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Abstract— Active SLAM is the task of actively planning
robot paths while simultaneously building a map and localiing
within. Existing work has focused on planning paths with @— e ‘
occupancy grid maps, which do not scale well and suffer from
long term drift. This work proposes a Topological Feature
Graph (TFG) representation that scales well and develops an
active SLAM algorithm with it. The TFG uses graphical models .
which utilize independences between variables, and enalle
unified quantification of exploration and exploitation gains with
a single entropy metric. Hence, it facilitates a natural and
principled balance between map exploration and refinementA
probabilistic roadmap path-planner is used to generate robt
paths in real time. Experimental results demonstrate that he

proposed approach achieves better accuracy than a standard Fig. 1: Simultaneous planning, localization and mapping problem

grid-map based approach while requiring orders of magnituce  _ pyrple polygons represent obstacles, green circles seprdea-
less computation and memory resources. tures with their size denoting uncertainties in pose es@marhe
problem is to find milestones (gray circles) of robot posesl, glan

|. INTRODUCTION a trajectory (red line) that minimizes feature uncertaisti

The exploration of an unknown space is a fundamental
capability for a mobile robot, with diverse applicationsku
as disaster relief, planetary exploration, and surveitan work of Bourgault et al. [9] formulates the problem as
In the absence of a global position reference (e.g., GP8) trade-off between information gain about the map and
the robot must simultaneously map the space and localig@tropy reduction over the robot pose:
itself within that map, referred to as SLAM. If a mobile .
robot is able to successfully recognize parts of the map u" = maxwilspanm(z, u) +walog(z, u) (1)

when it returns to them, referred to as loop closure, then . : . . :
) L . . o wherels¢ is the information gained over the occupancy grid
it can significantly reduce its mapping and localizatioroerr

The problem of active SLAM focuses on designing robo{OG) map (grid of independent binary random variables de-

trajectories to actively explore an environment and mimami hoting occupancy) antk . Is the mfor_matlon gained over
the map error. of the robot poses (dependent Gaussian random variables).

Previous work has been done on designing trajectories %mllarly, Stachniss et al. [10] use a Rao-Blackwellized

: . article filter (RBPF) to represent the robot poses and the
reduce robot pose uncertainty when the map is known Or K : ) _
. o map, and then consider the informativeness of actions based
there exists a global position reference [1]-[5]. Ther@als

; e o . . on the expected resultant information gain. Other inforomat
exists work that maximizes myopic information gain on the

next action with partially known maps [6], [7]. However, metrics within a similar framework, such as the Cauchy-

in this work, the goal is to build a map of an unknownSChwarZ quadratic mutual information [11], the D-optirhali

environment thus the robot needs to plan its path and perforCrlterlon [12], and the Kullback-Leibler divergence [13}ve

SLAM at the same time (active SLAM) with a focus on /S0 been proposed recently. T.hes_e.two information gams ar
. . . L computed separately and maintaining the balance between
global map quality. Active SLAM is non-trivial because the . : )
X . them often requires careful parameter tuning on the weights
robot must trade-off the benefits ekploringnew areas and

exploiting visited areas to close loops [8] w1, Andw,.
Previous work has heavily relied on tﬁe occupancy gri% Recently, graph-based optimization approaches to_the
(OG) map (grid of independent binary random variable§ LAM problem have become very popular due to their ability

denoting occupancy) to compute the information gain on mag exploit the naturally sparse connectivity between robot

? . . poses and features in the map [14]. These approaches have
exploration and check feasibility For example, the Semlnaﬁaroven to have better scalability than the RBPF approaches,

ILaboratory for Information and Decision Systems, MIT, 77ddave, which U!timately suffer from p_artide depletion as the sofe
Ca2mbridge, MA, USA{mubp, ngi amou, jhow}@rit.edu the environment grows. Within the graph-based approaches
Computer Science and Artificial Intelligence Laboratoryi\TM77 Mass i . -
Ave, Cambridge. MA, USA{l paul | , j1eonard}@nit . edu thereh artle tWr? main flavors. pose grhaphs and fe(ajtture_basedd
3Qualcomm Research, 5775 Morehouse Drive, San Diego, CA, us&rapns. In the pose-grap approac €s, s_ensor ata Is use
al i agha@ual conm com to generate relative transformation constraints betwebnotr
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poses directly, and an underlying OG map is often required to 1) Propose a feature-based topology graph to represent
represent the environment. For example, [15], [16] optéwriz the map of features as well as obstacles in an efficient
the robot trajectory by iteratively computing transforioas way.

