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Abstract—We address the persistent monitoring problem in
two-dimensional mission spaces where the objective is to ol
the trajectories of multiple cooperating agents to minimiz an
uncertainty metric. In a one-dimensional mission space, waave
shown that the optimal solution is for each agent to move at
maximal speed and switch direction at specific points, podsly
waiting some time at each such point before switching. In a te-
dimensional mission space, such simple solutions can no lper be
derived. An alternative is to optimally assign each agent aitear
trajectory, motivated by the one-dimensional analysis. Weprove,
however, that elliptical trajectories outperform linear ones. With
this motivation, we formulate a parametric optimization problem
in which we seek to determine such trajectories. We show thahe
problem can be solved using Infinitesimal Perturbation Anaysis
(IPA) to obtain performance gradients on line and obtain a
complete and scalable solution. Since the solutions obtad are
generally locally optimal, we incorporate a stochastic comparison
algorithm for deriving globally optimal elliptical trajec tories.
Numerical examples are included to illustrate the main restt,
allow for uncertainties modeled as stochastic processesha
compare our proposed scalable approach to trajectories obined
through off-line computationally intensive solutions.

|. INTRODUCTION

Autonomous cooperating agents may be used to perfo
tasks such as coverage control [1]} [2], surveillaride [3] ar}

environmental sampling_[4]=[6]Persistent monitoringalso
called “persistent surveillance” or “persistent searchilses

mission space by agent sensors. Thus, the uncertainty of the
environment decreases with a rate proportional to the event
detection probability, i.e., the higher the sensing effectess

is, the faster the uncertainty is reduced. It was shown in
[14] that the optimal control problem can be reduced to a
parametric optimization problem. In particular, the optimal
trajectory of each agent is to move at full speed until it
reaches some switching point, dwell on the switching point
for some time (possibly zero), and then switch directions.
Thus, each agent’s optimal trajectory is fully describedaby
set of switching points{6y,...,6«} and associated waiting
times at these pointgwy,...,wk }. This allows us to make
use of Infinitesimal Perturbation Analysis (IPA) [15] to de-
termine gradients of the objective function with respect to
these parameters and subsequently obtain optimal switchin
locations and waiting times that fully characterize an roati
solution. It also allows us to exploit robustness propserté

IPA to readily extend this solution approach tostchastic
uncertainty model.

In this paper, we address the same persistent monitoring
problem in a two-dimensional (2D) mission space. Using an
Apalysis similar to the one-dimensional (1D) case, we find
hat we can no longer identify a parametric representation
of optimal agent trajectories. A complete solution regglire
a computationally intensive process for solving a Two Point

in a large dynamically changing environment which cannot fPundary Value Problem (TPBVP) making any on-line so-
fully covered by a stationary team of available agents. Thdgt'on to the problem |nfeaS|.bIe. Motivated by the S|mpI§
persistent monitoring differs from traditional coverageks structure of the 1D prpblem, I has_ been suggegted to assign
due to the perpetual need to cover a changing environme‘?ﬁ‘,‘:h agent a linear trajectory for which the explicit 1D 90h1_1

i.e., all areas of the mission space must be sensed infinitGg P& used. One could then reduce the problem to optimally
often. The main challenge in designing control strategies §a/TYing out this assignment. However, in a 2D space it is not
this case is in balancing the presence of agents in the ah@ng‘?bv'ous that a linear trajectory is a desirable choice. éade

environment so that it is covered over time optimally (in son key contribution of this paper is to formally prove that an
well-defined sense) while still satisfying sensing and omoti elliptical agent trajectory outperforms a linear one inrerof
constraints the uncertainty metric we are using. Motivated by this rgsul

Control and motion planning for agents performing persid/€ formulate a 2D persistent monitoring problem as one of

tent monitoring tasks have been studied in the literaturg, e determining optimal elliptical trajectories for a givenmier

see [7]-[18]. In[[14], we addressed the persistent momitpri of agents, noting that this includes the possibility that on
problem by proposing anptimal controlframework to drive ©F MOre agents share the same trajectory. We show that this
multiple cooperating agents so as to minimize a metric 8foblem can be explicitly solved using similar IPA techregu
uncertainty over the environment. This metric is a functign @S IN our 1D analysis. In particular, we use IPA to determine
both space and time such that uncertainty at a point grows i1 line the gradient of the objective function with respect
is not covered by any agent sensors. To model sensor coverd@dne parameters that fully define each elliptical trajgcto

we define a probability of detecting events at each point ef thC€Nter, orientation and length of the minor and major axes)
This approach is scalable in the number of observed events,
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than global optimal solutions. Thus, we adopt a stochastiectangleQ; that [a;, ;] belongs to. In order to avoid the

comparison algorithm from the literatufe [16] to overcoimiet uninteresting case where there is a large number of agerts wh

problem. can adequately cover the mission space, we assume that for
Section[l formulates the optimal control problem for 2Danys(t), there exists some poifpt,y] € Q with P(x,y,s(t)) = 0.

mission spaces and Sectiod IIl presents the solution approalhis means that for any assignment Mfagents at time,

In Section IV we establish our key result that elliptical age there is always at least one point in the mission space that

trajectories outperform linear ones in terms of minimizanyg cannot be sensed by any agent. Therefore, the joint pratyabil

uncertainty metric per unit area. In Section V we formulatef detecting an event at locatida;, 3] by all the N agents

and solve the problem of determining optimal elliptical mige (assuming detection independence) is

trajectories using an algorithm driven by gradients evaldia N

through IPA. In Section VI we incorporate a stochastic com- R(s(t)) =1— 1 [1— pn(ai, B, (1))]

parison algorithm for obtaining globally optimal solutand n=1

in Section VIl we provide numerical results to illustraterouwhere we ses(t) = [s1(t),...,Sn (t)]T_ Similar to the 1D anal-

approach and compare it to computationally intensive &bist ysis in [14], we define uncertainty functio(t) associated

based on a TPBVP solver. Section VIl concludes the papegith the rectangle€;, i = 1,...,M, so that they have the

following properties:(i) Ri(t) increases with a prespecified

[I. PERSISTENTMONITORING PROBLEM FORMULATION rate A if P (s(t)) =0, (ii) Ri(t) decreases with a fixed rate

We considemN mobile agents in a 2D rectangular missiorp — A if P (s(t)) =1 a”‘?'(‘“) Ri(t) Z 0 for all t. .It is.then
spaceQ = [0,L4] x [0, L] c R2. Let the position of the agentsnatural to mod_ell uncertalnty.so that its dgcrease is pragdt
at timet bes(t) = [X(t), ()] with X(t) € [0,L4] ands}(t) € to the _probablhty_of detection. In particular, we model the
[0,L], n=1,...,N, following the dynamics: dynamics ofR(t), i =1,...,M, as follows:
e R [0 it R(t) =0, A < BR (s(t))
SO =tn(t)costh(t), SO =tOsnG®O @) R)= { A —BR(s(t)) otherwise (3)
whereun () is the scalar speed of tinéh agent andh (t) is the where we assume that initial conditiofs(0), i =1,...,M,

angle relative to the positive direction that satisfies @, (t) < are given and thaB > A > 0 for all i — 1.....M: thus, the

