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Abstract

Urban searches demand rapid, defensible decisions and sustained physical effort under high cognitive and
situational load. Incident commanders must plan, coordinate, and document time-critical operations, while
field searchers execute evolving tasks in uncertain environments. With recent advances in technology,
ground-robot fleets, paired with computer-vision-based situational awareness and LLM-powered interfaces
offer the potential to ease these operational burdens. However, no dedicated studies have examined how
public safety professionals perceive such technologies or envision their integration into existing practices,
risking building technically sophisticated yet impractical solutions. To address this gap, we conducted
focus-group sessions with eight police officers across five local departments in Virginia. Our findings show
that ground robots could reduce professionals’ reliance on paper references, mental calculations, and ad-
hoc coordination, alleviating cognitive and physical strain in four key challenge areas: (1) partitioning the
workforce across multiple search hypotheses, (2) retaining group awareness and situational awareness, (3)
building route planning that fits to the lost person profile, and (4) managing cognitive and physical fatigue
under uncertainty. We further identify four design opportunities and requirements for future ground-robot
fleet integration in public-safety operations: (1) scalable multi-robot planning and control interfaces, (2)
agency-specific route optimization, (3) real-time replanning informed by debrief updates, and (4) vision-
assisted cueing that preserves operational trust while reducing cognitive workload. We conclude with design
implications for deployable, accountable, and human-centered urban-search support systems.

1 Introduction

Urban search operations demand considerable mental and physical effort from public safety professionals
(professionals, hereinafter). The life-or-death nature of these missions—where every minute matters—further
intensifies the challenge for local law enforcement to conduct timely and defensible searches [1]. Pro-
fessionals operate under severe time pressure and uncertainty, resulting in significant cognitive load [20].
Despite technological progress, prior studies show that urban searches remain largely manual, with lim-
ited integration of advanced systems [21]. Practitioners still rely on reference materials (e.g., Lost Person
Behavior [35]), field manuals [43], and heuristically derived procedures [54]. Incident commanders must
synthesize lost person profiles, coordinate multiple teams, update plans rapidly, and maintain shared situa-
tional awareness [58]. Meanwhile, field searchers face substantial physical strain as they navigate complex
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terrains and adapt to evolving conditions [51]. While practitioners’ expertise remains indispensable, the
continued reliance on manual coordination limits scalability and responsiveness. Given rapid advances in
sensing, robotics, and Al technologies, it is crucial to explore how these tools can effectively augment human
effort, improving the efficiency, accuracy, and defensibility of future urban search operations.

Deploying ground robots in urban search operations can enhance professionals’ situational awareness
and reduce both physical and cognitive demands. Recent advances have made it feasible to employ au-
tonomous ground-robot fleets as force multipliers [47], extending operational reach, providing persistent
ground-level sensing, and complementing human searchers [24]. Modern ground robots now exhibit reliable
mobility across paved and semi-structured terrains [57], streaming stabilized, eye-level video that captures
detailed facial, gait, and contextual cues often unavailable from aerial platforms [3]. These capabilities en-
able incident commanders to coordinate robot fleets at scale and maintain continuous situational coverage.
In parallel, advances in computer vision have enabled robust object detection [17], person retrieval [30], and
scene understanding [60] in challenging urban conditions. Large language models (LLM) further augment
these capabilities by providing intelligent interfaces that connect professionals and robot fleets—supporting
route planning [38], information synthesis, and shared situational awareness across teams [9]. Recent LLM-
based systems demonstrate the ability to reason over spatial-temporal context for urban location-based ser-
vices [31] and to generate contextually rich, adaptive scenarios for law-enforcement training [52].

