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STOCHASTIC HAZARD DETECTION FOR LANDING
UNDER TOPOGRAPHIC UNCERTAINTY

Kento Tomita; Koki Ho'

Autonomous hazard detection and avoidance is a key technology for future landing
missions in unknown surface conditions. Current state-of-the-art stochastic algo-
rithms assume simple Gaussian measurement noise on dense, high-fidelity digital
elevation maps, limiting the algorithm’s applicability. This paper introduces a
new stochastic hazard detection algorithm capable of more general topographic
uncertainty by leveraging the Gaussian random field regression. The proposed ap-
proach enables the safety assessment with imperfect and sparse sensor measure-
ments, which allows hazard detection operations under more diverse conditions.
We demonstrate the performance of the proposed approach on the existing Mars
digital terrain models.

INTRODUCTION

Autonomous hazard detection and avoidance (HD&A) is a key technology for future landing
missions in unknown surface conditions. Current state-of-the-art autonomous HD&A algorithms
require dense, high-fidelity digital elevation maps (DEMs), and often assume a simple Gaussian
error on the range measurements.! We propose a new hazard detection (HD) algorithm capable of
more general topographic uncertainty by leveraging the Gaussian random field (GRF) regression to
reduce reliance on expensive, high-fidelity, dense terrain maps.

Previous works!>? on the uncertainty-aware HD algorithms mainly studied the effect of the range
error of LiDAR sensors. Ivanov et al.! developed a probabilistic HD algorithm assuming the iden-
tically and independently distributed Gaussian error on the LIDAR’s range measurement, given the
lander geometry and navigation errors. Tomita et al.” applied Bayesian deep learning techniques to
solve the same problem with increased performance. However, the previous works!-? assume noisy
but dense DEMs, and do not incorporate the topographic uncertainty caused by the sparsity of the
LiDAR measurements. LiDAR sensors measure the distance to the terrain surface, and output point
cloud data (PCD), which is the collection of the estimated coordinates of the measured points on the
surface. The maximum ground sample distance (GSD) of PCD increases at higher altitudes or by
non-orthogonal observations, which causes the blank spots on the obtained DEMs.? Figure 1 shows
the simulated DEMs have missing data due to the large slant range or angle. To handle PCD with
larger GSDs than the required DEM resolution, we leverage the Gaussian random field regression to
estimate the dense DEM with appropriate uncertainty, and derive the probability of safety for each
surface point.

The contributions of this paper are as follows: first, we develop a new stochastic hazard detection
algorithm that leverages the Gaussian random field (GRF) to accurately predict safety probability
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Figure 1. Simulated DEMs over the slant ranges of (a) 100m, (d) 250m, and (c) 500m.
The LiDAR detector size is 1024x1024 and slant angle is set 30 deg. There are holes
due to the rock occulusions with the large slant angle in (a) and (b) and the extended
ground-sample-distances due to the large slant range and angle in (c).
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Figure 2. Pipeline of the proposed approach.

from noisy and sparse LIDAR measurements; second, we derive the analytic form of the approxi-
mated probability of safety under the GRF representation of the terrain; and third, we demonstrate
and analyze the performance of the proposed approach on real Mars digital terrain models.

PROPOSED APPROACH
Terrain Approximation by Gaussian Random Fields

We approximate the topography of the target terrain by a Gaussian random field (GRF), which
is a joint Gaussian distribution about the surface elevations, also referred to as a two-dimensional
Gaussian process.* Specifically, let ; = [z;,%;]7 € S be the horizontal position of an arbitrary
surface point where S C R? is the horizontal projection of all the surface points of our interest.
Then, by the GRF approximation, we assume that the elevations {z; = f(v;)|; € S} are jointly
Gaussian such that

Elf(vi)] = pi  BI(f(vi) — ) (F(v) — 1)) = k(vi,v5),  Visj=1,2,.,|S] (D

for the appropriately chosen mean 4; and the kernel function, k(7;,y;). We use the absolute expo-

nential kernel function to approximate natural terrains by a Brownian motion>-%

k(s 75) = wexp (—”%;W”> )

where u > 0 and £ > 0 are the hyperparameters of the GRF.
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Figure 3. Schematics of the triangular and square lander geometries. The bold cross
mark at the center is the target whose landing safety is evaluated. We evaluate all the
possible landing pad placements over different orientation angles 6. The gray area
denoted by U is the lander footprint where roughness safety is evaluated.

