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Abstract—This paper addresses the problem of trajectory plan-
ning for information gathering with a dynamic and resolution-
varying sensor footprint. Ergodic planning offers a principled
framework that balances exploration (visiting all areas) and
exploitation (focusing on high-information regions) by planning
trajectories such that the time spent in a region is proportional
to the amount of information in that region. Existing ergodic
planning often oversimplifies the sensing model by assuming a
point sensor or a footprint with constant shape and resolution.
In practice, the sensor footprint can drastically change over
time as the robot moves, such as aerial robots equipped with
downward-facing cameras, whose field of view depends on the
orientation and altitude. To overcome this limitation, we propose
a new metric that accounts for dynamic sensor footprints, analyze
the theoretic local optimality conditions, and propose numerical
trajectory optimization algorithms. Experimental results show
that the proposed approach can simultaneously optimize both
the trajectories and sensor footprints, with up to an order of
magnitude better ergodicity than conventional methods. We also
deploy our approach in a multi-drone system to ergodically cover
an object in 3D space.

I. INTRODUCTION

This paper investigates a trajectory planning problem for
area search, which arises in applications such as search and
rescue [1]] and target localization [2]. Given an information
map and a probability distribution in the area to be searched,
the problem requires planning a trajectory to gather informa-
tion from this information map efficiently. Existing approaches
to solve this problem span a spectrum that ranges from
information-theoretic approaches [3]], [4]], which greedily move
the robot to the next location with the highest information
gain, to uniform coverage methods [3[, [5], which guarantee
complete exploration of the entire information map. In the
middle of this spectrum lies the ergodic search [[6]—[8], which
plans trajectories by optimizing an ergodic metric so that,
along the planned trajectory, the amount of time spent in a
region is proportional to the amount of information in that
region. Ergodic search provides a framework to inherently
balance between exploration (i.e., attempting to visit all pos-
sible locations for new information) and exploitation (i.e.,
myopically searching high-information areas) and is thus able
to intelligently plan the robot motion to gather information in
the long run.

Existing ergodic search methods typically simplify the sen-
sor detection range (i.e., sensor footprint), which describes
the footprint as either a single point [6], [7], [9] in the
workspace or a circle with a constant radius [[10]. In practice,
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Fig. 1. Demonstration with a drone. (a) and (b) show the trajectory planned
by our planner and the corresponding height values (z coordinate) of the
robot along the trajectory. (c) shows the execution of the trajectory with a
real drone equipped with a downward pointing LED to visualize the dynamic
sensor footprint whose size depends on the flying height of the robot. With
our approach, the robot flies high over regions with widespread information
and flies low over regions with concentrated information. The orange shadow
on the ground in (c) visualizes the time-averaged statistics of the dynamic
sensor footprint, which is similar to the information map to be covered as
shown in (a).

the sensor footprint often varies as the robot moves. For
example, consider a drone with a camera that points downward
to the ground to collect information (Fig. [T). The field of view
forms a cone. The sensor footprint projected onto the ground
is therefore a circle whose radius changes with the drone’s
altitude. Moreover, the footprint size correlates negatively with
the sensor resolution: At higher altitudes, the footprint is larger
and the resolution is coarser, collecting rough information over
a broad area; At lower altitudes, the footprint is smaller and the
resolution is finer, detecting concentrated, detailed information
within small regions.

To capture these dynamic sensing characteristics, this paper
seeks to integrate a dynamically changing sensor footprint and
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resolution into the ergodic search framework. To this end,
we describe the sensor footprints along a robot trajectory as
a random process and introduce a footprint ergodic metric
which computes the time-averaged statistics of the dynamic
sensor footprints and compares it against the information map
to be covered. The proposed footprint ergodic metric converges
to the existing ergodic metric [[6] as the sensor footprint
approaches a single point in the limit. With the proposed
footprint ergodic metric, we formulate a corresponding ergodic
optimal control problem (OCP) and rewrite this OCP into
standard Bolza forms, which then allows us to leverage the
Pontryagin minimum principle to derive the theoretical local
optimality conditions for the OCP. In practice, the proposed
footprint ergodic metric involves an integration that can be
inefficient to compute, and we therefore propose a numerical
method to compute it approximately based on a finite number
of samples. As the number of samples increases and approches
infinity, our numerical approximation converges to the true
footprint ergodic metric. Finally, to incorporate more sophisti-
cated constraints from practice, we leverage both the numerical
footprint ergodic metric and the Augmented Lagrangian to
plan the trajectories, and we name this approach Footprint
Ergodic Optimization (FEO).