between laser scans, but still maintains an underlying OG 2) Develop a feature-focused information metric to quan-
map and plans paths using sample-based approaches such tify uncertainties in the map, in both visited and

as the probabilistic roadmap or the RRT* algorithm. [17] unvisited places.
optimizes robot trajectory with features in a structured en 3) Present a path planning algorithm using the feature-
vironment for also maintains an OG for collision check. based topological graph to enable the robot to actively

Information quantification over the OG map representation explore with the objective of directly reducing the
carries over known shortcomings of bad scalability and uncertainty of the map
robustness [18]. The grid map is also an approximation 4) Test the proposed approach in a Gazebo simulated
because the conditional dependencies between the grid cell  environment, as well as in a real world environment
are discarded. For example, if there is significant drift in with a turtlebot.
the robot’'s pose estimate, this uncertainty is not reflected
explicitly in the OG map. As a result, a straight corridor
will appear curved, but their relative map entropies will be Assume that there exists a library of static features that ca
equivalent. In addition, OG maps also have large memofe uniquely identified as landmarks to localize the robot in
footprints. the environment, denoted ds= {L1, L, --- Ljs}. Notice

In a feature-based representa‘[ion' features are exp“cdhat the number of features present in the environment could
maintained in the graph and give a layout of the mag?€ lessthad/, and is not known a priori. The exact locations
However, active-SLAM on feature-based graphs is hargf the present features are not knowanpriori either and
because features do not offer obstacle information, whidheed to be established by the robot. When moving in the
is crucial for the robot to check path feasibility. This pape€nvironment, the robot’s trajectory is a sequence of poses
proposes the first, to our knowledge active SLAM approacKr = {Xo, X1,---, X1}, whereX, gives the initial distri-
that plans robot paths to directly optimize a global featuredution of the robot pose, typically set as the origin with low
based representation without any under|ying oG repre.senw]certainty. The robot can obtain two kinds of observations
tion. Rather than formulating the problem as area coveraddie odometryo, is the change between two consecutive
over an OG map [19], we set it up as entropy reductioROSes Wwith probability modep(o| Xy, X¢—1). A feature
over the map features subject to a budget constraint. SinBi€asurement; is a measurement between the current pose
the feature estimates and pose trajectory are necessarfy and featurey,. The corresponding probability model of

Il. PROBLEM STATEMENT

correlated, we can remove the pose uncertainty from thé iS p(z;|X:, L,). Denotez, = {z¢1, -, 20k, }- _
traditional objective function{1) and directly optimizees A factor graph is a sparse representation of the variables.
the map quality. Each node represents either a featilireor a robot pose

When features and robot poses are modeled as joint Gaués Let p(L) = [[;Z, p(L:) denote the prior for features.
sian variables, we can directly quantify the informatioinga Each factor is a feature prigr(L;), an odometryo; or a
of new data on all variables with the same entropy metrideature measuremenf. The joint posterior ofX andL is
When the robot moves to a frontier of the mapped area, tlren the product of priors and likelihood of the observation

can potentially observe new features. The observed featue = {o1, -+ ,or} andz = {z1,- -, zr}:

and new features are measured with a unified information T K,

metric, therefore we can balance between exploitation ang(X, L|o, z) o p(L) Hp(ot|Xt,Xt,1) Hp(zﬂXt,Ly?).
exploration automatically. The feature-based graph mixdel t=1 k=1 ‘
sparser than grid maps, thus scales much better and enables 2)

real-time robot state estimation and path planning. Fertherpe g aAM problem of jointly inferring the most likely

more, it models the environment with dependent features a"rb@sterior (MAP) feature positions and robot poses can be
robot poses rather than with i.i.d. binary cells. Thereforgyefined as:

when the robot returns to a visited place and closes a loop, (X*,L*) = argmax p(X, L|o, z) ()

it can correct long-term drift and propagate the changes XL

to all existing features and poses through the dependenci&fth factor graph representatiof] (3) can be solved by hgadi

between variables. available graph-SLAM algorithms/packages such as g2o,
Figurel shows an example scenario. The locations of feEBAM or GTSAM [20], [21].