2m. Thus, we assume that each agent controls its orientation

and speed. Without loss of generality, after some rescaIiF%n(;ar)t?mt{ strictly decreases when there is perfect 8gnsi

of the size of the mission space, we further assume that tH . . o
he goal of the optimal persistent monitoring problem we

i i < =1,...,N. o .
speed s constrained by<Oun(t) < 1,n=1,...,N. Each agent é15|der is to control througln, (t), 8,(t) in (@) the movement

is represented as a particle in the 2D space, thus we i n8? i .
P P => spa g of the N agents so that the cumulative uncertainty over all
the case of two or more agents colliding with each other. . . . o
sensing points{[ai, B1],...,[am,Bm]} is minimized over a

We associate with every poinix,y] € Q a function . ) f
., fixed time horizonT. Thus, settingu(t) = [ug(t),...,un(t)]
pn(X,y,sn) that measures the probability that an event %fr(\d 8(t) — [61(1),....6n ()] we aim to solve the following

location [x,y] is detected by agem. We also assume that™ . |
Pn(X,Y,S) = 1 if [x,y] = s, and thatpn(X,y,s) is monoton- optimal control problenP1:
ically nonincreasing in the Euclidean distanBéx,y,s,) = ) ™M

|/, y] — sn| between|x,y] ands,, thus capturing the reduced P1: i J :/o _Z\Ri(t)dt (4)
effectiveness of a sensor over its range which we consider to " =

be finite and denoted by, (this is the same as the concepsubject to the agent dynamids (1), uncertainty dynanfits (3)
of “sensor footprint” commonly used in the robotics literacontrol constraint 6 un(t) <1, 0< 6,(t) < 2m, t € [0, T], and
ture.) Therefore, we sgi(x,y,s)) =0 whenD(x,y,s,) > r,. State constraints,(t) e Q for allt € [0,T], n=1,...,N.

Our analysis is not affected by the precise sensing modelRemark 1. The modeling of the uncertainty valuR(t)

pn(x’y’s.l)' but we mention here as an examp|e the linear declﬁya 2D environment is a direct extension [14] in the 1D
model used in[[14]: environment setting where it was described how persistent
) D) _ monitoring can be V|ev_ved as a polling system, with each _rect—
Pr(X.Y,Sn) = { c(1- r—r{)’ !f D(X,Y,sn) <rn ) angleQ; assom_ate_d with a “virtual queue” where uncertainty
0, if D(X,Y,Sn) >Tn accumulates with inflow ratd;. Each agent acts as a “server”
v*'siting these virtual queues with a time-varying serviager
%iven by BR (s(t)), controllable through all agent positions

at timet. Metrics other than[{4) are of course possible, e.g.,

whereC is a normalization constant. Next, consider a set
points{[ai,B].i=1,...,M}, [0, Bi] € Q, and associate a time-
varying measure of uncertainty with each pdit, fi], which maximizing the mutual information or minimizing the spedtr

we denote byR(t). The set .Of pomt.s{_[a%,B%], o [aM’BM]} , radius of the error covariance matrix [17] if specific “pooft
may be selected to contain specific “points of interest” in B . - . .
. ; . . . Interest” are identified with known properties.
the environment, or simply to sample points in the mis-
sion space. Alternatively, we may consider a partition(of
into M rectangles denoted b®; whose center points are
[ai, Bi]. We can then sepn(X,Y,sn(t)) = pn(ai,Bi, s (t)) for We first characterize the optimal control solution

all {[x,y]|[x.y] € Qi,[ai,B] € Qi}, i.e, for all [x,y] in the of problem Pl We define the state vector

IIl. OPTIMAL CONTROL SOLUTION



x(t) =[S, ), .., st), 1), Re(t),...,Ru ()T From [3), after some algebraic operations, we get

and  the associated  costate  vectorA (t) = .

(), (), RO O ALO), . Am O] In view H= ZFWH ZWU

of the discontinuity in the dynamics oRi(t) in (3), the .

optimal state trajectory may contain a bc(Jundary arc when‘LZun (t) c0S6hn (t) + K3 (t) sinh (t)]

Ri(t) = 0 for anyi; otherwise, the state evolves in an interior

arc [18]. This follows from the fact, proved in[14] and [19] = > Ri(t)+ Z)\iRi(t)Jr ZSQV(H%/(U)\/(W{ ()2 + (13 (1))?
|

that it is never optimal for agents to reach the mission space

boundary. We analyze the system operating in such an interio_ t) Sgn(pA (1)) X (t) cosy (1) N |U? () [sinBh (1)
arc and omit the state constraigi(t) € Q, n=1,....N, " VX 0))2+ (1 ()2 VX (0)Z+ () ()2
t € [0,T]. Using [A) and[(B), the Hamiltonian is 9)
_ where sgi) is the sign function. Combining the trigonometric
H= z Ri(t)+ ZAiR,-(t) function terms, we obtain
Y OO c0s (1) + Y WO (Dsing 1) (8) H= > RO+ AR
n | |
3 SR (1) n (8) /(15 ()% + (¥ (£)2SI(B (1) + hn (1))
and the costate equatiohs= —‘;—': are " (10)
o andyn(t) is defined so that tag, (t) = ﬁﬁ% for ud(t) #0 and

/\i(t):—ﬁ:—l (6) w(t)—{ —Z, if uX(t) <o

: B dH My T if g(t)>0

fia () = Z OS,)S, AR(t 2 n

for u¥(t) = 0. In what follows, we exclude the case where
BAi (sh — ai) ﬂ [1— pa(a,sq ()] pX(t) =0 andp(t) = 0 at the same time for any givenover

- sz rD(ai, B, n(t)) dit any finite “singular interval.” Applying the Pontryagin nin

(7) mum principle to [(ID) withuj(t), 6;(t), t € [0,T), denoting

y OH 9 . optimal controls, we have

t)=—5Sg=—> 33ARW

" o8 = 23" HOC AW, 6= min  H(xA,u,6)
BA (Si—B) N uel0,1N,0€[0,271

- [0, B]EZ(sn) m dl;ln [1- pa(a;sa(t))] and it is immediately obvious that it is necessary for anropti
i.PileZ ®) control to satisfy:
ui(t) =1 (11)

and

sin(6; (1) + Yn(t)) =1, if pi(t) <0 12
where % (sn) = {[ai, ] |D(0i,Bi.5) < rn, R >0} identifies sin(65 (t) + Yn(t)) = -1, if ud(t) >0 (12)

all pointsai, 3] within the sensing range of the agent usin . ) ) .