To evaluate our approach, we compare our method on vari-
ous information maps in simluation against several baselines,
including conventional ergodic search and ergodic search with
fixed footprint. We also deploy our approach on a multi-
drone system in a lab setting to ergodically cover both a
2D information map and an object in 3D. The experimental
results show that, our method outperforms these baselines
due to the ability to dynamically adjust the sensor footprint
when planning the robots’ motion. Intuitively, the drone tends
to fly further away from the surface in regions with low-
density information, and closer to the surface in areas with
concentrated information. Our approach achieves up to near
an order of magnitude better ergodicity compared to the best-
performing baseline.

II. RELATED WORK
A. Ergodic Search

Ergodic search plans trajectories by minimizing the dif-
ference between the robot’s time-averaged statistics and the
workspace’s information distribution. Several approaches have
been proposed to evaluate the difference, including spec-
tral multi-scale coverage using Fourier analysis [6], Kull-
back-Leibler divergence with Gaussian mixture models [11]],
kernel ergodic metric for Lie group spaces [12], and maximum
mean discrepancy metric [13]]. For trajectory optimization,
gradient-based methods are widely adopted. Some techniques
involve feedback control for dynamic systems [6]], receding-
horizon planning [2], potential field approaches [[14f], and
LQR-based optimization [7]]. Recent developments have in-
corporated additional considerations like time efficiency [15],
multi-objective criteria [[16], and probabilistic inter-robot con-
nectivity [17]. Ergodic search is also validated in robotic
manipulation [[18]] and target localization [2[]. However, exist-
ing studies either ignore the impact of robot sensor footprint

on information gathering, or only consider fixed size sensor
footprint during the robot motion.

B. Ergodic Coverage of 3D Targets

Although being generic to the general workspace, most ex-
periments on ergodic search are limited to a 2D workspace [6],
[9], [I17]. Very recently, some work investigates ergodic search
in 3D workspace, such as the coverage of non-planar surfaces
in object inspection or surface scanning with robotic arms [[19],
[20]. Some of these methods discretize the target surfaces and
allows the ergodic metric [6] to be computed over manifolds,
which enables coverage planning on non-planar surfaces of a
3D target [[19]]. Others use heat equation-driven area coverage
[20], [21]] to optimize end-effector trajectories to match a
desired spatial distribution. However, these approaches still
consider simplified sensor footprint such as point or fixed size
circle. This work also tests the proposed approach for target
coverage in 3D with dynamic sensor footprints using a multi-
drone system.

C. Dynamic Sensor Footprints

For information gathering problems, sensors and informa-
tion gathering are investigated in many areas, such as sensor
coverage for planning [22[|-[26]], sensor view points in SLAM,
target detection and tracking [27[]-[32]]. However, most of
them simplify the sensor as a point in the workspace and
ignore the detection range and resolution of the sensor [33],
or as a fixed geometry such as circles [[10]], rectangles [32],
[34], or spheres [23] without considering that the sensor
detection range and resolution vary with robot dynamics. Few
works consider varying sensor footprints and focus mainly
on uniform coverage [35], [36] or environmental monitoring
with different resolutions [37]], as opposed to ergodic optimal
control considered in this paper.

III. PRELIMINARIES

A. Workspace and Trajectories

Let W = [0, L1]x---x[0, L, ], v = 2,3 denote a bounded v-
dimensional workspace, which is to be explored by the robot
The robot has an n-dimensional state space (n > v), and
let z : [0,T] — R™ denote a trajectory in the state space
with T' € R* representing the time horizon. At any time ¢ €
[0,T7], the state of the robot z(t) must stay within the set
X C R™, which is a set of allowed states. Here, X describes
the constraints on the robot’s state, such as avoiding collision
with the static obstacles in the workspace or staying within
the bounded workspace. The robot has deterministic dynamics
given by (t) = fq(x(t),u(t)), where u(t) € U is the control
input of the robot. Let f, : R™ — W denote a map that
projects a state z(t) to the corresponding point ¢(t) € W in
the workspace, i.e., ¢(t) = fy(z(t)).

IThe workspace in this paper is simply the space of information to be
explored by the robot, and the robot can move in a higher-dimensional space
than the workspace. For example, the robot can be a drone flying in 3D space
while exploring the information in a 2D workspace.



B. Ergodic Metric

Let ¢(w) : W — R denote an information map over the
workspace, which is a time-invariant probability distribution
function with [}, ¢(w)dw = 1, describing the information
density at each point in the workspace V. Based on the
trajectory ¢(t), the time-averaged statistics for the robot is
defined as follows [6]].