tures are marked by green circles and the size of each circleThe problem has traditionally solved by manually operat-

represents its uncertainty. Gray circles represent sangile ing the robot in the environment to gather a dataset first and

robot poses, and purple polygons represent obstacles. Tthen optimize the map in a batch update. In this work, the

planning problem is then to quantify information gains orrobot actively plans its own trajectory to incrementallgrie

the samples and find a trajectory connecting the samples tlthé map. Considering that robots are typically constrained

can minimize feature uncertainties. in computation/memory, the trajectory should be planned
In summary, there are four primary contributions. in such a way that resources should be spent on gathering



L and the topology of the environment. Consequently, plapnin
paths over a traditional feature-based representatiofi-is i

posed. To overcome this, we propose to store additional
information with each feature that allows us to generate a

full, yet sparse, representation of the environment oveckvh

we can then plan paths.
@ X . .. @ In this paper, we assume the robot is a ground robot that
U operates in 2D speﬁeRelying on the fact that features are

Fig. 2: Active Focused Planning The robot uses landmark USually on the surface or corner of obstacles, we propose the
measurements; and odometry to design a control poliay.;  Topological Feature GraplfTFG) representation. A TFG is
to maximize information gain over environmental featufes a graphG = {L, E'}, with its vertices representing features
, , o ' and edges representing obstacles. More specifically, if two
|nformat|on_ that is d_|rectly related to the r_obots goal.€Th taatires are connected by an edge, then these two features
focus of this paper is to incrementally build a map of thg,e|ongs to the same flat obstacle surface and the edge is not
environment, therefore information gain is defined as gmtro traversabf@
reduction only on variables representing features. These edges can be learned from either a depth image, a

Shannon entropy [22] is a measure of uncertainty in Aqer scan or even sequences of images [23]. The robot first
random variabler thus widely used as information metr'c-segments the depth map or laser scan into several compo-

Letp(x) denote the probability distribution of then entropy  hents representing different obstacle surfaces, therkstigc
H(z) is defined asH (z) = >, p(z)logp(x) for discrete 1,4 features detected belong to the same component. If so,
variables andH () = [ p(x)logp(x)dz for continuous e ropot creates an edge between these two features. This
variables. _ idea is illustrated in Figurge Ba.

Denote the control command at timeas u;, and let  compared to the grid map representation, the TFG of-
ur = {uy,---,ur}. The active focused planning probleMee g several advantages in structured environments. First
is summarized as follows. requires many fewer variables to represent the environment
Problem 1. Active SLAM: Design control commands; = and thus provides significant memory savings. Second, the
{u1,us,--- ,up}, such that the robot follows a trajectory map complexity can easily adapt to various complexities in

that the obtained odometry = {o1,---,or} and feature the environment. Instead of using equal sized cells at all
measurements = {z;,---zr} can minimize the entropy places, a TFG can model more features in cluttered/narrow

H(-) over the belief of map featurds spaces and less features in wider/simpler spaces. Third, if
new loop closures are detected and drifts of some subgraphs
are corrected, the obstacles will be corrected with theufeat
positions: the robot does not have to relearn the occupancy
of the associated space. And finally, this representation

(4) has a closed-form collision check for robot path planning

max H(L|o,z)

UT:{UI-,"'-,UT}
st. g(ur) <c
Xy = Q(thhut)

or =Xt 0 X1 +ov, v~N(0,Q) rather than sampling-based methods, leading to significant
2F = Ly ©Xi+w, we N(0,R) computation savings in path planning.
t=1,---,T B. Sequential Planning

Recall that our goal is to plan robot controls that gain

where ¢(-) is a measure of control cost, in the case ofaximal information from the environment as formulated in
finite time horizong(ur) = T'. FunctionX; = g(X:-1,u:)  Problem[1. Notice that solving Probldm 1 in batch is hard
describes the robot dynamics. Functien= X, © X;_1+v  in general, because at any timeobservations beyondare
describes the odometry measurement model:dng L,-©  not available, thus planning controls, - - - up will require
X + w is the feature measurement model. modeling future observations and taking into account all

Fig. 2 presents a graphical model of this problely. possible outcomes, which is typically intractable.
represents robot posek, represents environment features. Tg solve this problem in a tractable manner, a widely used
The goal is to design control policiea; to maximize technique is to split Problef 1 intB stages, optimize a goal
information gain over feature belid. point at each stage [24], [25]. For each stage, a separdte pat
planner can be used to generate controls.