the model in [(R). Since we impose no termmal state coﬁmte Un (t) =0 is not an optimal solution, since we can always

straints, the boundary conditions a,ke(T) 0,i—1,.. M Setcontroléy(t) to enforce sgfua(t)) sin(n(t) + Yn(t)) <O.
and uX(T) =0, u¥(T)=0,n=1,...,N. The |mpI|cat|on of Thus, we have

_(]H) with A (T) =0 is th_at/\i (t) = Tt for all te 0, T]_ { 6; (t) 3721 n(t), if ) <0 13)
i=1,...,M and thatj (t) is monotonically decreasing starting 6; (t) = 3 — yn t), it wi(t) >0

with A; (0) =T. However, this is only true if the entire optimal

trajectory is an interior arc, i.e., alR(t) > 0 constraints Clearly, whenui(t) <0, thenth agent heading i§; (t):%n—
for all i =1,...,M remain inactive. We have shown in_[14]yn (t) € (0, 1) and the agent will move upward @; similarly,
that A (t) >0, i =1,...,M, t € [0,T] with equality holding whenp(t) >0 the agent will move downward. Whe (t) =
only if t=T, ort =ty with R (to) =0, R (t') >0, where 0, we have

t’' € [to — J,t0), & > 0. Although this argument holds for the T e x oy

1D problem formulation, the proof can be directly extendetﬂn(t)_{ 2 !; “’; (E) <8 and e;;(t)_{ 0, !]]: “rx‘ (:E) <8
to this 2D environment. However, the actual evaluation of 2 () > e () >
the full costate vector over the intenvil, T| requires solving so that thenth agent will move horizontally. By symmetry, the
(@ and [(8), which in turn involves the determination of alagent will move towards the right wher(t) < O, towards the
points where the state variabl&(t) reach their minimum left whenpX(t) > 0, and vertically wheruX(t) = 0. Note that
feasible value®;(t) =0,i=1,...,M. This generally involves this is analogous to the 1D problem [n[14] where the costate
the solution of a TPBVP. As, (1) <0 impliesun(t) = 1 andAg, (t) > 0 impliesun(t) = —1.



Returning to the Hamiltonian ifX5), the optimal heading To simplify notation, letw = [x,y] € R? and, for a single

6 (t) can be obtained by requiringg—ﬁ =0: agent, define
9H ) _ == {weR?3t € [0,T] such thaBp(w,s(t)) > A(w)}
38 = — U5 (t)un (t) Sin6h (t) + p3(t)un (t) cosbh (t) = 0 (15)
" Note that= above defines theffective coverage regidior the
which gives: agent, i.e., the region where the uncertainty correspanttin
tand; (t) = @ (14) R(w,t) with the dynamics in[{3) can be strictly reduced given
n pX(t) the sensing capacity of the agent determined thrdBgind

w,s). Clearly, = depends on the values eft) which are
ependent on the agent trajectory. Let us define an elllptica
trajectory so that the agent positisfi) = [s*(t), s’ (t)] follows
the general parametric form of an ellipse:

Applying the tangent operation to both sides [0f] (13), we cdl
see that[(1I3) and_(14) are equivalent to each other.

Since we have shown that (t) =1, n=1,... ,Nin (I3), we
are only left with the task of determining(t), n=1,...,N.
This can be accomplished by solving a standard TPBVP { s*(t) = X +acosp (t) cosp — bsinp (t) sing (16)
involving forward and backward integrations of the statel an ¢ (t) =Y +acosp (t)sing + bsinp (t) cosp

costate_ equations _to evalua after each SL_Jch |terat_|on where[X,Y] is the center of the ellipse, b are its major and
and using a gradient descent approach until the objectiyg, oy axis respectivelyp € [0, 1) is the ellipse orientation (the
function converges to a (local) minimum. Clearly, this is @ngle between theaxis and the major ellipse axis) apdt) €
computationally intensive process which scales poorywitg 55 js the eccentric anomaly of the ellipse. Assuming the
the number of agents and the size of the mission spaggent moves with constant maximal speed 1 on this trajectory

In addition, it requires discretizing the mission tinieand (based on[{1)), we have®)2+ (&)2 = 1, which gives
calculating every control at each time step which adds to the ' '

computational complexity. p (t) = [(asinp(t) cosp + bcosp(t) sing)?
+(asinp(t)sing — bcosp(t) cosp)?| 2 an

In order to make a fair comparison between a linear and an
Given the complexity of the TPBVP required to obtairelliptical trajectory, we normalize the objective function (4)
an optimal solution of problenPl, we seek alternative ap-with respect to the coverage arealin](15) and consider aitpoi
proaches which may be suboptimal but are tractable amd= (rather than discretizing it or limiting ourselves to a finit
scalable. The first such effort is motivated by the resultet of sampling points). Thus, we define:
obtained in our 1D analysis, where we found that on a mission 1 [T
space defined by a line segmd@ilL] the optimal trajectory J(b) = E/ /_R(w,t)dwdt (18)
for each agent is to move at full speed until it reaches some , . =70 U= ) )
switching point, dwell on the switching point for some timevhere¥= = J-dw is the area of the effective coverage region.
(possibly zero), and then switch directions. Thus, eacintge Note that we view this norm:_;thzed metric as a functiorbof _
optimal trajectory is fully described by a set of switching: SO that whem =0 we obtain the uncertainty corresponding
points {6,...,6¢<} and associated waiting times at thes & linear trajectory. For simplicity, the trajectory idesgted
points, {wi,...,wk }. The values of these parameters can theéi thatX, Y] coincides with the origin and = 0, as illustrated
be efficiently determined using a gradient-based algoriihm i Fig.d with the major axi assumed fixed. Regarding the
particular, we used Infinitesimal Perturbation AnalysiBA) ange ofb, we will only be interested in values which are
to evaluate the objective function gradient as showri in.[14]iMited to a neighborhood of zero that we will denote
Thus, a reasonable approach that has been suggeste¥§na this set dictates the values trt) < = is allowed to
to assign each agent a linear trajectory. The 2D persist&@e: Finally, we make the following assumptions:
monitoring problem would then be formulated as consistihg o ASSUmption 1 p(w,s) = p(D(w,s)) is a continuous func-
the following tasks{i) finding N linear trajectories in terms of tion 0of D(w,s) = ||w —sj|. S
their length and exact location @, noting that one or more ASsumption 2 Let w, ' be symmetric points irE with
agents may share one of these trajectories,(@hdontrolling "€SPect to the center point of the ellipse. The(w) = A(w).
the motion of each agent on its trajectory. Tdsk is a direct 1 he first assumption simply requires that the sensing range
application of the 1D persistent monitoring problem sainti ©f @n agent is continuous and the second that all poins in
leaving only task(i) to be addressed. However, there is ng'® treated uniformly (as far as how uncertainty is meagured
reason to believe that a linear trajectory is a good choildth respect to an elliptical trajectory centered in thigioa.
in a 2D setting. A broader choice is provided by the set a}he followmg result establishes tlhe fact that an elligtica
elliptical trajectories which in fact encompass linearonéen rajectory with someb > 0 can achieve a lower cost than a
the minor axis of the ellipse becomes zero. Thus, we firdgear trajectory (i.e.b=0) in terms of a long-term average
proceed with a comparison of these two types of trajectori¢§Certainty per unit area. _
The main result of this section is to formally show that an Proposition IV.1:Under Assumptions 1-2 arle 2,
elliptical trajectory outperforms a linear one using therage . dJ(b)
uncertainty metric in[{4) as the basis for such comparison. TJLEEHOW