While recent technological progress has made ground robots increasingly capable, adopting them into
public safety operations remains highly challenging, as real-world deployment is fraught with uncertainty,
context-specific constraints, and organizational complexity. Law-enforcement workflows are highly con-
textualized, agency-specific, and governed by strict protocols. Recent deployments of ground robots, such
as the NYPD’s use of the K5 robot [13], illustrate these challenges: despite its technical sophistication,
the robot faced public skepticism, operational constraints, and limited field utility. Such examples under-
score that without a deep understanding of existing workflows, information requirements, and organiza-
tional factors, we risk developing technically advanced systems that remain incompatible with operational
realities. Prior research has focused primarily on robotic performance metrics, such as navigation accu-
racy [56, 41] and coordination efficiency [46, 7, 5], with limited investigation of practitioners’ workflows,
decision-making, and organizational constraints. Burke et al. [8] observed that professionals often spent
disproportionate time reconstructing robot state and spatial context, struggling to align the robot’s camera
view with their mental model during disaster response drills. This highlights the enduring challenge of
human-robot coordination in high-stakes, time-sensitive environments.

We conducted a study with public safety professionals to examine their current urban search practices,
perceived challenges, and envisioned opportunities for adopting ground robotics, focusing on how they
anticipate these systems could support or complicate coordination, public engagement, and operational
decision-making in urban search contexts. Our study involved eight police professionals from five local
law enforcement agencies in Virginia, who participated in focus group discussions centered on their expe-
riences and perspectives related to technology adoption in search operations. Through qualitative analysis,
we first identified the current urban practice and high-priority challenges that professionals encounter, along
with their views on where ground robotics could provide meaningful operational support and why such sup-
port matters. Next, we then derived implications for design toward developing human-robot collaborative
systems that can meaningfully augment search operations, translating practitioners’ front-line expertise into
concrete design implications for deployable, accountable, and trustworthy search-support technologies. Fi-
nally, we distilled a set of design requirements that future systems should embody to ensure practicality and
relevance across three technological domains: human—computer interaction, robotics, and computer vision.

This work contributes an in-depth understanding of how highly skilled public safety professionals per-
ceive the adoption of ground-robot fleets in practice, offering insights that can guide researchers across HCI,
robotics, and computer vision in developing practically useful and adoptable tools for future public-safety
operations.



2 Literature Review

Understanding how ground robot fleets can support urban lost-person searches is an emerging problem
space. While few studies address this question directly, related work in search practices and decision support,
robotics in search and rescue, and Al-assisted public safety offers useful foundations. We highlight both
progress in each domain and remaining gaps that motivate our empirical investigation.

2.1 Search Operation and Decision Making

The inherent uncertainty and dynamic nature of lost person behavior, shaped by individual psychology,
environmental factors, and evolving circumstances, make location forecasting fundamentally challenging for
both technological systems and human professionals. This difficulty is compounded by the heavy cognitive
and physical demands that lost person searches impose on professionals [58, 42]. The complexity of these
operations has driven researchers and professionals to develop complementary approaches that improve
search efficiency and enable high-probability search strategies. Contemporary search planning draws from
multiple analytical traditions: classical search theory [50] and information path planning algorithms [26, 39].
The International Search and Rescue Incident Database (ISRID) [36] has emerged as a critical resource,
offering statistical distributions of travel distances and behavioral patterns across different demographics
and scenarios [35]. Building on these foundations, computational models now incorporate probabilistic
reasoning to predict likely lost person locations and movement routes through ring model zoning [35, 48],
agent-based walking simulations [26, 19], and terrain-informed heatmaps that integrate weather conditions
and person profiles [18]. However, most research focuses on prediction models for specific person categories
(e.g., hiker [15]), with limited exploration of how these models can generalize across diverse 45 person
types [35] or incorporate contextually customized information unique to individual cases.

In practice, searches rarely proceed under a single “optimal” decision-making as computational tools
that propose a singular solution. Field teams plan and replan in cycles, updating tactics as conditions and
information evolve. Incident commanders rely on field manuals, acquired experience, and heuristics—often
satisfied by choosing timely, workable options over exhaustive optimization [12, 28]. Drawing on possible
patterns and actuarial cues of the lost person, experts envision plausible, executable courses of action [35].
Coordination is typically manual and consensual within small teams, with priorities revised as reports, clues,
and eyewitness accounts arrive [21, 58]. The shared information updating across people and externalized in
maps, radio traffic, and emerging digital tools, with decision authority enacted collectively rather than vested
in a single commander [2]. This mismatch between algorithms pursuing single optima versus professionals
orchestrating collaborative, adaptive strategies establishes a clear design mandate: robotic systems must
augment, not disrupt, these distributed, update-driven workflows.