Let p(L) denote a prior of the landmarks. At stagethe

A. Topology feature graph observation history;.; and z;.; can be summarized in a
One important reason that the use of grid-map represen-

tation has been a popular choice for active-SLAM is that ‘Extension to 3D scenarios can be achieved by triagularipibgtacle

a grid-based map contains all the necessary informatigHffaces and is left to future work N

f th planning. A feature-based representation aghou Features can be extended to objects Fhat have sizes, in veaish

or path p g. A . p J obstacles would be represented by both objects represbyptedrtices and

much sparser, lacks information about free/occupied spas@faces represented by edges

IIl. METHOD



posterior distribution of,, X at time¢. Denote the maximal
posterior(MAP) values oKX andL asX; andL;, they can
be obtained by standard SLAM solvers:

Xra LI =argmax p(Xa Llota zt) (5)

t
=argmax p(L) [ [ p(o- X+, X, _1)p(z-| X, L)

T=1

Given the path)A(t, e ,)?Hl and the partial TFG at time
t, a separate path-following controller could be used toedriv
the robot along the trajectory. In this way, path planning an
control are decoupled from the active SLAM problem, and
we gain performance in computation and speed.

C. Expected Information Gain
Quantifying the exact information gain fro, to X,

Use the standard procedure of Laplacian approximation @f Problem(2 is challenging because it involves discregjzin
X and L: a Gaussian distribution with the mean being itdhe trajectory fromX; to X;, into a sequence of robot poses

MAP values(X3, L), and the information matriXA being
the second moment:

X3L|0tazt NN(X;L:?A_I) (6)

A Plogp(L) |~ logp(or) | = 9 logp(z)
T AXL? 4~ X L)? & (X L)

Ap A
- [ Arjf ¢ } @

where Ay corresponding to landmarks ard. corresponds

X, then computing the information gain from measurements
at each pose. Information gain of measurements on later
poses will depend on earlier poses along the path. Thetefore
the complexity will grow exponentially with the path length
To solve the information quantification problem in real-¢im
we only plan a goal point for the robot, design the robot to
stabilize its pose at the goal point, rotate in-place to iabta
accurate observations of the local environment, and coenput
information gain only on these locally observable landrsark
at the goal point. The observation would be some layout of
a subset of the local landmarks. As shown in Fidurde 3b, gray

to robot poses. Laplacian approximation gives close-formalls denote observation points, and the blue circle indica
solutions for entropy. The marginal information matrix forthe set of landmarks it can observe at those observation

landmarks isA, = Ay — A A 1A, f, and the entropy is

1
H(L|og,z:) = —§1og|AL| + constant (8)

points.

Problem 3. Goal Planning for Active SLAM At staget,
given prior topological feature grapfi'F'G:, find the next

Further with the associated connectivity edges betweedt langoal point X, ; such that the entropy on landmaris is

marks, we obtain the TFG at time Denote it asT' F'Gy,

minimized:

which summarizes the information the robot has about the

environment up until time.

The Laplacian approximation simplifies the information

guantification, but directly optimizing over contrals is still

very difficult. Control inputsu, affect robot paths though
robot dynamics, and optimization under both robot dynamic
constraints and obstacle constraints would be computation
ally prohibitive. As such, the problem is further simplified
here by planning a trajectory for the robot first, then using

separate path-following controller to drive the robot @jdine
planned trajectory. In this way, controller design is dgaded
from path planning.

Problem 2. Path Planning for Active SLAM At staget,
given prior topological feature grapi'F'Gy, find a path

rpin H(L|TFG¢,2§,§+1)
Xty1

St 241 =h(X41, L) (10)

Goal points also provide a way to segment the overall map
Into local maps and sparsify the underlying SLAM factor
graph: the robot accurately maps the environment at goal
oints, thus measurements between two goal points contains
ess information compared to those at goal points. Theggfor
landmark measurements along the path are only used to
localize the robot, but are not used to update landmark esti-
mates. This may cause some loss of information. However,
with this simplification, we can marginalize out robot poses
between two observations points, and the SLAM factor graph

X+, X, -+, Xy, such that the posterior entropy on will become a joint graph of partial graphs at goal points.

landmarksL is minimized:

_ min H(L|ITFG¢,0¢41,2t41)
Xy, X1
s.t. )?T = g()/fT_l,uT)
Or 227927_1 +v, v NN(OaQ)
#=LxcoX,+w, w~N(O,R)
T=t,,t+1 9)
where 6, = {6+ ,0., - ,0:.41} represents the
odometry obtained along the trajectory. Angl,; =

In this way, the complexity of the SLAM factor graph only
scales with the number of observation points and not the
number of robot poses.