IV. LINEAR VS ELLIPTICAL AGENT TRAJECTORIES

<0



ab Recall that our objective is to show that when we perturb a

Ve g atin'd linear trajectory into an elliptical one, which is achieviey
increasingb from 0 to some smalb; > 0, we can achieve

78 a lower cost. Thus, we aim to shog\tho < 0. From [19),

a = the first term of [(2B) is negative, therefore, we only need to
b show the second term is non-positive whier= 0. By the
definition [21), observe that whén— 0, G(a,b,3) — 0, and
dG(abg lbs0 = g5, for 8 #0 and 06(3‘;”‘9) lb_so = a for

g = O or 1. Thus, the double integral of the second term of
Fig. 1. The red ellipse represents the agent trajectory.afée defined by the b
black curve is the agent’s effective coverage al ab m) ecomes
b2co ()+aZsin?(9)

is the distance between the ellipse center and the coveragebaundary for 21 ¥(®) AR E 9 t
agivend. / / Llnﬂ ),3,t) +/ EdE dddt

(24)
By Assumption 2,A(w) = A(w'), where w and « are
symmetric with respect to the center point of the ellipse,
Proof. Since a linear trajectory is the limit of an eIIipticaIthUSA 51919,[) t(E 9 +K§) Then, f;)r ;ny ;ncertaénty v?lue
one (with the major axis kept fixed) as the minor axis reache%1 satisfying [3), we can fin& (y(9 +m), 9 + m1)
ich is symmetric to it with respect to the center point of

b =0, our proof is based on perturbing the minor axiaway g%elllpse Then, from((22) and Figl 1, note tha®) —

i.e., switching from a linear to an elliptical trajectorydieces
the cost in[(IB).

from 0 and showing that we can then achieve a lower avera F th . £ th th
costJ in (I8), as long as this is measured over a sufficient m). From the perspec \ve of i ‘?_po"(“’(. .) 9), the
gent movement observed with an initial positiof0) = n

long time interval. . - .
gbviously the effective coverage aré& depends on the (following the dynamics in[{(117)) is the same as the movement
agent’s trajectory and, in particular, on the minor axigkbrb. ol(ag)e EIEd J: r,?"\mgz? Z)f :irigelfthtg ecoasgt?;tlIsltBG;rtiss T:l(:irg
From the definition o |n (]E) note that¥= monotonically pO) =n+mW L
increases irb € 4, i.e. > 0 and it immediately follows pendent of initial cond_|t|ons_ as A ThusR(y(9),9,t) =
T f’b R(y(& + m),d + m,t). Since, in addition, sif = —sin(3 + ),

that: 0 1 o= 1 we have y(8)RWBLS0 — g 4 n)% and it
%(@) =" 9p 9z © 0 (19)  follows that
- 2
We now rewrite the area integral ih_{18) in a polar coordinate lim / / " V ),3,t)dddt = (25)
system withw = (€,9) € R?, whereé is the polar radius and T—e0,6-0 S'”’9
J is the polar angle: We now turn our attention to the last integral 6F](23). Two
21 G(ab.d)+y(d cases need to be considered here in view bf (3):
=4 / / / R(&,8,1)édédddt (20) (i) If 3’ such thatR(é,9,t') =0 for t’ € (0,t), then let
where T (t) =sup{t: R(§,3,1) =0} (26)
ab <t
G(a,b,d) (21)
\/bzcoéz ) + a2sir?(9) If T¢(t) <t, thenR(&,9,7) >0 for all T € [1¢(t),t) and 15 (t)

is the last time instant prior tb when R(&,3,7) leaves an
is the ellipse equation in the polar coordinate systemydd arc such thaR(&,d,1) = 0. We can then writdR(€,3,t) =

is defined for any&,9) € R? as Jt, 0 R(E,8,8)d8. Therefore,
y(9) =sup{Bp(,d,s(t)) > A&, 9)} —G(abd) (22) IR(E,9,t)  dt . aTe (t) -
: IREIY _ % 9.0~ 2 0re 9.10)
where sup{Bp(¢,3,s(t)) > A(&,9)} is the distance between IR E 19 o) d6 27
the ellipse center and the furthest pojdtJ), for any given + / (27)

3, that can be effectively covered by the agent on the ellipse.
Taking partial derivatives if_(20) with respect o we get Clearly,% = 0and sincei(t) is atime instant wheR(&, 4,t)
leavesR(&,3,t) = 0 then, by Assumption 1R(¢,3,t) is a

- T .
9J :_diiz/ /R(w,t)dwdt continuous function and we hatRé&, 9, 1;(t)) = 0. Therefore,
ob ob W = (27) becomes
2rr
G(a,b,8)+ t gF
/ / V(3),9.1) aR(E,s,t):/ OR(E.9.9) ,» 28)
0G(a,b,9) db 11 ob
(G(ab,9)+y(9))- 5 |
where, from[(B)R(§,9,5) =A(&,3) —Bp(&,3,5(9)).