Given the terrain measurements, whether noisy or sparse, we can condition the GRF on the mea-

surements. Suppose we have n noisy observed elevations of the terrain, z = [z1, 22, ..., 2] 7,
for the horizontal locations of T' = [y1, 72, ..., 7.]7. We would like to obtain n, elevations of
Ze = [21,,%0,, .20, |7 for Dy = [y1,,%2., .., 7n.]7. Let 02 be the variance of the Gaussian

observation noise, then we have the conditional distribution®

z.|I', 2,y ~ N(Z.,cov(z,)), where
7z, = E[z,I,z,I,] = K., [)[K(T,I) + 0?1 'z 3)
cov(z,) = K(T,,T,) — K(T,,)[K(,T) + o?I] 'K (I, T,).

Here K (vs,y) € R™*" is the covariance matrix whose ¢, j entry corresponds to k(7;,7;, ), and
similar for K (v, ), K (v, 7«), and K (7«, v«). To optimize the hyperparameters of k, we maximize
the log marginal likelihood*

1 1
log p(z|T") = —izT(K + 0Dtz — 3 log |K + oI| — glog 2 4)

where K = K(I',T"). For more details about the Gaussian random field regression, please refer to
Reference 4.

Probability of Landing Safety

Given the GRF representation of the dense elevation map, we compute the slope and roughness
at touchdown, which defines the landing safety. Suppose we have a target site whose landing safety
is to be evaluated, then the slope and roughness depend on the lander’s orientation angle, 6, € ©,
as shown in Figure 3. We classify the target as safe if the slope and roughness are under the given
thresholds for all the orientation angles. Therefore, the probability of safety for the target is the joint
probability of {Safe|d,} over 6, € O, which is the safety given the orientation angle 6. Under the
GREF representation of the terrain, safety for each 6, is not independent, and the precise computation
of the joint probability is not straightforward. Instead, we approximate the joint probability by the
worst-case safety probability with the raising factor of k1 > 0, as shown in Eq. (5).

IP(Safe) = P{Safe|t), Safe|0s, ..., Safe|0|g }

kL ®)
~ [min P{Safe|90}]
0,€0



To compute P{Safe|6,}, let I1,l2,l3 € IR? be the position of the three landing pads contacting
with the terrain with the orientation angle 6.

L= [z,y, 4, e = [xe, v, 227, I3 = [23,y3, 23] (6)

By the GRF approximation, 21, 22, and z3 are the random variables satisfying

Elzi] = pi,  E[(z — pi)(zj — wj)] = pi, 4,5 =1,2,3 (7

where f1; and p;; are known. We can compute the slope and roughness by finding the landing
surface, which is the plane spanned by the landing pads /1, ls, and [3. The normal vector, n, of the
landing surface is obtained by taking the cross product:

n = (l2 —ll) X (l3 —ll)

Yi2(z3 — 21) — y13(22 — 21) a ®)
= |z13(22 — 21) —x12(23 —21) | =: | b
T12Y13 — T13Y12

where x;; = x; —x; and y;; = y; —y;. The slope s is defined as the angle between the normal vector
n and the vertical axis, and the roughness 7(+y) is the distance between the terrain and the landing
surface at the horizontal location of v € U, where U represents the set of horizontal coordinates
within the lander footprint. The slope and roughness are then computed as

§ = arccos (C)
Va2 + b2+ 2
lax + by + cz + d|
r(y) =

\/m b ’Y:(x7y)€U7

where z = f(7) is the terrain elevation at v, and d satisfies az; + by; + cz; + d = 0 for all
b = [z, ys, zi]T, 1 = 1,2, and 3. Given the slope and roughness thresholds 5 and #, the conditional
probability of safety is expressed as follows.

9
z=f(v)

P{Safe|f,} = P{s < 5, andr(y) < 7 forally € Ul|f,} (10)

Note that the computation of the conditional joint probability of Eq. (10) under Eqs. (7)(8)(9)
is not straightforward because z1, 22, 23, and z are all correlated random variables. To ease the
computation, we approximate the probability of safe landing by decomposing it into slope safety
and roughness safety, as in Eq. (11).

P{Safe|0,} = P{s < s, and r(y) < 7 forall vy € Ul|0,}

11

~ P{s < 5|0,} P{r(y) <7 forally € U|6,} ()

In the following subsections, we derive the analytical expressions of the conditional probability

of slope safety, P{s < 5|6,}, and the conditional probability of roughness safety, P{r(y) <
7 forally € Ulf,}.



Probability of Slope Safety

Here we derive the analytical form of the probability of slope safety, P{s < 3§|6,}. Let us
introduce the multivariate normal variable Z; to represent the joint distribution of the elevations of
the three landing pads contacting the terrain with the orientation angle 6,,.