Furthermore, paths are generated with respect to the cur-
rent estimate of landmark locations. If measurements along
a path are used to update landmark estimates, new loop
closures may cause shifts in landmark locations. The oldl pat
may become invalid and the robot may run into obstacles.
Leaving out measurements along the path also avoids this
potential failure.

Notice that )A(tﬂ is in continuousR? space. Differ-

{24, , 2+, - %241} represents landmark measurementent X,; would give different combinations of observable

obtained along the trajectory.

landmarks, thus solving problef 3 exactly would be hard.



o e | The corresponding factor graph is the factor graph pius
| S new landmark measurement§z; 1|X:y1,TFG:). Using
| | the same ML valueX;, L} in (3), the new information ma-
_— trix AL would be the original information matrix} , plus
some new terms coming from factqv$2t+1|)?t+1, TFG,):
A, 0 O A, 0 H,
————t et Aift=1 0 A, O|+]| O A, H, (14)
0 0 O HI HI B
(a) Topology Feature Graph(TFG) (b) Goal points
) where
Fig. 3: Topological Feature Graph (TFG) and goal points. Vertices
(stars) represent features, edges (black lines) reprebsticle sur- B=B,+ B,
faces, blue stars represent features at a frontier, grég tegiresent 9 BN
goal points. Blue regions illustrate local observable dezd. { Ao } _ 9 p(zt+1|XtA+1vTFGt) (15)
H] 0Ly, Xt41)?

Instead, we use a random sampling approach. GIVEK,,
a location isreachableif it can be observed from some { Ay
previous goal location. The planner samples locationsén th HT
robot’s reachable space, computes entropy reduction dr ea,
goal point, then selects the next goal point as the one th
gives maximal entropy reduction.

PE

} _ Pp(zen [ Xenr, TFGy)
a(Lu7 Xt+l)2

Pe marginal information matrix on landmarks can be com-
&Jted from the Schur complement:

The maximal entropy reduction problem can be stated as AL — Ao+ A, 0 HB-'HT
. L -
follows: 0 Ay + Ay
X1 —argmax  AH(L| Xy, TFGY) (11) oo { H, } (16)
KXi41 H,

Targax H(L|ITFG,) — HL|Xe41, TFGY) Note that elements int and H are 0 if the corresponding

Theorem 1. Set prior covariance for unknown landmarksl2ndmark is not observable at observation point;. The
in such a way that it is much larger than covariance/ncremental change in the information objectik-) is:

of observed landmarks. Given topological landmark graph  AH = —log |AL | + log |ALH|
TFG,, the entropy reduction at goal locatioX;.; can A4 A 0
be approximated by the sum of entropy reduction on local =log { ° 0 © A+ A ] — HB'HT
observable landmarkH,, and of new landmarkdH,, Ao v v
AH (X 11| X431, TFGy) ~ AH, + AH,  (12) — log [ 0 Au} 17)

where AH,, = nlog |l + ouau|, n. is the number of new Take the inverse of the matrix in second term, combine it
landmarksn,, log |I + o,a.| the expected information gain ith the first term, then usa;!l =%, A;! = %, to obtain
on an unknown landmarks.