+/G(a’b’5)+yw)wgdg] d9dt (23) If, on the other hand¢(t) =t, then R(&,9,t) =0 and
0 db we defineos (t) = sup,¢{0 : R(&,3,0) > 0}. Proceeding as



above, we get Using Assumption 2, we make a symmetry argument similar

IR(E, 9 1) t OR(E,9,0) to the one regardind]]Z5). For any po_iaI:_(E,?) € R?,
b = / b dd we can find(&,9 + m) which is symmetric to it with respect
_ ot to the center point of the ellipse and Assumption 2 implies
where nowR(§,3,0) =0 and we get thatA(&,3) =A(&,3 + m). Then, from the perspective of the
OR(E,9.1) point (&,3), the agent movement observed with an initial
—5p 0 (29) position p(0) = n (following the dynamics in[{A7)) is the

same as the movement observed frogfmd + n) if the agent

starts fromp(0) = n +mwhenT — «, since the cost in(18)

is independent of initial conditions ab — oo In addition,
sind

we again havey(d) = y(3 + m), so thatj0 BES SO —

(i) RE,9,t) > 0 for al t e (0t). In
this case, we define ¢(t) = 0 and we have
R(¢.,3.t) = R(.,3,0) + jﬁf(t)R(E,Bﬁ)dé, where

R(E,9,8) =A(E,9)—Bp(£,9,s(t)). Thus,

. _ py@+m  sin(84m) “Th f
ORE9.) _ORE.5.0) ot C ORE9.8) o sy Tnerelore
T AU R M e & fzsms
(0 lim / _STSY egs—0  (37)
AR(£.9.0) ; - : (-3-0) Toe D(¢,9,5(8))
Clearly, 4t Jp = 0 and—3;=— =0, sinceR(&, J,0) is the initial and the second term @4) g|ves
uncertainty value até,3) Then, [30) becomes
OR(E, 9t t 9R(E,9,0) / /Zn/ dRE’St EdEdBdt— (38)
(a’b 1) :/ (;b 2 dd (31) T%mbao
o r In view of (28) and[(3B), we have shown that the second term
which is the same result ds{28). of 23) is 0 and we are left with the first negative term from
Let us start by setting aside the much simpler case Whef), giving the desired result:
(29) applies and considdr (28) aldl(31). Noting tﬁ%‘gg— = _ ,
. 2J(b) ov= 1
0 we get lim b —%—2/ /_R(w,t)dwdt< 0 (39)
OR(§,9.8) __,0p(&.9.5(3)) gy 00 W= o )=
b - b (32)  Finally, if 23) applies instead oF(28), theR {29) afid](25) i
Recall that[X,Y] has been selected to be the origin and thgiediately imply that the second term bf123) is 0, completing
¢ = 0. In this case,[{16) becomes the proof. M ,
_ Thus, we have proved that 8s— o, whenb is perturbed
s'(t) =acosp(t), 9(t) =bsinp(t) (33)  from 0 to someb; > 0, an elliptical trajectory achieves a lower
Observing thas¥(t) is independent ob, (32) gives cost than a linear one. In other words, we have shown that
elliptical trajectories are more suitable for a 2D missipace
‘9R(E 9 5) Bﬁp(fﬁ,s(é)) 99/(9) in terms of achieving near-optimal results in solving pesbl
db 09(9) odb PL

9p(¢,9,8(9)) ID(&,9,5(9))
0D(¢.9,5(8))  09()

In other words, Prop. IV.1 shows that elliptical trajecésri
are more suitable for a 2D mission space in terms of achieving
(34) near-optimal results in solving probleRi.

where D(£,9,5(3)) = [(s(d) — &cosd)? + (I(3) — V. OPTIMAL ELLIPTICAL TRAJECTORIES
&sind)?3)Y2, hence

=B sinp(d)

Based on our analysis thus far, we now tackle the problem

dD(¢,9.8(8))  ¢(8)—¢&sind (35) Of determining optimal solutions within the class of el
09(9) ~ D(&,8,99)) trajectories. Our approach is to associate with each agesit a

Using [3%), [3%), [2B) in the second integral 6F1(24), thiptical trajectory, parameterize each such trajectorytbgen-
integral becomes ter, orientation and major and minor axes, and then sBlre
o ) R E 8 0 as a parametric optimization problem. Note that this inefud

/ / / fdgdgdt the possibility that two agents share the same trajectatyeif

o . ) solution to this problem results in identical parameterslie
_ —B/ / / / 9p(§,9,5(9)) (8(8)—&sind)  associated ellipses. Choosing elliptical trajectorielsic are
7 0D(§,9,5(0)) D(§.9.5(9)) most likely suboptimal relative to a trajectory obtainesbtigh
-sinp(8)dddEdSdt (36) a TPBVP solution ofP1, offers several practical advantages
in addition to reduced computational complexity. Elligtic

Note that whenb — 0, we haves,(d) — 0. In addition, trai e P
: . . jectories induce a periodic structure to the agent mevesn
P(¢,9,5(0)) is a direct function ofD(¢,9,s(3)), so that which provides predictability. As a result, it is also eas®

9p(¢.9.8(9)) i i . L .

aD(€.9.50)) 'S notan explicit function o, or 6. Moreover, pangie issues related to collision avoidance.

sinp(9d) is not a function of. Thus, switching the integration  For an elliptical trajectory, thenth agent movement is
order in [36) we get described as i {16) by

-2m Ezsmﬁ S\ (t) = Xn -+ @, COSPn (t) cosPn — bpsinpn, (1) singn
/ / sinp (6 / / ))dfdﬁdédt { Sh (1) = Yn+ ancospy (t) singn + b sinpy (t) cosgn, (40)




where [X,,Yn] is the center of thenth ellipse, ay,b, are if the event atry is endogenous (i.e.gx (x(6, 1), 6) = 0) and
its major and minor axes respectively agd € [0, 1) is its defined as long a%% f(t, ) #0.

orientation, i.e., the angle between the horizontal axid an In our case, the parameter vectors arg, =
the major axis of thenth ellipse. Note that the parametenX,, Y, a,, bn,¢n]* as defined earlier, and we seek to
pn(t) € [0,2m) is the eccentric anomaly. Therefore, we replaagetermine optimal vector¥’, n=1,...,N. We will use IPA
problemP1 by the determination of optimal parameter vecto evaluate[1J(Yi,..., ) = [g_%’___’da»%]; From [41), this
tors Yn = [Xn, Yn, an,bn, #n]",n = 1,....N, and formulate the IR (1) R 1T
following problemP2:

gradient clearly depends diR;(t) = [ N oY } . In
M turn, this gradient depends on whether the dynamick @
P2: min J:/ ziRi(Yl,...,YN,t)dt (41) in @) are given byR(t) =0 or Ri(t) = A —BR(s(t)). The

0 i< dynamics switch at event timeg, k=1,...,K, when R(t)
Observe that the behavior of each agent under the optimig@ches or escapes from 0 which are observed on a trajectory
ellipse control policy is that of dybrid systemwhose dy- ©over[0,T] based on a give;, n=1,...,N.
namics undergo switches wheR(t) reaches or leaves the IPA equations. We begin by recalling the dynamics Bf(t)
boundary valueR = 0 (the “events” causing the switches). Adn () which depend on the relative positions of all agents
a result, we are faced with a parametric optimization problewith respect to[ai, 5] and change at time instantg such
for a system with hybrid dynamics. We solve this hybrighat eitherR (1) = 0 with Ri(7, ') >0 or Ai > BR (s(1x)) with
system problem using a gradient-based approach in which RéT, ) = 0. Moreover, the agent positioss(t) = [s(t), sh(t)],
apply IPA to determine the gradieri®®i(Y1,...,Yy,t)online n=1,....N, on an elliptical trajectory are expressed using
(hence,J), i.e., directly using information from the agent{4d). Viewed as a hybrid system, we can now concentrate

trajectories and iterate upon them. on all events causing transitions in the dynamicsRpft),
i=1,...,M, since any other event has no effect on the values
A. Infinitesimal Perturbation Analysis (IPA) of ORi(Y1,...,Yn,t) att = 1.