2.2 Robotics in Search and Rescue

The deployment of robotic systems in search and rescue operations has evolved significantly over the past
two decades, driven by advances in autonomy, navigation, sensing, and coordination algorithms, yet these
systems have primarily targeted post-disaster scenarios and limited ground robot integration. Following the
2001 World Trade Center collapse, ground robots were first deployed for structural inspection and victim
search [34, 10]. These early uses demonstrated robots’ potential to access hazardous or confined spaces
but also revealed challenges in maintaining situational awareness and interpreting sensor data under pres-
sure [8, 10]. Subsequent work in navigation, mapping, and human—robot interaction sought to address these
limitations by improving autonomy and information presentation. Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs) have
been widely explored for wilderness and post-disaster search due to their ability to rapidly survey large and
inaccessible areas [16]. However, UAVSs face critical limitations in urban environments, including regulatory



restrictions, short flight times, weather sensitivity, and occlusions from dense infrastructure [23, 45]. Their
top-down imagery also lacks the pedestrian-level detail—such as facial features and gait patterns—necessary
for identifying lost persons. By contrast, Unmanned Ground Vehicles (UGVs) provide persistent, close-
range sensing on paved and semi-structured terrain [56]. Modern wheeled platforms integrate stabilized
cameras, LiDAR, and thermal sensors to detect subtle environmental cues that might escape human no-
tice [29, 33]. Yet, despite improved autonomy and significant light operator supervision, the current UGVs’
integration into dynamic, multi-team search workflows remains limited.

Multi-robot systems offer clear advantages for search operations through parallelization, redundancy,
and complementary sensing, yet their deployment in urban search remains limited by organizational con-
straints, legal responsibilities, and the need for explainable and auditable plans aligned with agency pro-
tocols. Recent coordination research has focused on coverage, task allocation, and cooperative explo-
ration [44], optimizing efficiency and energy use under simplified conditions while overlooking command
structures, evolving priorities, and operator workload. The cognitive demands of monitoring multiple robots
often offset these efficiency gains, underscoring the need for human-centered interfaces that translate al-
gorithmic outputs into actionable, interpretable plans [53]. Moreover, embedding human expertise—such
as reasoning about routes, terrain, and behavioral cues—into robotic decision frameworks remains an open
challenge [22]. Although early work, such as Ferguson et al. [21], has begun to incorporate expert knowl-
edge into coordination logic, how multi-robot systems can be effectively integrated into real urban public-
safety workflows remains an unresolved problem.

2.3 Al-assisted Public Safety

Artificial intelligence technologies are increasingly being explored to augment human capabilities in public
safety operations, offering new possibilities for information processing, decision support, and task automa-
tion, yet integrating robot-captured video and contextual data with geographic route planning has received
limited attention. These technologies span computer vision, natural language processing, and interface
design, each contributing distinct capabilities to enhance operational effectiveness. Computer vision tech-
niques have shown promise in enhancing situational awareness during emergency operations, enabling on-
board detection, tracking (including re-identification), and scene understanding from both stationary sen-
sors and robot-mounted cameras operating in dynamic environments [14]. For example, UAV-based ther-
mal imaging and multi-spectral sensing enhance detection of persons or vehicles across challenging condi-
tions [4]. Yet most models are trained on fixed surveillance footage and struggle with the motion, variable
lighting [59, 25], and computational limits of mobile ground platforms. These computer vision capabili-
ties still enable automated analysis of imagery and video feeds, reducing the cognitive burden on human
operators who would otherwise need to review extensive footage manually.