AH
Proof. For simplicity, the subscript is dropped in the Ty A 0 > 0
following, but it should be noted that this analysis is based= log + 204 —| HB'HT
0 I+%,A, 0 X
onTFGy.
The information matrix can be written into two parts thatExtract the first term to get
corresponds to observed landmarks or robot poses\, A 0
AH =log|I + ore
A=| N A 0 SuA,
LA A I+%,A 0 -
The robot task here is to map the landmark, therefore we ~ +10g |1 — { 00 ¢ I+Y,4, } HB'H”
only look at the marginal information matrix on landmarks:
Apply |I — BA| = |I — AB| on the second term
A= Ap— ApATtA = | B 0
T TR T 0 A, S04, 0
=log |l +
where A, corresponds to landmarks observed at least once, 0 By Ay
and A, corresponds to _landmarks that have not been obJ—rl I_pBlgT (I+%,4,)71 0 I
served yet. At goal poink;, , denotes;, ; are the expected 08 |1~ 0 (I+X,A,)7t

new landmark measurements, then the new joint likelihood- log |T + S Ao| + log | + S, Ayl (18)

becomes:
~ +log|I — B'HI (I +%,A4,) "H, — BT HL (I + £, Au) " H,|
p(TFGt, 2t+1; Xt+17X, L) o
A ~ When a landmark has not been previously observed, the
~p(TFG X, L)p(241| Xiq1, TFGY) (13) prior covariancey,, is typically large, thereforedl (I +



Y. AL) " H, is small compared ta (I + $,4,) ' H,. « The length of the link, which reflects the distance that
Furthermore, notice that when the prigy, and information needs to be traveled and thus the control costs.
delta A, are block diagonal, with each block representing a « Collision penalty.

landmark,log |1 + X, Au| = 1. log [T + ouau|, and we have  computing the exact collision probability of a given path is
the following approximation: a computationally expensive procedure. However, expigiti

AH ~log |T + S A,| + log \I B 'HT(I +$,A4,)"H. ‘ the fact that a collision check for a point using a TFG rep-
o © e °l" resentation can be carried out analytically enables exgens

+ng log|I + oyay| methods such as Monte Carlo methods for real-time collision
=log|l +X,A, — H,B H,| + n,log|I + oya.| evaluation. in this work, assuming Gaussian localization
=AH,+ AH, (19) uncertainty, we rely on very efficient approximate methods

to compute a measure of risk instead of the exact collision
whereAH, = log |[1+%,4,—H,B~"H,| is the information  probability.
gain obtained by having new measurements on observedpenoptes, as the closest obstacle point. Thien — z,| |2
landmarksAH,, = ng log |I+0ya,| is information obtained represents the squared distance to the closest point and
by having new measurements on previously unobservegfiects the chance of collision. Thus we Use— z,|? as
|andmarks,nm is the number of new landmarks Observedan additive pena'ty in the edge cost in path p|anning_ With
ando, anda, are the variance and information gain of agyr TFG representation, computify — z,|> reduces to
single new landmark. L computing point-line and line-line distances, which can be

_ . , . hieved trivially.
Theoren{1l indicates that the information gain on a goeﬂC ) .
point can be split into two parts: the first paktH, is the One of the key benefits of relying on the TFG for path

information gain obtained by re-observing and imlorOvin%lannlng is the anal_yt|c computation of coII|s!0ns. In athe
known landmarks, and H,, is the information gain from ex- or:js_, s;lnce TFG is composed of ser: of t:mesi oné can
ploring new landmarks. In our experiments, is computed analytically verify a given point is in the obstacle region

by using a predefined landmark density in the environmeff NOt by checking TFG lines around the robot. Such a
multiplied by the size of a frontier at observation pak, ;. fast collision check enables accurate methods such as Monte

Carlo to evaluate collision probability along the path. &y r
D. Frontier Detection on a chance constraint formulation (similar to [3], [26]7TR

In order to detect frontiers, we track how each landmarl® compute paths that satisRt (pathe Obstaclg < 4. If one

is connected to its neighbors. A landmark borders a frontié?lanes this constraint tBr(x; € Obstaclg < ovk, wy ~
if at least one side of it is not connected to any neighboré\./(xk’ P)

As shoyvn in Figuré_3a, the blue stars represent Iand.ma.rks Pr(z, € TFG edge < 6 Yk, z, ~N(in, Py) (20)
at frontiers. At each sample location, the size of frontger i

computed as following: where,x;, is the k-th point on the trajectory.