We begin with a brief review of the IPA framework for For notational simplicity, we definey = [ai, 5] € Q. First,
general stochastic hybrid systems as presented in [15]. TheRi(t) =0 and A(w) — BP(w,s(t)) < 0, applying [42) to
purpose of IPA is to study the behavior of a hybrid systef (t) and using[(B) gives
state as a function of a parameter vecfoe © for a given d dR (1)
compact, convex s&@ c R'. Let {1 (8)}, k=1,...,K, denote dqiay — (45)
the occurrence times of all events in the state trajectory. "

For convenience, we sety = 0 and Tk41 = T. Over an WhenRi(t) >0, we have

interval [1x(0), v 1(0)), the system is at some mode during , N

which the time-driven state satisfies = fi(x,6,t). An %a?Y(t) :—Bw M [1—pda(w,sq(t))] (46)
event atty is classified as(i) Exogenousif it causes a . " dzn

discrete state transition independenfoénd satisfiessk =0;  Noting thatpn(a,sn(t)) = pn(D(@w,sn(t))), we have

i) Endogenousif there exists a continuously differentiable

1£ur)10ti0n Ok : R"x © — R such thatty = min{t > 1,1 : Ipn (@, % (1) = IPn(D(@, (1)) ID(@, (1))
gk (x(8,t),0) = 0}; and (iii ) Inducedif it is triggered by the oY ID(@, (1)) oY
occurrence of another event at timg < 1. IPA specifies _ )2 _ p\211/2 .
how changes ind influence the state(6,t) and the event mir]c?tt?/\g?\;vsr}t(;)g) :[gég)’sng'))) ;ﬁé&i g[eslt) J'/%. For sim
times 1 (6) and, ultimately, how they influence interesting

(47)

performance metrics which are generally expressed in terms ob 1 (9D o5 n 9D 9sh (48)
of these variables. oY, 2D \ 0\ 0¥ dsioW
We define: o5,
ox0,1) |, 0t(6) Whereg—g =2(s{—a;) and g—snDy = 2(sh— B)- Note that3 =
X,(t)E 00 ) TkE 00 ’ k:]"’K [ﬁ ﬁ ﬁ ﬁ ﬁ]T and @ — [ﬁ ﬁ ﬁ ﬁ ﬁ]T
9% O¥a’ Jan’ Tby* Ifn ¥ — L0X dYa’ 9an’ 9bn’ 9n’ -

for all state and event time derivatives. It is shown[inl [t From [2D), for 2%, we obtain
X (t) satisfies: o

oS s

d _ﬁfk(t) (9fk(t) —1 =1 =0

X O =—7 XU+ (42) %xn Y ;

for t € [Ty, Tk.1) With boundary condition: % = cospn (t) cospn, 0—§§ = —sinpp (t) singn
X() = X+ [feao) - WE)] . @3 og s

for k=0,...,K, wheret, is the left limit of 7. In addition, 0n ~@nCOS0n (1) Singn — bsinpn (t) cospn

in (@3), the gradient vector for eadh is 1, =0 if the event ) 2 B J

at 1 is exogenous and Similarly, - for a_%’ we  get % = 0’5_\%1 = 1’% -

COSPn(t)Siml’n,g—ﬁn = sinpy(t)cosp,  and gTs;y\n —

o [0k, 1[99 99k,
Tk__[ﬁfk(rk) EJFWX,(TK) (44) an Cospy (t) cospn — bsinp, (t)singn.  Using g—ﬁ,ﬁ and Z—?,ﬁ



in (]_Z'._a) and then[{47) and back intg_{46), we can finallwhich may be unknown, are directly observable during the

obtaln (> for t € [k, Tk.1) @S gradient evaluation process. Thus, the IPA approach pesses
. an inherentobustnesgproperty: there is no need to explicitly
R (1) OR (1)) 0 if Ri(t) =0, model how uncertainty affect®(t) in (3). Consequently,
P v g on A < BP.(;(t)) we may treatA as unknown without affecting the solution
 dt av otherwise approach (the values dfiR; (t) are obviously affected). We

(49) may also allow this uncertainty to be modeled through random
where the integral above is obtained frdml(45)H(47). Thus, grocesse$Ai(t)},i=1,...,M; in this case, however, the result
remains to determine the componefi®(z,”) in (49) usmg of Propositior V.1 no longer applies without some conditio
(43). This involves the event time gradient vectorg = mr,k on the statistical characteristics ¢Ai(t)} and the resulting
fork=1,...,K, which will be determined through (44). TheredJ is anestimateof a stochastic gradient.
are two p055|ble cases regarding the events that causdewitc Remark 3. Note that the number of agents affects the
in the dynamics oR; (t): number of derivative components [0{53), so the complexity o

Case 1 At T, R (t) switches fromR (t) =0 to R (t) = 0J(Yi,...,¥) in (53) grows linearly in the number of agents
A —BR(s(t)). In this case, it is easy to see that the dynamids. In addition, the calculation dfiJ(Yi,...,¥q) in (&3) grows
Ri(t) are continuous, so thdt_1(1, ) = fc(1,") in (@3) applied linearly in T, as a longer operation time only implies more
to Ri(t) and we get events at whose occurrence timgsthe objective function

- gradient is updated. In other words, solving the problemaisi
DR‘(TKU =0R(7), i=1,....M (50) IPA is scalable with respect to the number of agents and the

Case 2 At T, R (t) switches fromR (t) = A/ —BR(s(t)) operation time.
to R (t) =0, i.e., R (1x) becomes zero. In this case, we need
to first evaluatelt, from (44) in order to determinER.(rk ) Objective Function Optimization
through [48). Observing that this event is endogendus, (44)

applies withge = R = 0 and we get e now seek to obtaify;",..., Y] minimizing J(Yi,..., Y\)

through a standard gradient-based optimization algoritfim

Or — ORi(1 ) the form
Tk = — — (51)
Al) ~ B, () R = R ke 004 )
It follows from (43) that (54)
[A(w) — BP(w, (1 ))]OR (1) where {nl}, | = 1,2,... are appropriate step size se-