T
c(w,z(t)) = c(w, fo(x(t))) = T/o o(w —q(t))dt (1)

where §(w) is the Dirac delta function such that §(0) =
and 6(w) = 0,w # 0, satisfying [, é(w)dw = 1.

With the information distribution d)( ) and the time-
averaged statistics (I), the ergodic metric (ergodicity) is de-
fined as follows [6].

1) => Aok — i)’ )
ke
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Here, ¢ and ¢y are the Fourier coefficients of ¢(w) and
¢(w), respectively. k = (ki,--- ,k,) € K is the frequency
vector of the Fourier coefficients, and ' C N represents
a selected set of frequencies in practical computation. Ad-
ditionally, Fx(w) = h [T_, cos L Tw, is the cosine basis
function with the normahzatlon term hy [6], [15], [38].
Ak = (1+ || k[3)~¥+D/2 is the weight of each Fourier
coefficient.

C. Ergodic Trajectory Optimization Problem

Given an information map ¢, the goal of the Ergodic Tra-
jectory Optimization (ETO) problem is to find a dynamically
feasible trajectory x of the robot that minimizes the ergodic
metric £(¢, ¢) and control effort:

T

min £(¢,q) + / u®' (t) Ru(t)dt (3a)

z,u 0

st & = fa(z(t),u) (3b)
reX,ueld (3¢)

where R is a positive definite matrix describing the weight
of the controls. Constraint [3b| represents the dynamics of the
robot, and [3c| defines the constraints of state and control.

IV. METHOD
A. Footprint Ergodic Metric

Definition 1 (Sensor Footprint). Let v(w,z) C W,w € W
denote the sensor footprint of the robot (over the information
map in the workspace) when the robot state is x, satisfying
Sy Y(w, z)dw =1 and vy(w,z) > 0,Yw € W.

Intuitively, when the robot state is z, for any point in
the workspace w € W, 7(w,z) returns the “weight of
measurement” at point w, and the weight integrated at all
possible points w € YV should be equal to one. In other
words, y(w, z) can be regarded as a probability distribution

— Trajectory x(t)
© Sensor Footprint ¥(w, x(t))
) Footprint Trajectory ¥ traj

Fig. 2. [Illustration of sensor footprint and footprint trajectory of a flying
drone with downwards pointing camera over a 2D information map.

over the workspace WV that depends on the parameter =, and
y(w = w',x(ty)) is the value of the probability density
function at a specific point w’ € W.

Example 1. Consider a 2D workspace (v = 2) to be explored
by a flying robot with a downward pointing camera whose
optic axis is always perpendicular to the workspace. The
sensor footprint can be described by a uniform circle, whose
radius depends on the flying height of the robot. Specifically,
for each robot state trajectory x, let fj, : R™ — R denote a
map that projects a state x(t) to a positive real number h(t)
representing the height of the robot, i.e., h(t) = fr(z(t)).
Then, the sensor footprint v(w,x) can be described by the
following uniform distribution within the circle (Fig. [2).

y(w, z(t)) = {”kiflh(r)? if [lw = fq(@)[|2 < kn fo(z)

0 otherwise

4)
where ky, € Rt is a known constant related to the downward
viewing angle of the robot.

When the robot moves along a trajectory z(t),t €
the corresponding sensor footprint varies along ().

[0,T],

Definition 2 (Footprint Trajectory (FT)). Let v(w,z(t)) de-
note a sensor footprint trajectory, where for each time point
ty € [0,T), v(w,z(t)) is a sensor footprint.

Fig. 2] provides an illustration of footprint trajectory over
a 2D information map. Since at any time point ¢, € [0,7],
~v(w, z(t)) is a probability distribution over the workspace,
an FT ~y(w, z(t)) is actually a random process. We will sample
from this random process to develop a numerical approach for
easy computation as presented later.

2To simplify the presentation, this work assumes the entire footprint is
always inside the workspace, i.e., fq(x) is inside W and is at least k f ()
away from the nearest boundary of V. In practice, this can be ensured by
adding constraints on the robot’s state as described by = € X.



Similar to the time-averaged statistics of a robot trajectory
c(w,z) as mentioned in Eq. |1, we then introduce the time-
averaged statistics of an FT ~(w, x(¢)).