Large language models (LLM) represent an emerging technology for contextual training, analysis,
and decision support in public safety operations [11]. Recent studies explore LLMs for urban comput-
ing, location-based services [55, 37], and incident summarization. The ability of LLMs to understand
context and reason about textual information may prove valuable for supporting incident commanders in
information-rich environments [40]. Law enforcement professionals show the need for domain-specific ex-
planations [27], clear rationales for recommendations [6], and mechanisms to challenge Al outputs [32].
However, adopting such systems in high-stakes domains raises known challenges: over-reliance, opaque
reasoning, and difficulties in verifying recommendations. For operational deployment, outputs must remain
verifiable, policy-aligned, and presented in ways that support, not replace professional judgment. The effec-
tiveness of Al-assisted systems ultimately depends on interface designs that support appropriate reliance and
effective collaboration. Studies of transparent-display detail show a speed—accuracy tradeoff—more detail
can boost accuracy but increase cognitive load and slow responses [49].

Despite progress across these domains, significant gaps remain in understanding how ground robot fleets



can effectively support urban lost-person searches. While computational models offer sophisticated predic-
tion capabilities, they inadequately account for the distributed, collaborative nature of actual search oper-
ations. Robotic systems demonstrate technical capabilities but lack clear pathways for integrating domain
expertise into operational deployments. Al technologies show promise for information processing but re-
quire careful interface design to support effective human-robot collaboration. Critically, existing research
has primarily evaluated robotic search systems in controlled or simulated environments, with limited in-
vestigation of how these systems would be adopted and utilized by actual search professionals in realistic
operational contexts. This gap between technical capability and operational utility motivates our empirical
investigation into how experienced search professionals envision deploying and coordinating ground robot
fleets for urban search scenarios.

3 Method

Our goal is to understand how urban public safety professionals currently conduct lost-person searches
and how affordable ground robot fleets could be integrated into these workflows in realistic agency settings,
including smaller departments with limited resources. We conducted open-ended conversational focus group
sessions with police professionals who have direct experience in urban search. While ethnographic methods
like participant observation could also support our goals, given that ground robot fleets have not yet been
widely deployed in urban search operations, we opted for focused group sessions as they allowed us to
discuss and explore hypothetical integration scenarios. We describe the methodology we followed to recruit
participants, conduct sessions, and analyze the collected data.

Specifically, our work is driven by three research questions:
RQ1: How do urban public safety professionals currently plan, execute, and document lost-person searches,
and what practical constraints shape their strategies?
RQ2: Where do professionals see meaningful roles and clear limits for autonomous ground robot fleets
within real-world urban search operations?
RQ3: What design opportunities emerge for human-centered tools that integrate ground robots, computer
vision, and Al-assisted reasoning into accountable, professional-led urban search workflows?

3.1 Participants

Police professionals have demanding workloads and are bound by strict confidentiality protocols, making
direct recruitment for research studies challenging. To recruit professionals, we used a convenience sampling
strategy to identify and connect police professionals with urban search experience. Three authors visited
three local police departments with six professionals in Virginia and invited two professionals from different
departments to participate in focus group sessions at our university. All participants (see Table 1) had direct
experience with lost-person search operations, ranging from detectives who assist with searches to senior
professionals who have served as incident commanders.

3.2 Study Procedure

Each focus group session lasted approximately 90 minutes and was conducted in a private conference room.
The session was designed to elicit both current practice and informed reflections on the potential use of
ground robot fleets. At the beginning of the session, the corresponding author introduced the study goals
and explained that our focus was on affordable, ground-based robotic platforms that could realistically
be acquired and operated by small and mid-sized agencies, rather than specialized, high-cost systems. The
corresponding author then presented a brief slide deck showcasing an example of applying affordable ground
robot fleets in campus patrol with police-centered video sensemaking technologies and richful information



PID Rank Agency Years Exp.