OR (1) =0OR(1, ) — =0 quences andlJ(Y{,..., %) is the projection of the gradient
(52) (v, .. m) onto the feasible set, i.es(t) € Q for all
te[0,T),n=1 .,N. The optimization algorithm terminates
when|0J(Y],..., )| < € (for a fixed thresholct) for some
[Y7,...,¥g]. When e > 0 is small, [Y{,..., Y] is believed
to be in the neig\r;borhc;/?d of the local optimum, then we
Tt (VLo set[Yf,...,5] =[Y4,..., YyJ. However, in our problem the
IO, ZI /T ‘‘‘‘‘ RO, Yt functi%)n J(Yll\,l...7m1) is non-convex and there are actually
' many local optima depending on the initial controllable pa-
rameter vectofY?,..., Q). In the next section, we propose a
stochastic comparison algorithm which addresses thisissu
0= Zl%</ dt+R|(Tk+1)DTk+1—Ri(Tk)DTk) by randomizing over the initial point$Y?,...,¥Q] . This
algorithm defines a process which converges to a global
Observing the cancelation of all terms of the foRy{(1x) O1x  optimum under certain well-defined conditions.
for all k (with 10=0, x;1=T fixed) we finally get

A(w) —BP(w,s(1 )

Thus,ORi(7,") is always reset to O regardlessGRi(T, ).
Objective Function Gradient Evaluation. Based on our
analysis, we first rewritd in (&) as

and (omitting some function arguments) we get

rk+1 V1. STOCHASTIC COMPARISONALGORITHM FOR GLOBAL
OJ(Y4,-., R Zi / dt (53) OPTIMALITY
k=0"Tk

Gradient-based optimization algorithms are generally effi
' i Sl L cient and effective in finding the global optimum when one is
and the event times, k=1,...,K, given |n|t|al conditions niquely specified by the point where the gradient is zero.
?(0)+for n=1..,N, andR(0) for i =1,...,M. In @E) When this is not the case, to seek a global optimum one
R{‘,g“) is obtained through[{50)-(52), where# must resort to several alternatives which include a variety
obtained througH (45)-(48). of random search algorithms. In this section, we use the
Remark 2. Observe that the evaluation &fR; (t), hence Stochastic Comparison algorithm ih"[16] to find the global
0J, is independentof A, i =1,...,M, i.e., the values in optimum. As shown in[[16], for a stochastic system(iif,
our uncertainty model. In fact, the dependencels§ (t) on the cost function](Y') is continuous inY" and (ii), for each
A, i=1,...,M, manifests itself through the event timag estimateJ(Y) of J(Y) the errorW(Y) = J(Y) — J(Y) has
k=1,...,K, that do affect this evaluation, but they, unlike a symmetric pdf, then the Markov proce$¥;} generated

This depends entirely oniR; (t), which is obtained fron[(49)




by the Stochastic Comparison algorithm will converge t§lgorithm 2 : IPA-based Optimization Algorithm using CSC
an e—optimal interval of the global optimum for arbitrarily 1O find Yo, n=1,...,N.

small € > 0. In short, lim . P[Y¥ € ¥;] = 1,for any & > 0,
whereY;" is defined as; = {Y|J(Y) < J(Y*)+¢€}. Using the

Continuous Stochastic Comparison (CSC) Algorithm devel-

1: Set € > 0, k = 0. Initialize Y° = ¢°, where ¢° =
[Y2,...,YJ]. Initialize Lo, where{L} is an appropriately
selected increasing sequence.

oped in [16] for a general continuous optimization problem,2: while k < K, do

considerY € ® to be a controllable vector, whe® is the

bounded feasible controllable parameter space. The Stticha 4:

Comparison Algorithm is presented #lgorithm 1. In the

Algorithm 1
Algorithm.
1: Initialize Y° = ¢% k=0.
2: For a givenY® = ¢¥, sample the next candidate poifit
from @ according to a uniform distribution ovep.
3: For a givenzk = X, set

N Z¥, with probability pX,
“ 1 YX, with probability 1— p¥,

where p¢ = {P[J(Z¥) < J(@")]} .
4. Replacek by k+ 1, and go to Step 2.

(55)

CSC algorithm, the probabilitp® is actually not calculable,
since we do not know the underlying probability functions, ,.

However, it is realizable in the following way: botf(Z¥)

. Continuous Stochastic Comparison (CSC)e:

3. For a givenY® = ¢,

repeat

5: Computesy(t), t € [0,T] using [40) andg* for n=

1,....N

Compute(¢*), 0J(¢¥) and updatep* through [54).

7. until |0J(¢Y)| <€

8. Sample the next candidate poiff from ® according
to a uniform distribution ove®. For a givenzX = ¢k,

9: repeat

10: Computesy(t), t € [0,T] using [40) and* for n=
LN
11: ComputeJ(¢¥), 0J(Z¥) and updateZ¥ through [54).
12:  until |0J(Z9)| < e
13:  Set
ZK. with probability p¥
+1 P ’
Y= { Y, with probability 1— p¥, (57)

where pk = {P[J(Z%) < J(¢)]} .
Replacek by k+ 1.
15: end while

andJ(¢¥) are estimatedl times for an appropriately selectedq. gety* — yX

increasing sequenda.}. If J(Z¥) < J(¢¥) every time, we set
yk+tl = 7K Otherwise, we seY*+! =YX,

As discussed inRemark 3, the persistent monitoring {hat arger ellipses achieve a lower total uncertainty egiar
problem P2 becomes a stochastic optimization problem {fnit area. Moreover, observe that the initial cost is sigaiitly

A(t),i=1,....M, are stochastic processes. However, for the,ced, indicating the importance of optimally selecting
deterministic setting in which al\; are constant, the observede"ipse sizes, locations and orientations. The cost astati

value J coincides with the actual valu@ and a one-time
comparisond(Z¥) < J(¢¥) is sufficient to replace with ¥
for Y<t1. In this case, step 3 iAlgorithm 1 becomes, for a
given zk = 7k

Z<if 3(29) < 3(@)

vt = { & otherwise (56)

and the CSC algorithm in this deterministic setting reduoces
comparison algorithm with multi-starts over the 6-dimensil

controllable vectoly, = [Xn, Y, @n, bn, ¢n, pn]”, for each ellipse
associated with agemt=1,...,N.

VII. NUMERICAL RESULTS

We begin with a two-agent example in which we soR2
by assigning elliptical trajectories using the gradieaséxd
approach in Section V.B (without the CSElgorithm 1).
The environment setting parameters used are:4 for the
sensing range of agentk; = 20, L, = 10, for the mission
space dimensions; anl = 200. All sampling pointga;, 5]
are uniformly spaced withinL; x Ly, i = 1,....,M where

with the final blue elliptical trajectories in this case Js=
6.93x 10%

Using the same initial trajectories as in Fig. 2(a), we
also used a TPBVP solution algorithm féxl. The results
are shown in Fig[]3. The TPBVP algorithm is computation-
ally expensive and time consuming (about 800,000 steps to
converge). Interestingly, the solution corresponds to st co
Jrpevp = 7.15x 10%, which is higher than that of Fig] 2 where
solutions were restricted to the set of elliptical trajees.
This is an indication of the presence of locally optimal
trajectories.