Definition 3 (Time-Averaged Statistics of FT). Let
cy(w,z(t)),w € W, fo(x(t)) € W denote the time-averaged
statistics of an FT ~y(w, z(t)):

cy(w,z(t)) = %/0 Y(w, z(7))dr, 5

Intuitively, Eq. [5| replaces the delta function ¢ in Eq. [I] with
the footprint trajectory 7. To simplify the notation, we omit ¢
in z(t) and write ¢, (w, z(t)) as ¢, (w, x).

An ergodic metric between ¢, (w, z(t)) and an information
map ¢ can then be defined in a similar way as in Eq.

Definition 4 (Footprint Ergodic Metric). Let £, denote the
Footprint Ergodic Metric:

(‘:’Y(Qﬁy J)) = Z Ak(C%k — ¢k)2 (6)
kel
2
= gc Ax (/W ey (w, m)Fk(w)dw—/W qS(w)Fk(w)dw)

Here, c. x are the Fourier coefficients of c.,(w,x) for k € K.

The following theorem shows the relationship between the
proposed footprint ergodic metric and the conventional ergodic
metric [[6]]. Let B(~y) denote a bounding sphere of v = ~(w, x)
such that for any point w' ¢ B(y), v(w',z) = 0. In
other words, v can only take non-zero values within B(7).
Let rp(v) denote the radius of B(~). Intuitively, as rg(y)
approaches zero, since fW y(w,x)dw = 1, the footprint
~v(w, ) becomes a Dirac delta function at w = ¢(x).

Theorem 1. As rg(y) approaches 0:

l(ir)n Ocv(ww(t)) = c(w, z(t)) (7)
rB(Y)—
re(y)—0

Problem 1 (ETO-DF Problem). Given an information map ¢,
the goal of the Ergodic Trajectory Optimization with Dynamic
sensor Footprint (ETO-DF) problem is to find a dynamically
feasible trajectory x of the robot that minimizes the footprint
ergodic metric £,(¢,x) and the accumulated control effort:

T
Inin&y(gﬁ,x)Jr/ u” (t) Ru(t)dt )
T,u 0
s.t. (31, (10

The only difference between ETO-DF and ETO is to replace
the ergodic metric £ in the objective function with the footprint
ergodic metric &£,. All other constraints remain unchanged.

B. Necessary Conditions for Local Optimality

To apply the Pontryagin Minimum Principle to derive the
local optimality conditions for ETO-DF, we need to rewrite
the ETO-DF problem into the standard Bolza form. However,
the term £, depends on the entire state trajectory, which needs
to be reformulated as either a stage cost or terminal cost term.

Similar techniques as in [8] for the regular ergodic metric can
be adapted here to convert £, into a terminal cost term based
on a new definition of state.

Definition 5. (Auxiliary State and Joint State). Let
s(t) = (s0(t),5(1,0,..)(t); s Sk (t)) denote an aux-
illiary state, where each element s(t) is defined as
I fot y(w, (7)) Fx (w)drdw — téy. Then, we define the joint
state as @ = [x1, sT]T, which is subject to the joint dynamic:

= fq(Z,u) = {J;d(gvx(’tu))] (11)
g(z(t)) = /W y(w, (7)) Fx(w)dw — ® (12)

Then the footprint ergodic metric can be expressed as the
terminal form of the auxiliary state:

£,(6,2) = 35" (T)Ques(T) (13)

2
Q= ﬁdzag([\o, vy M) (14)

with the initial condition s(0) = 0. Here, QQx represents
a diagonal matrix constructed from the elements (s(t)), and
® = (¢o, ..., ¢ku<\) denotes the Fourier coefficient vector cor-
responding to the distribution of information. Fy (w) represents
the basis functions as aforementioned.

We then define the Lagrange function to convert a con-
strained optimization problem into an unconstrained one. The
Lagrange function of ETO-DF can be written as follows, with
Lagrange multipliers \,(t) € R" for = and \,(t) € RIXI for
s.

T
L(z,u,\) = E,(¢,x) + /0 u” (t) Ru(t) (15)

+ AL () = f(), u(t))dt + AT (6)(5 — g(a(t)))dt
We define the Hamiltonian as:
H(x, 5,u, Mg, As, t) = u” (t) Ru(t)+
Az fa(x(t),u(t)) + A7 g(z(t))

Theorem 2. (Necessary Optimality Condition). For the ETO-
DF problem, the necessary conditions for a control law v and
the associated state trajectory of the robot x to be locally
optimal are:

(16)

x(t) = Va, H Z(0) = Zo (17a)

$(t) = Va,H =yg(z) s(0) =0 (17b)

Aty = —VIH (17¢)

A (T) =

Aty = —VIH = (17d)
LT (T)Qies(T

e

VIH = (17e)

u*(t) = arg Lneig?{(x,u, A1) (17f)



Proof. Using the Hamiltonian (Eq. [T6), the Lagrange function
(Eq. [15) can be rewritten as:

L= %ST(T)Q,CS(TH (18)

T
/ H(x, s, U, Mgy Asy t) — ALd — XL sdt
0

Here, the terminal cost term depends only on the auxiliary
system state s and is not influenced by z. As a result, we can
derive the optimality conditions by taking the total variational
derivative of Eq. @ for the states x, s, derivatives z,s, control
u, and multipliers A\, A;.