1) Compute landmarks the robot expects to observe

: ST ) IV. EXPERIMENTS
2) Sort the landmarks according to their orientation rela-

tive to the robot A. Information Measures
3) If two consecutive landmark are not connected to any We first illustrate how the proposed framework can bal-
neighbors, they represent a frontier. ance exploration and exploitation. Figure 4 shows an ex-

With this frontier detection approach, we have a unifornrample scenario: black lines represent obstacles, stars rep
information metric for both observed landmarks and unolkresent features with blue stars bordering frontiers. €gcl

served landmarks at frontiers. Thus our approach givesase samples in the free space with color representing their
natural balance between exploration and exploitatiomigfé information gain: red is high gain and blue is low. Figure

are large frontiers offering the potential to discover manigd displays the information gain on observed features: the
new landmarks, the robot will pick observation points tdotal information gain is largest at samples that can po-
explore frontiers. If there are only small frontiers or nate tentially observe the greatest number of features. On the
all, the robot might go to visited places to improve existingpther hand, Figure_4b shows the information gain on new

landmarks estimates. features. The samples closer to frontiers will have a chance
) to observe new features, thus they have higher exploration
E. Path Planning gains than samples further from frontiers. Assuming a fixed

In SectionIlI-B, we obtained a set of collision-free samnew feature density, larger frontiers offer the potent@l t
ples, therefore the path planner will only compute conmecti observe more new features and therefore nearby samples
ity and cost between these samples, and form a probabilistiave greater exploration information gain. Figlte 4 shows
roadmap (PRM). The trajectory to the next best observatighe total exploration and exploitation information gain.
point is generated by computing a minimum cost path on Summing both the exploitation and exploration informa-
a PRM. The cost of an edge between two sample point®n, Figure[b displays the total information gain under
involves two factors: high/medium/low prior variance on new features. When prior



(a) Exploitition

Fig. 4:Information gain. Black lines (obstacles) and stars (fiesu
comprise the TFG. Blue stars indicate frontier featurescl€icolor

(b) Exploration

(c) Total

represents information gain on samples.
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Fig. 5: Total information gain with varying unseen feature density
When the robot expects to see many features beyond frontiers
information gain at frontiers is high. Otherwise, the rolpogfers

spots that can observe the most features in visited places.

variance on new features is high, observing a new feature
will give large information gains, thus the explorationnter

error mean and shades represent error range. TFG active
SLAM consistently has significantly less error in its robot
pose estimates, especially in position. Figlite 7 compares
the map coverage with time spent exploring. In TFG active
SLAM, the robot balances exploration with loop closing and
is thus slightly slower in covering the whole space when
compared with greedy frontier exploration. Table Il congsar

algorithm

performance. Although TFG active SLAM takes

slightly longer to explore the environment, it uses orders

of magnitude fewer variables to represent the world, which

leads to memory savings. Frontier exploration also updates
particles and the grid map continuously while TFG explo-

ration only updates its map at goal points, requiring only

light computation throughout most of its operation.

TABLE I: Simulation parameters

size of environment 46mx 22m
No. of landmarks 274
sensor range 10m
field of view 124 degrees
particles for gmapping 100
rate for gmapping update 0.33Hz
rate for landmark measurements  10Hz

TABLE II: Simulation Performance Comparison

TFG Active SLAM  grid map frontier

No. of variables 274 800000
CPU idle time 75% 0%
running time (s) 2433+ 546 2293+ 375

position error (m) 0.1474+ 0.115 5.26+ 3.53

orientation error (rad)

0.02174+ 0.016 0.0213+ 0.0165

dominates the exploitation term, and the robot prefers gamp
points at frontiers. On the other hand, if the prior varianc

is set to be low, observing new features does not add mu
information, and the robot will prefer to revisit places hwvit
observed features and improve its estimate of their positio

B. Simulation

We compared our framework with a nearest-frontier ex
ploration algorithm [8] using the Gazebo simulator. The
frontier exploration simulation used the popular GMapping

08f:

Fraction Explored
S
kS

[28] system for localization and mapping and used wavefrol
frontier detection [29] to identify frontiers.
The simulated TurtleBot receives noisy odometry, lase

scans, and feature measurements. T@ble | contains the sir
lation parameters. Figurel6a displays a screenshot ofifne si

0248 ..

0.0+

ulated environment (simulated april tags are spaced rgugl
one meter apart along the walls).