Next, we solve the same two-agent example with the same
environment setting using the CSXgorithm 1. For simplic-
ity, we select the ellipse center locatigX,,Y,] as the only
two (out of six) multi-start components: for a given number o
comparison®), we sample the ellipse centef,, Yn] € L1 x Ly,
n=1,...,N, using a uniform distribution while, = 5,b, =
2,¢n = 7.pn =0, for n=1,2 are randomly assigned but
initially fixed parameters during the number of comparis@ns
(thus, it is still possible that there are local minima widspect

M = (L1 +1)(Lo+ 1) = 231 Initial values for the uncertainty to the remaining four componenja,, bn, $n, on], but, clearly,
functions areR;(0) =2 andB=6,A;=0.2foralli=1,...,M all six components irY, can be used at the expense of some
in @). The results are shown in Figl 2. Note that the initidditional computational cost.) In Figl 4, the red elliptic
conditions were set so as to approximate linear trajectorigajectories on the left show the initial ellipses and theebl
(red ellipses), thus illustrating Proposition IV.1: we ce@e trajectories represent the corresponding resulting slpthe



10

CSC Algorithm 1 converges to. Figurg 4(b) shows the cost
vs. number of iterations of the CSC algorithm. The resulting
cost forQ =300 isJEEL. = 6.57 x 10, where "Det” stands for

a deterministic environment. It is clear from Hig. 4(b) tkize of
cost of the worst local minimum is much higher than that of
the best local minimum. Note also that the C8(gorithm

1 does improve the original pure gradient-based algorithm ar
performancele = 6.93 x 10%.

In Fig.[3, the values ofy are allowed to beandom thus
dealing with a persistent monitoring problem in a stocleasti or
mission space, where we can test the robustness of the IPA 0 5 10 is 20
approach as discussed Remark 2. In particular, each; is
treated as a piecewise constant random pro¢&gs)} such
that Ai(t) takes on a fixed value sampled from a uniform dis-
tribution over(0.195,0.205) for an exponentially distributed a
time interval with mean 5 before switching to a new value. sl
The sequencéMy} defining the number of cost comparisons
made at thekth iteration is set so as to grow sublinearly with
Mk = [10logk] ,k=2,...,Q. Note that the system in this case zer
is very similar to that of Fig.J4 wher&; = 0.2 for all i without 2t
any change in the way in whichlJ(Yi,..., ) is evaluated 15l
in executing [(GW). As already pointed out, this exploits a
robustness property of IPA which makes the evaluation of

(a) Red ellipses are the initial trajectories and blue sdigpare the
final trajectories.

x 10° Cost J vs. Number of iterations

CostJ

J(Y4,..., W) independent of the values o%. All other % 10 0 S0 @ 50 50
parameter settings are the same as in Eig. 4. In[Fig] 5(a), _ S
the red elliptical trajectories show the initial ellipsesdathe (b) Cost as a function of algorithm iterationg = 6.93x 10,

blue tra]eCtone_S represent the correspondlng re_sulﬂirp;;es Fig. 2. Optimal elliptical trajectories for two agents (mout using the CSC
the CSCAlgorithm 1 converges to. The resulting cost foralgorithm.)

Q=300 in Fig[5() i1, = 6.60x 10% where "Sto” stands

for a stochastic environment. This cost is almost the same as
JR&. = 6.57 x 10%, showing that the IPA approach is indeed optimal Control rajectory
robust to a stochastic environment setting.

Finally, Fig.[8 shows the TPBVP algorithm result when
using the optimal (blue) ellipses in Fif. 4(a) as the initial
trajectories. The trajectories the TPBVP solver convetges
are shown in red and green respectively for each agent. The
corresponding cost in Fil. 6{b) &pgve = 6.07 x 10*, which
is an improvement compared 38t = 6.57 x 10* obtained for
elliptical trajectories from the CS@lgorithm 1. Compared
to the computationally expensive TPBVP algorithm, the CSC
Algorithm 1 using IPA is inexpensive and scalable with re-
spect toT andN. Thus, a combination of the two provides the
benefit of offering the optimal elliptical trajectories abted
through the CS@lgorithm 1 (the first fast phase of a solution 4
approach) as initial trajectories for the TPBVP algorithime(
second much slower phase.) This combination is faster than
the original TPBVP algorithm and can also achieve a lower
cost compared to CS@&lgorithm 1.

N
o
1

o B N W N O O N ® ©
L e e e A B S

o 5 10 15 20

(a) Red and green trajectories obtained from TPBVP solution

x10° Cost Vs. Number of interations

3l

25

CostJ

2

VIII. CONCLUSION re

s

We have shown that an optimal control solution to the 1D
persistent monitoring problem does not easily extend t@the : ; I . e
case. In particular, we have proved that elliptical trajeies
outperform linear ones in a 2D mission space. Therefore, we (b) Cost as a function of algorithm iterationkpgyp = 7.15x 10%.
have SOUght to solve a parametric optimization problem Eﬁ)g 3.  Optimal trajectories using TPBVP solver for two atgerinitial
determine optimal elliptical trajectories. Numerical BY#Ees trajectories are red curves in F[g. 3(a).
indicate that this scalable approach (which can be usedeh li




(a) Red ellipses: initial trajectories. Blue ellipses:ioyatl elliptical
trajectories

23X 10* Cost vs. Number of iterations

7.2

7.1

7

CostJ

6.9

6.8

6.7

6.6

6.5

o] 50 100 150 200 250 300
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Fig. 4. Two agent example for the deterministic environmsetting using
the CSCAlgorithm 1 for Q = 300 trials.
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(a) Red ellipses: initial trajectories. Blue ellipses:ioyatl elliptical
trajectories
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(b) Cost as a function of algorithm iterationis. = 6.60x 10*.

Fig. 5. Two-agent example for a stochastic environmeninggttsing the CSC
Algorithm 1 for Q= 300 trials, where); (Atj)"U (0.195,0.205), At;"0.2e~ %2,
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Optimal Control trajectory

(a) Blue ellipses: initial trajectories. Red and greenet#jries:
TPBVP converged trajectories.

x 10° Cost Vs. Number of interations

6.6

CostJ

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Number of iterations 5

(b) Cost vs. number of iterationsrpgyp = 6.07 x 10*.

Fig. 6. Left plot: elliptical trajectories (blue curve) alnted in Fig[4(3)
used as initial trajectories for the TPBVP solver.

provides solutions that approximate those obtained throug
a computationally intensive TPBVP solver. Moreover, since
the solutions obtained are generally locally optimal, weeha
incorporated a stochastic comparison algorithm for degvi
globally optimal elliptical trajectories. Ongoing work nas

at alternative approaches for near-optimal solutions and a
distributed implementations.
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