955" (T)Qxs(T)
0L =55

5s(T) (19)

T
+ / {VIHS2(t) + VIHSs(t)
0

+ VIHSu(t) + V3, HoAs(t)
+ VI HON(t) — 2(8)T 6N, () — AL (¢)5(t)
— ()T 6N (t) — AL (2)d5(t) Vat
Using integration by parts for AL'§% and A5 , Eq.[19|can
be simplified as follows:
055" (T)Qxs(T)
0s(T)

5L = ( — AL (1))8s(T) (20)

—\I(T)62(T) + /O {(VIH + AT (t))0(t)

+ (VIH + M (1))s(t) + VEHSu(t) + (VL H
—&(t)")0A(t) + (VA H — 5(6)T)6As (t)dt

Let £ = 0, we can derive the conditions as shown in Eq.
To achieve optimality, the trajectory must satisfy the initial
conditions for = and s as specified in Eq. [T7a] and Eq. [T7b}
The associated costate equations, together with their terminal
conditions, are given by Eq. for = and Eq. [I7d| for s. The
multiplier equation in Eq. must be fulfilled. The optimal
control input is determined by minimizing the Hamiltonian
(Eq. [T6), subject to the condition in Eq. [T71] O

C. Numerical Computation of Footprint Ergodic Metric

To solve ETO-DF numerically, we use direct transcription to
convert the continuous-time dynamics and constraints into dis-
crete nonlinear optimization, and then employ an optimization
method, such as L-BFGS, to minimize the Lagrange function.
This approach also allows us to handle additional constraints
as described in the next section on multi-robot. To optimize
the Lagrangian, the gradient of Eq. [T5] with respect to the state
x and control w is required:

oL  0E,(¢x) O [y uTRu+ AT (i — f(w,u))dt
= — +
ox ox or

The first term % requires an integration over the sensor
footprint to compute £, and then taking the derivative of
the integrated value with respect to z, which is complicated
especially when the sensor footprint (w,x) corresponds to

21
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Fig. 3. Numerical computation of the footprint ergodic metric. (a) shows a
trajectory of the robot and the corresponding footprint trajectory (w, z(t)),
which is a random process. The orange dots in the footprint at each time point
represent the set of sampled points at that time. All these points together form
W, a set of M realizations of the random process y(w, z(t)). (b) shows the
sampling method we used in this paper as explained in Example |Z|

a complex probability distribution. We therefore propose an
alternative way to numerically compute the footprint ergodic
metric £, approximately.

Let W = {wq(t), wa(t), -+ ,wpr(t)} denote a set of M
trajectories in the workspace W that are realizations of the
random process y(w,z(t)). In other words, for any time
point ¢ € [0,T], for each realization w,, € Wy, w,(tx)
is a sampled point from the corresponding random variable
v(w, z(t)) (Fig. B(a)). Here, each sampled trajectory is not
required to be continuous with respect to time. Note that,
for an area where «y(w, z(t)) has a higher probability value,
more samples w,, (t;) tend to locate within that area. Then,
a footprint trajectory (FT) in Def. [3| can be approximated by
the following Approximated FT (A-FT):

M
’Y/(U),.T(t)) — Zm:l 6(wM_ wm<t))

(22)
The time-average statistics of the footprint ergodic metric
can be approximated with the help of A-FT:
1 T
& walt) = 7 [ wa(r)ir

0

1 TE
S §(w — win (£))d 23
ot ) 2 o uminar @3



whose corresponding Fourier coefficients are:

M
1 /T
== Fx(wy,(t))dt,k € K (24)
Finally, the footprint ergodic metric can be approximated by:

E(p,x) = Z Ax (c&k — ¢k)2

ke

(25)

Example 2. Following Example [I| when the sensor footprint
is a uniform distribution, a possible way to sample from
the corresponding footprint trajectory -y is to conduct grid-
like sampling with adaptive resolution as showing in Fig. [3]
Specifically, let a positive real number d(x) = kqf1,(x) denote
the adaptive sampling resolution that varies with the robot
state x, where kg is a parameter that controls the density
of samples. Start from the projected position of the robot in
the workspace plane, and iteratively draw samples with d(x)
distance along the x and y axes until all possible samples
within the sensor footprint (Eq. {) are drawn.