ZS = [21722723]T ~ N(,U«S?ES)7

where 11, € R? and X, € R3*3 are known by the GRF approximation. Then, we can rewrite the
conditional probability of slope safety as follows.

PB<§%}:P{¥+¢2<§<w;®y—Q}
=P {Z] A(0,)Zs < 75(6,)} ,

where
2 2
T3 + Yas —T13T23 — Y13Y23  T12X23 + Y12Y23 (12)
2 2
A(eo) = | —Z13723 — Y13Y23 Ti3 + Yis3 —212213 — Y12Y13 |
2 2
T12%23 + Y12Y23  —T12%13 — Y12Y13 Tio + Y12

Note that both A(f,) and 75(6,) are constant and depends on the lander’s orientation angle 6, at
touchdown. However, if we ignore the roughness safety and are only interested in the slope safety,
we can make A invariant over 6, by fixing the zy-coordinate with respect to the horizontal locations
of the three landing pads, 71, v2, and 3.

The probability of slope safety, derived as Eq. (12), is represented as the tail distribution of
the quadratic form of the multivariate normal distribution. The quadratic form of the multivariate
normal distribution is known as the generalized chi-squared distribution, which is a linear combi-
nation of independent non-central chi-square variables.” Here we approximate the quadratic form
of the multivariate normal distribution by the Gaussian distribution with the mean and the variance
obtained as follows.”

ms(0o) == E [ZT AZ,] = r(AS,) + pul Aps
02(0,) == Var [ZL AZ,] = 2tr(AS,AS,) + 4pl AS  Aps

s

13)

Then, by using the cumulative distribution function for the standard normal distribution, ®(-), we
can approximate the conditional probability of slope safety by

75(00) — m5(90)>
ﬂas(go) .

P@<ﬂ%}~¢( (14)

Probability of Roughness Safety

The precise computation of the conditional probability of roughness safety requires evaluating
integrals for all the points beneath the lander. To ease the computation, we introduce the rasing
factor k2 > 0 to approximate the conditional probability by the worst-case roughness instance



within the landing footprint as in Eq. (15).
7 7
P{r(y) <7, forally € Ulf,} = / o / P(r1, .., y)l0o)dry - - - dryy
—0o0 —0o0

T k2
~ [ty [ PCOp 0] (1s)

YEU J _oo

k2
= [min P{r(vp) < F|fyp,90}] ,  where ko >0
U

Since 0 < ®(-) < 1, larger ko corresponds to a conservative approximation. The proposed
approximation with ks = 1 represents the case when the worst-case roughness being under the
threshold guarantees the roughness safety for the other points within U. When ky = |U|, it repre-
sents the case where all the points in U are independent and have an equally large roughness.

Similarly to the slope case, let us introduce the multivariate normal variable Z, = [z1, 22, 23, zp]T
to represent the joint distribution of the four elevations; 21, 22, and z3 are the elevations of the three
landing pads contacting the terrain surface with orientation angle 6,, and z, = f(~,) is the elevation
of an arbitral point within the lander footprint such that v, = [z, yp]T € U. Then Z, follows the
multivariate normal distribution,

ZT = [zla'zQaZC’n Zp]T ~ N(/Lhzr)v

where 11, € R* and 33, € R*** are known by the GRF approximation. With Z,., we can rewrite the
conditional probability of roughness safety for an arbitral point -y, € U, as follows.

P{r(vp) < Tlvp, 0o} =P {(aa:p + byp + czp + al)2 < 172(@2 + 0+ 02)}
=P {(azp + by, + czp — az1 — by1 — cz1)? < 72 (a®> +b° + )}
=P {(az1p + by1p + c(zp — 21))? — 7 (a® + V%) < FQCQ)}

= P {Z] B(3p,00)Zr < 77(0,)} ,

where
7+(6,) = 7
B(vp, o) = [Bij]
Bi1 = (w1py2s — wasy1p)” — 7 (w53 + ya3) + & — 2c(x1py23 — Tasy1p)

Baz = (w1py13 — T13y1p)° — 72 (273 + Yis)

B3z = (w1py12 — T12y1p)° — 7 (215 + Yia)

Bug = ¢
Bia = B = — (21913 — T13Y1p) (T1pY23 — Tasy1p — €) + 7 (T13723 + Y13Ya3)
B1z = B31 = ($1py12 - 9312y1p)($1py23 — T23Y1p — C) - f2(l“12$23 + y121/23)
Bra = Bar = c(x1pY23 — T23Y1p — )
Bog = B2 = —(ﬁp - F2)y12y13 - (y%p - f2)1’12w13 + z1pY1p(T12y13 + T13Y12)
B4 = Paz = —c(T1py13 — T13Y1p)

B34 = Baz = c(x1py12 — T12Y1p)-
(16)



We used the relation azq + by; + cz; + d = 0 to erase d. Note that both B(~,, 6,) and 77(0,) are
constant.

