by the operator to manual mode, the assigned 

pattern is centered. In Figure 5-e, the MCC applies R1 to achieve the central pattern structure. 

• TC6: at simulation time of 14 min, the operation mode is switched by the operator to manual mode, the assigned 

pattern is hierarchal. In Figure 5-f, UAV1 has newly registered to the MCC, while UGV1 and UGV3 were already 

registered but not controlled in TC5. Accordingly, the MCC applies R2, R4, R5, R6, and R7 to achieve the hierarchal 

pattern structure. According to R5 and R6, the connections to the MCC (i.e., the operational layer) must be 

completed first, with the UVs with minimum utilization. UAV1, UAV2, UAV4, and UAV5 can directly be connect 

to the MCC. Based on Figure 6, UA1, UA2, UA4, and UA5 are 0%, 58%, 67%, and 36% respectively. Therefore, Based 

on C8, UAV1, UAV2, and UAV5 form the operational layer. Furthermore, the MCC applies R2, R4, and R7 to form 

the execution layer. As the MCC applies R4, it finds out that it is supposed to connect three leaders UVs (i.e., UAV1, 

UAV2, and UAV5) to three follower UVs (i.e., UAV4, UGV1, and UGV4). This means that each leader UV is 

connected to only one follower UV, to balance the leader UVs balance. The selection of the follower UV therefore 

occurs randomly, as all the possibilities achieve the MCC rules.   

• TC7: at simulation time of 16 min, the operation mode is switched by the operator to automatic mode. In Figure 5-

g, UAV3 has newly registered to the MCC. Therefore, the MCC applies R6 to minimize the utilization of the 

operational layer. Based on Figure 6, UA1, UA2, UA3, UA4, and UA5 are 14%, 64%, 0%, 71%, and 45% respectively. 

Therefore, Therefore, UAV1, UAV3, and UAV5 form the first UV layer. Furthermore, the MCC applies R2, R4, R7, 

and R8 to form the execution layer. As the MCC applies R7, it finds out based on Table 1 that the traffic on the 

leader UVs (UAV1, UAV3, and UAV5) cannot balanced, as one UV must handle 1600 Kbit. Accordingly, the MCC 

uses R8 to find the leader UV with minimum utilization. Therefore, the MCC selects UAV3 (UA3 = 0%), to handle 

the highest traffic in the execution layer (i.e., 1600 Kbit). As the MCC connects all the registered UVs in a two-

layer structure, it concludes from R2 that the current pattern is hierarchal. 

• TC8: at simulation time of 18 min, the operation mode is still automatic. In Figure 5-h, UGV2 has newly registered. 

According to R7, UGV2 cannot be led by UAV3. Because TrA3 is 1600 Kbit as shown in Table 1. Therefore, the 

MCC applies R8 to select UAV1 or UAV5 to lead UGV2. In Figure 6, UA1, and UA5 are 25% and 52% respectively. 

Thus, UAV1 is selected to lead UGV2. As the MCC connects all the registered UVs in a two-layer structure, it 

concludes from R2 that the current pattern is hierarchal. 

• TC9: at simulation time of 20 min, the operation mode is switched by the operator to manual mode, the assigned 

pattern is holonic. In Figure 5-i, the MCC applies R5 and R6 to form the operational layer. Therefore, the MCC 

connects the UVs with minimum utilization. Based on Figure 6, UA1, UA2, UA3, UA4, and UA5 are 33%, 72%, 22%, 

78%, and 57% respectively. Therefore, Based on C8, UAV1, UAV3, and UAV5 form the operational layer. Based 

on R9, UGV1, UGV2, and UGV3 can form a cluster. As it is expected that the traffic from connecting this cluster is 

higher than the traffic from connecting UAV4 and UAV2. The cluster is connected to the UAV with minimum 

utilization within the operational layer, which is UAV3 (UA3 = 22%) in this case. As UG1, UG2, and UG3 are 56%, 

11%, and 70% respectively. Therefore, based on R8 and C9, UGV2 will have a master-slave link with UAV3. 

Simultaneously, UGV2 will have a peer-to-peer links with UGV1 and UGV3. According to R7, the MCC concludes 

that UAV1 can lead only one follower UV, and the same for UAV5, to balance the traffic among them. Accordingly, 

The MCC assign UAV2 to be led by UAV1, and UAV4 to be led by UAV5. 
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Figure 6: UVs Utilization in min 

Table 1: UVs Traffic in Kbit 

 

DISCUSSION 

The research highlighted the challenge of the ad-hoc scalability within a UVF from the SoS prospective. As the main ad-

hoc scalability limitation is a result of the static design of the UVF system architecture, this research proposes a dynamic 

system architecture that adapts its pattern (central, hierarchal, or holonic) based on the UVF demand. A multi-agent 

simulation has been introduced based on an analogy between the MAS and the UVF characteristics, under the SoS 

umbrella. The MAS simulation defined three software agent categories, the UV agent, operator agent, and MCC agent. 

The UV agent models its autonomous behavior by executing its state machine. This technique provides a realistic 

simulation leverage, as it enables simulating randomness in the UVs states. For example, during TC1, UGV5 was available. 

However, upon C4 and R4, UGV5 needed another UV that in the MCC range to be able to communicate with the MCC, 

which has been fulfilled in TC2. The operator agent enables the human decision making that dramatically influences the 

flow of events among the other agents. This has been illustrated in TC5, TC6, and TC9, when the operator commands the 

MCC to assign a specific architecture pattern. The operator decision making enables the flexibility and intelligence that 

cannot be accomplished by algorithms when dealing with uncertain situation such as cyber-attacks or partial system failure, 

as they are not designed to resolve these issues. The MCC agent has been implementation using the Drools rule engine. 

Drools is particularly advantageous in applying forward and backward reasoning simultaneously (i.e., hybrid reasoning). 

Hybrid reasoning is especially important in automatic operation mode, as the MCC applies the forward reasoning to 

construct an architecture based on the existing rules and constraints. After constructing the architecture, it uses the 

backward reasoning to conclude which architecture pattern is assigned. For example, in TC8, the MCC concludes from R2 

that the current pattern is hierarchical.    

The test cases covered all the rules and constraints. Ultimately, Figure 6 shows that the UVs overall utilization is 

converging, as the rules tend to balance it over time. Furthermore, Table 1 shows that the traffic is dramatically increasing 

when switching between TC8 (hierarchal) and TC9 (holonic), due to the increasing of the architecture layers and the peer-
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to-peer communication. Switching to the central pattern results in zero traffic, as shown in TC5. This means that the cost 

of a scalable, cooperative, and reliable UVF is reflected on the overall traffic, utilization, and ultimately the UVs battery 

lifetime. This explains why the existence of the operator is very crucial to comprise all the UVF aspects and cope with 

uncertain situations. During future work, UVs utilization and traffic will be factorized and expressed as a function of their 

battery life. The rules can thus use both the utilization and the traffic simultaneously to optimize the UVF architecture 

pattern.   
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