With this numerical method to compute footprint ergodic
metric, we can readily obtain all the gradient terms in Eq. 21]
which then allows us to use any existing optimization algo-
rithm to solve the problem. We use BFGS to optimze the La-
grangian to solve the problem. We refer to the entire numerical
computation process as Footprint Ergodic Optimization (FEO).

D. Multi-Robot Ergodic Coverage in 3D

This section extends the proposed metric and algorithm to
multi-agent systems and seeks to ergodically cover an object
in 3D. Let I = {1,2,---,N,} denote a set of N, robots.
We use a superscript ¢,j € I over a variable to indicate to
which robot that variable belongs. For example, x%, u’ denote
the state and control of robot 7, respectively. Let O C W C R?
denote an object in the 3D workspace, and let 0O denote the
surface of the object.

1) Sampling from Surfaces: Instead of using a 2D mesh to
describe the information distribution on the object surface ,
we simply consider an information map ¢ : W — [0,1]
defined over the 3D workspace W C R? satisfying ¢(w) =
0,w ¢ 9O and [, ¢(w) = 1. In other words, only for the
points w € 0O that are on the surface of the object, the
information ¢(w) may not be zero.

The sensor footprint y(w,z) C W is a volume in the 3D
workspace by Def. [T} Since there is no information for any
point not on the surface of the object, we can set vy(w,z) =
0,w ¢ 0O0. In other words, we only need to consider the
surface of the object that is covered by the sensor, i.e., a
subset of the footprint that intersects with the object surface.
When computing the approximated time-averaged statistics of
the footprint ergodic metric ¢/, as defined in Eq. we only
need to sample points from the subset of the object surface
that is covered by the sensor footprint.

As illustrated in Fig. [4] one possible way for sampling is
to sample a set of rays starting from the position of the robot
q(t) = f4(z(t)) pointing outwards inside the sensor footprint.
For each of those rays, ray tracing can help find the point

® Intersected Points

‘\ Sensor Footprint

Set of Intersected Points @ Object Surface

Fig. 4. Illustration of sampling from surface in 3D. The pink surface shows
the surface OO of the object to be searched. The green cone shows the sensor
footprint y(w, z(t)) at some time point ¢, and a set of rays within the sensor
footprint (green cone) are sampled and ray-traced to intersect with the object
surface 0. The green dots in the yellow area show I, the set of intersected
points of the rays and the object surface.

r € 00 where the ray intersects with the object surface, and
we use I to denote the set of all those intersected points. We
use notation r*, I, to denote a point and the set of intersected
points related to robot .

2) Multi-Robot Planning: Similar to the literature on multi-
robot ergodic search [9], [17], the footprint ergodic metric
for multiple robots £ (superscript m stands for multi-robot)
can be defined based on the average of their time averaged
statistics and the information map:

2
EM(bg) = Ak<]1V Y- cbk) (26)

ke i€ln

In other words, Ef;“ uses the term % >
the ¢,k term in Eq. ]

In addition, the inter-robot collision avoidance constraints
need to be enforced.

i
icIy Cyx to replace

|z'(t) = 27 ()| = ha,Vi,j € Ti# j 27)
where || - || denotes the Lo norm.

To ensure safety, we also impose the following constraint
so that the robot stays within a certain distance range, neither
too close to nor too far from, the target to be tracked.

hy > [|a'(t) — ' (t)]| > hs,Vi € I,Vr'(t) € Ih(t)  (28)
where 7%(t) is a sampled point from the object surface that
are covered by the sensor as aforementioned.

Problem 2 (MA-ETO-DF). Given an object O, an informa-
tion map ¢, the goal of the Multi-Robot Ergodic Trajectory
Optimization with Dynamic sensor Footprint (MA-ETO-DF)
problem is to find a set of dynamically feasible trajectories
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Fig. 5. The experimental results in four different information maps. The first row (I) shows four information maps with various regions with widespread and
concentrated information. Row (II) visualizes the planned trajectories. Row (III) shows the corresponding height value (z coordinates) of the robot along the
planned trajectories by our FEO. Our FEO can adapt the sensor footprint and the flying height of the robot based on the information map.