Analogously to the slope safety, we approximate the derived conditional probability by its mean
and variance. Finally, we obtain the following approximation about the conditional probability of
roughness safety.

_ 7_7_'(00) - mr(90)>

]P < ,00 ~ CD ) h

{r(vp) <7l o} < \/507«(90) where
m.(0,) == E [Z'BZ,] = w(BX,) + ul By,

o2(0,) == Var [Z' BZ,| = 2ur(BY, BY,) + 4ul BE, By,

T

A7

Stochastic Hazard Detection Algorithm

Algorithm 1 shows the resulting stochastic hazard detection algorithm that takes the GRF repre-
sentation of the approximated terrain, and returns the probability of slope safety and the probability
of roughness safety for each point on the terrain. For efficient implementation, the matrices A(6,,)
and B(vp,6,) in Egs. (12)(16) should be precomputed. Note that A and B can be reused for dif-
ferent targets by taking the target-centered coordinates, so the number of A and B matrices to be
precomputed are |O| and |U||O|, respectively.

If we have a fourth landing pad, we check if the fourth landing pad is above the landing surface;
given the fourth landing pad location, Iy = [x4, Y4, z4], we skip 0, if z4 < (—axy — bys — d)/c.
Although a, b, d, and z4 are correlated random variables, we can use the expected value for the
approximated feasibility check. To be conservative, we can replace z4 as z4 < E[z4] — 34/ Var[z4].

Algorithm 1 Stochastic Hazard Detection
Input: GRF representation of terrain
Output: Probabilistic safety map
Precompute A matrices of Eq. (12) for all §, € ©
Precompute B matrices of Eq. (16) for all v, € U and 0, € ©
for Targets in DEM do
for Orientation angles 6, € © do
Evaluate I’{s < 5|6, } by Eq. (14)
Update ming,co [P{s < 5|0,}] for the target
for Terrain under lander footprint v, € U do
Evaluate IP{7(~y,) < 7|vp, 0o} by Eq. (17)
Update min,, crg,co [P{r(7p) < 7|7Vp, 0o }] for the target
end for
end for
Store P*{s < §} := ming, co [P{s < 5|6,}] for the target
Store P*{r < 7} := min, cvg,co [P{r(1p) < 7|7p, 0, }] for the target
end for
Adjust the probabilities by the rasing factors k; and ks with Egs. (5)(15)




EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS
Experiment Configurations

We evaluated the proposed algorithm on the HiRISE digital terrain model (DTM) of the candidate
ExoMars landing site in Hypanis Valles.® We cropped the DTM into 100 DEMs with the size of
32x32 at the maximum resolution of 1 meter per pixel (mpp). We evaluated these DEMs to obtain
the true slope and roughness value per pixel. Here we assumed a triangular geometry of the lander
with the diameter of 10 meters. To simulate the sparse LIDAR measurements, we downsampled the
DEMs with the GSD of 1.5, 2, 3, 4 meters with the Gaussian elevation noise € ~ N(0, 02) where
30 = bem. The simulated sparse LIDAR measurements are upsampled by fitting the GRF regressor
of Eq. (3).

Given the sparse measurements and the associated GRFs, We evaluated the slope and roughness
safety by three different models: the baseline model, the GRF-sampling model, and the stochastic
hazard detection (SHD) model. The baseline model reconstructs the high-resolution DEMs via
bilinear interpolation, and deterministically measure the slope and roughness. The GRF-sampling
model numerically samples 100 high-resolution DEMs from the GRF, and obtain the probability
of safety as the sample mean of the deterministic evaluations. The SHD model takes the GRF and
analytically approximate the probability of safety, as described in the previous section.

Table 1. Optimal raising factors of Eqs. (5)(16).

Raising GSD

Factor 1.om 2.0m 3.0m 4.0m
k1 3.00 3.64 491 591
ko 0.42 0.74 1.04 1.09
k1ks 1.27 2.71 5.11 6.45

0.40

035 %

(Roughness Safe)

RMSE: P(Slope Safe)
E: P

Figure 4. Approximation errors of the proposed analytical forms: Eqs. (5)(14)(17). GSD is in meters.