Figured 6b an@ 6¢c display the maps generated by fronuﬁ{ap

o
o
T

Exploration vs. Distance Travelled

— TFG Active SLAM
- - GMapping Frontier Exploration

I I I I
200 300 400 500

Distance (m)

g. 7:Map coverage vs distance travelled. TFG builds an accurate
while exploring and is thus slightly slower than greedginest-

exploration and TFG active SLAM respectively over one runfrontier exploration.
Note that there is obvious distortion along the hallways] an
the boundary of some obstacles in the center are blurred as
well. On the other hand, TFG active SLAM was able to clos&- Hardware
loops on features and thus maintain the shape of the buildingThe new framework is tested in an indoor space with
the TurtleBot platform, using a computer with specificasion
Figure[8 compares the robot pose error of nearest-frontiésted in Table[1ll. The computational resources used are
and TFG active SLAM over 4 runs. The solid lines represemeadily available in many modern on-board systems. The

in its map.
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Fig. 6: SLAM result comparison. When the odometry drifted, frongeploration with occupancy grid map have distorted maphil&V
active SLAM using TFG is able close loops on features and Inaweh more accurate maps.

of the room. This is mainly because human operators do

State Estimation Error

| — TFG Active Slam ]
| - - GMapping Frontier Exploration |

X Error (m)
[y
CN RO OOR

O T
T e

71 not have a metric model of the environment, and cannot tell
if some place is well explored. Finally, there is significant
= distortion in grid maps (Figure_IlLc). After the disturbance
-~ the map completely drifted. Laser scans do not use any
o 200 Ex o sofeatures in the environment as landmarks, thus once the

. ] odometry has drifted, it is very hard to correct even if the
%wa T T e Pt robot comes back to the original place.
g3 - :
> 2 V. CONCLUSION
y 200 ) ~w0 __ so This paper contributed to the problem of active simulta-
sggg ' ‘ ‘ ‘ ] neous localization and mapping (SLAM) in three ways:
5025 1 1) proposed a topological feature graph (TFG) that ex-

100 200 300 400 500 2
Distance Travelled (m) )

Fig. 8: Robot pose error over multiple runs. Solid line repsents
mean and shade represent range. TFG has consistently ismalle
errors.

TABLE Ill: Hardware Specification

tends point estimates in SLAM to geometry represen-
tation of the space.

An information objective that directly quantifies uncer-
tainty of a TFG. It captures correlations between robot
poses and features in the space in a unified framework,
thus new feature observations can help close loops
and reduce uncertainties on observed features. The
exploration and exploitation naturally comes out of the
framework for a given feature density.

ROBoT TurileBot (Kobuki base) 3) An gfflClent samplmg-based path .plannlng procedure
Processor Tntel Core 13 dual @2.3GHZ within the TFG, which enables active SLAM.
RAM 4GB Future work includes extending the algorithm to visual
Operating System Ubuntu 14.04

feature/object detection and association, and extendiag t

TFG to work with 3D active SLAM.

focus of this paper is not on feature detection or data
association, thus april tags [30] are used as features This
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the indoor space. Figufe]10 gives some example views ¥911NF-11-1-0391, ONR grant N00014-11-1-0688 and
the environment. Figurgl 9 shows how the robot’s mappinySF Award 11S-1318392.

progressed throughout the experiment. It started with ggbar
map, then gradually picked up the frontiers and expanded the
map to cover the space. The black lines are obstacles and
black dots are features. The red dot is the robot’s current
position and the red lines are its planned trajectories.
Figure[I1 shows the maps generated by three different
methods. The proposed TFG-based active SLAM method
(Figure[1T14) effectively recovers the space even with distu
bance. The map generated by human-operated data (Figure
[110) captures the basic structure, but missed some obstacle
on the wall and some surfaces on the obstacles in the middle
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Fig. 9: Robot path and TFG in hardware experiment. Black stars septeapril tags, and black lines represent obstacles. Theiree
represents the robot’s current location, and the red lipeesents robot's planned trajectory. The robot starteth wipartial map, then
gradually picked up the frontiers and expanded the map tercihe space.

Fig. 10: Views of the space. An GPS-denied indoor environment witfil &ys as features.

(a) Active Slam (b) Expert Operated (c) Grid map

Fig. 11: Comparison of different policies. TFG-based active SLAMtmoel effectively recovers the space even with disturbafite.
map by human-operated data captures the basic structurejissed some obstacles on the wall and some surfaces on steclals in
the middle of the room. The grid map has significant distarémd completely drifted after the disturbance.
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