{z%|i € I}, one for each robot, that minimizes the footprint
ergodic metric 5,:”((;5, x) and the accumulated control effort:

T
min £7(6,2) + 3 / WTORE (A (29)
zh ier 70
s.t. (39), Bd), 27, (30)

The proposed FEO can be directly applied to solve this MA-
ETO-DF problem by incorporating more inequality constraints
into the Lagrangian.

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS
A. Experimental Settings

1) Dynamics and Parameters: Unless otherwise specified,
we consider a workspace W = [0,1] x [0,1] x [0,1]. We
use the dynamics of a single integrator and a quadrotor
in our tests, where the quadrotor dynamics is the same as
in [39]]. The control u consists of four parameters: roll, pitch,
yaw, and thrust. The parameters of the quadrotor dynamics
are from Crazyswarm2 [40]. We use the following control
limits: roll € [—0.4,0.4], pitche [-0.4,0.4], yawe [-3, 3],
thruste [0, 0.55] and the height limit of the drone is f5(x) €
[0.1,0.5]. The number of samples is M = 25 in Eq. [22| when
computing & (¢, z). We use the sensor footprint as mentioned
in Example [l| with &k, = 0.25 by default for the first few

experiments with 2D information maps. We use 10 x 10 terms
when computing the Fourier coefficients.

2) Baseline Methods: : Baseline 1 plans trajectories by
optimizing the original ergodic metric [6] as mentioned in Eq.
[2l Baseline 2 is a variant of our proposed algorithm where the
drone has a fixed distance to the information map, so that the
corresponding sensor footprint has a fixed size. We vary this
footprint size in Baseline 2 in our experiments.

B. Different Maps

Here, we use the quadrotor dynamics and test with various
information maps to compare our FEO with the baselines. The
total duration of the search is 10 seconds, and the time step
is 0.1 seconds. The information maps are shown in the first
row of Fig. [5] where Map 1 and 2 have both widely spread
information and densely concentrated peaks, while Map 3 only
has widely spread information. Map 4 modifies Map 1 and
Map 2 with more widely spread information. The trajectories
planned by our FEO are shown in the second row, while the
flying heights of the robot along the trajectories are shown in
the third row. Fig. [5] shows that, our FEO can navigate the
robot to fly close to the regions with dense information and
fly far away from the regions with widely spread information,
by considering the dynamic sensor footprint that varies with
the robot states.
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four maps shown in Fig. 5} Our FEO achieves better (smaller) ergodicity
in comparison with the baselines in all maps.
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Fig. 7. The influence of planning horizons 7' = 10, 50, 100. As the time
horizon increases, all methods, including ours, achieve better ergodicity.

Fig. [6] shows the corresponding ergodicity of our FEO and
the baselines in these 4 maps. We plot the footprint ergodicity
(Eq.[6) for Baseline 2 and ours, while plotting the conventional
ergodicity (Eq. 2) for Baseline 1. Our FEO achieves lower
ergodicity than the two baselines, indicating the benefits of
planning with dynamic sensor footprints that can dynamically
adjust their sizes.

C. Different Planning Horizons

We then test the influence of planning horizons 7' €
{10,50,100} on the resulting ergodic metric in the four
maps with each time step being 1. The vertical axis is on
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Fig. 8. The resulting ergodic metrics in four maps with various sensor

footprint size parameter kj,. Subfigures (a)-(e) show the comparison between
our FEO and Baseline 2, where our FEO takes k;, = 0.01,0.25,0.5,1.0,1.25
in (a)-(e) respectively. (f) compares the best result of our FEO among all kj,
against Baseline 1. Too large or too small kj can lead to poor ergodicity for
our FEO, while some intermediate value of k;, (e.g. k = 0.25) results in
the best coverage of the information maps in terms of ergodicity.

log-scale. As the planning horizon increases, both our FEO
and the baselines find better quality trajectories with smaller
ergodicity, which is expected, since in the long term, the
planned trajectories tend to have their time-averaged statistics
approach the given information map. Additionally, our FEO
produces better ergodicity than the baselines due to its ability
to plan with dynamic footprints.