Accuracy of Derived Analytical Probabilities

To capture the approximation errors of the proposed analytical forms of Eqs. (5)(14)(17), Figure 4
shows the root-mean-squared error (RMSE) of the probabilities of slope safety and roughness safety,



between the analytical forms and the sample means over different raising factors k; and ki ko. Note
that the probability of roughness safety has the raising factor of kjko due to Eqs. (5)(17). The
proposed analytical forms achieve the minimum RMSE of about 0.10 for the probability of slope
safety, and from about 0.05 to 0.32 for the probability of roughness safety. As GSD increases, the
optimal raising factors k; and ks increase for both slope and roughness probabilities, and RMSE of
roughness-safe probability decreases. As shown later, this is related to the results that the probability
of safety gets smaller for larger GSD due to the increased uncertainty, and the mean probability of
roughness-safety approaches close to zero. Table 1 reports the optimal raising factors minimizing
RMSE. We used the optimal rasing factors for the following results.
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Figure 5. Distribution of the estimated safety probability by the baseline, the GRF-
sampling model, and the SHD model, from top to bottom. Vertical red lines denote the
safety thresholds. The line plots show the mean estimated safety probabilities given.
The baseline is a deterministic model, and the estimated safeties are located at either
1or0.

Prediction Performance of Proposed Approach

Figure 5 shows the distribution of the estimated safety probability by the baseline, the GRF-
sampling model, and the SHD model, from top to bottom. Line plots show the mean estimated



probability for different GSD cases. The baseline model has estimated safety probabilities of either
1 or 0, as it is a deterministic algorithm. The baseline algorithm fails to detect hazards from noisy,
sparse inputs, resulting in the larger mean probabilities of safety on the right of the vertical red lines,
which denotes the safety thresholds. Higher GSD inputs result in more missed hazards, represented
by the increased safety probability in the region over the thresholds.

On the other hand, the GRF-sampling model and the SHD model successfully assign lower safety
probabilities than the baseline to hazardous targets. We can also observe the distributions of the
GRF-sampling and SHD models overlaps, showing the precision of the derived analytical approx-
imations. Note that the raising factors k; and ks are constant over the same GSD inputs, and their
optimization cannot arbitrarily change the distribution; it only compresses the SHD distributions
vertically.

The GRF-sampling model and the SHD model both assign larger safety probabilities to less
hazardous targets, and their safety probability decreases for larger input GSDs due to the increased
uncertainty. The mean estimated probabilities of roughness safety are kept relatively low even for
the safe targets, and approach close to zero with larger GSDs. This means roughness safety is more
sensitive to the topographic uncertainty than slope safety.

Qualitative Safety Mapping Results
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Figure 6. Estimated slope safety maps. The brighter pixels correspond to safe targets
for the true safety map, and the estimated safety probability for the baseline, GRF-
sampling, and SHD model predictions. The brighter pixels of the DEM and the true
slope map correspond to their higher values.
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Figures 6 and 7 show the estimated safety probability maps for slope and roughness, respectively.
The baseline predictions miss landing hazards, denoted by black pixels, especially for higher GSD
inputs. Compared to the baseline, the GRF-sampling and SHD models successfully capture the
landing hazards even for higher GSD inputs, which illustrates that the GRF-sampling and SHD
models allow successful hazard detection operations from noisy, sparse terrain observations.

Comparing the GRF and SHD models, the SHD model is less noisy and has more sharp bound-
aries of safety, especially for the larger GSD inputs. This is because the SHD model is based on
the analytical expressions of estimated probability, instead of the safety samples as in the GRF-
sampling model; for the larger GSD inputs, the increased uncertainty decreases the sample effi-
ciency with respect to the precise probability estimation. However, the analytical expressions of
SHD can minimize this effect and enables less noisy probability estimations.
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Figure 7. Estimated roughness safety maps. The brighter pixels correspond to safe
targets for the true safety map, and the estimated safety probability for the baseline,
GRF-sampling, and SHD model predictions. The brighter pixels of the DEM and the
true roughness map correspond to their higher values.

CONCLUSION

We proposed a new stochastic hazard detection (HD) algorithm capable of more general topo-
graphic uncertainty by leveraging the Gaussian random field (GRF) regression. Given the noisy,
sparse topographic observations, we demonstrated the GRF-based HD algorithm can detect land-
ing hazards that are missed by the bilinear-interpolation-based algorithm. Further, we derived the
analytical approximations of the safety probability and demonstrated the accuracy of the derived
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expressions. The numerical experiments with the existing Mars terrain model showed the analytical
evaluation of the safety probability is more robust to the increased topographic uncertainty than the
sampling based algorithm. We demonstrated that the proposed approach enables the safety assess-
ment with imperfect and sparse sensor measurements, which allows hazard detection operations
under more diverse conditions.
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