D. Different Footprint Sizes

We then test different footprint sizes by varying the param-
eter kj, in Eq. @] The planning horizon is 7' = 100 seconds
and each time step is 1 second. The ergodic metric comparison
between our FEO and the baselines are shown in Fig. [§] and
the time-averaged statistics of the footprint trajectories are
shown in Fig.[9] All sub-figures in Fig.[§|share the same value
range in their vertical axes. We can observe from Fig. [§] that,
too large or too small kj can lead to poor ergodicity, while
some intermediate value of kj (e.g. k;, = 0.25) results in the
best coverage of the information maps in terms of ergodicity.
Furthermore, considering the sensor footprint as a fixed size
circle as in Baseline 2 can lead to poor ergodicity compared to
our FEO. Our FEO also achieves better ergodicity compared
to Baseline 1, if the sensor footprint kj, is properly chosen.
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The time-averaged statistics in Fig. [0 further verify the
results. Here, the first row shows the reconstructed information
map using 10 x 10 Fourier coefficients. For a large kj, our
FEO has a relatively large footprint and tends to capture coarse
information. As shown in Map 1 with k;, = 1.25, for example,
the time-averaged statistics looks obviously different from the
desired reconstructed information map. For a small kj, our
FEO can capture detailed information but may not be efficient
for wide spread information, which can be observed from Map
2 with k;, = 0.01 and k;, = 0.25 by comparing them against
the information map reconstructed.

E. Simulation of Multi-Robot in 3D

We use the single-integrator dynamics in this test to plan
trajectories for four robots to ergodically coverage an object
in 3D in simulation by solving Problem We represent
the 3D object using a point cloud in the 3D workspace.
Fig. @ka) shows the object to be covered, and (b) shows the
results. In this test, we vary the fixed circle size in Baseline
2 for comparison and our FEO achieves better results than
Baseline 2 due to its ability to adjust the sensor footprint size
dynamicallyﬂ Fig. c) shows the planned trajectories of the

3We do not consider Baseline 1 in this test since Baseline 1 considers the
robot sensor footprint as a point and the object is represented by a point cloud,
which makes it very unlikely for two points (one for the robot, the other from
the object) to perfectly meet each other.

robots.

F. Real Robots Experiments

1) System Description: We use the quadrotor dynamics in
all real robot tests. The experimental platform consists of
Crazyflie 2.1 micro aerial vehicles , which are controlled
using the Crazyswarm?2 framework [40] integrated with ROS2
[42]. Each quadrotor is equipped with a downward-facing or a
forward-facing LED indicator to visualize its sensor footprint
during the robot motion. The experiments are conducted within
a motion capture system.

2) Single Robot: The first test environment is a 2D
workspace of size 4.0 x 4.0 meters with a single drone that
seeks to ergodically cover a 2D information map. The flying
height of the drone is limited to [0, 1] meters. The planning
horizon is 10 seconds with each time step being 0.1. Fig. [I]
and [T1] show the test setting and some snapshots of the robot
motion. We place a few items on the ground in the test area
to indicate the information distribution. The robot first flies
high to cover the wide spread information with a coarse sensor
footprint. After a while, the robot flies to the information peak
and lowers its attitude, as shown in Fig. Ekb), in order to cover
the dense information with a fine sensor footprint.

3) Multiple Robots: Finally, we use 2 drones to cover a
chair in 3D space as shown in Fig. The chair is represented
by a point cloud which is pre-scanned before the planning
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Fig. 10. Simulation with four robots to cover an object in 3D. (a) shows
the point cloud representation of the object, a 3D cat model. (b) shows
corresponding ergodic metrics of our FEO and Baseline 2 with various ky,.
(c) shows the trajectories of the robots in 3D.

starts. Each drone is equipped with a forward-facing LED to
illustrate the sensor footprint. The workspace is of size 3.0 x
3.0 x 2.0 meters. The planning horizon is 20 seconds with
each time step being 0.1. As shown in the snapshots, the two
robots circle around the chair so that their forward-pointing
LED can ergodically cover the target object.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

This paper explores Ergodic Trajectory Optimization with
Dynamic sensor Footprints (ETO-DF) and introduces a new
footprint ergodic metric that considers the dynamic sensor
footprint. We formulate a corresponding Optimal Control
Problem (OCP), rewrite it into standard Bolza form, and apply
the Pontryagin minimum principle to derive the local opti-
mality conditions for this OCP. We also provide a numerical
approach FEO to compute the proposed footprint ergodic met-
ric and leverage Lagrangian optimization to solve the problem.
We extend our approach to handle multi-robot and 3D objects.
We evaluate our FEO and compare it against baselines in
various maps, simulations and real quadrotor experiments. The
results verify that, our FEO can plan trajectories for the robots
by considering their varying sensor footprints so as to better
cover the information map ergodically.

For future work, one can consider dynamic sensor footprints
in dynamically changing information maps by integrating
the Bayesian filtering framework [38], or consider connec-
tivity maintenance and information communication among
the robots [[I7]. One can also investigates 3D object ergodic
coverage using mesh or other representations of the objects.
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