P1 Lieutenant  Arlington County Police Department 23
P2 Detective ~ Manassas City Police Department 9
P3 Detective ~ Loudoun County Sheriff’s Office Administration —
P4 Sergeant Loudoun County Sheriff’s Office Administration —

P5 Captain Fairfax City Police Department 19
P6 Detective  Fairfax City Police Department 25
P7 Detective  Fairfax City Police Department 5
P8 Major Fairfax County Police Department 16

Table 1: Participant Profiles.

user interface. The presentation was intentionally constrained to avoid overselling capabilities and to leave
room for participants to particulate concerns, constraints, and alternative uses. This framing helped ground
discussions in realistic deployment scenarios rather than speculative future technologies.

Following the introduction, the three authors facilitated open-ended discussions organized around four
main themes: (1) Background and role, (2) Current urban search workflows, (3) Operational challenges,
(4) Ground robot integration. Throughout the sessions, we used probing to elicit concrete examples and
operational detail. For instance, when participants mentioned challenges with “coordination” we asked them
to walk us through a specific search scenario step-by-step, describing what information they needed, what
decisions they made, and what communication occurred. We also used scenario-based probes: “Imagine
you have three ground robots available for a lost person search in a residential area. How would you deploy
them? What would you need to know to decide their routes?”

Rather than audio recording, we took detailed written notes to respect participants’ confidentiality con-
cerns and departmental protocols. Three researchers were present at each focus group session: one fa-
cilitated the discussion while the other two independently documented participants’ statements, concrete
examples, and operational constraints. Immediately following each session, the three researchers met to
consolidate notes, reconcile discrepancies, and elaborate key points while details were fresh. To strengthen
analytic trustworthiness given the absence of verbatim transcripts, we retained both the independently taken
notes and the consolidated version to preserve an audit trail from raw capture to synthesized records; docu-
mented consolidation decisions when reconciling discrepancies; and used investigator triangulation during
analysis, with multiple authors iteratively reviewing interpretations and challenging emerging claims against
the consolidated records. We also prioritized capturing participants’ language for critical claims (e.g., con-
straints, failure modes, and decision rationales) to reduce over-interpretation. During sessions, the facilitator
periodically summarized key points back to the group to confirm shared understanding and correct misun-
derstandings in real time.

We analyzed the consolidated focus group notes using an iterative, collaborative thematic analysis pro-
cess. After each session, the first author compiled and organized the consolidated notes and conducted an
initial round of inductive coding focused on workflow steps and information artifacts, constraints and break-
downs, coordination and documentation practices, and perceived roles/limits of envisioned robot fleets. The
first author then clustered related codes into candidate themes aligned with our three research questions.
The other two authors independently reviewed the coded notes and candidate themes, checking them against
the consolidated records, surfacing alternative interpretations, and identifying missing or weakly supported
claims. Through regular analytic meetings, we iteratively refined code definitions and theme boundaries,
resolving disagreements through discussion and returning to the notes for adjudication. This process con-
verged on the four challenges and four design opportunities reported in Section 4, each grounded in recurring
patterns across participants and supported by concrete operational examples.



Agency (PD/SO) Jurisdiction Pop. (2024) Land (sq mi) Sworn

Arlington County Police Department ~ Arlington County, VA 239,807 26.00 377
Manassas City Police Department City of Manassas, VA 43,616 9.84 99
Loudoun County Sheriff’s Office Loudoun County, VA 443,380 515.74 ~700
Fairfax City Police Department City of Fairfax, VA 26,340 6.24 69
Fairfax County Police Department Fairfax County, VA 1,160,925 391.02 ~1,500

Table 2: Agency overview for participants’ departments.

4 Results

Our analysis of focus group discussions with eight police professionals from five Virginia law enforcement
agencies reveals how practitioners currently conduct urban search operations, the critical challenges they
face, and their envisioned opportunity for ground robots.

4.1 Current Urban Search Practices

Profile-Driven Search Planning Across agencies, professionals described urban searches as fundamentally
profile-driven: they tailor search plans to the lost person’s type and, more importantly, to that individual’s
profile, including typical behavior, time of disappearance, and the environment from which they went miss-
ing. professionals reported that a small set of recurring profiles: children, elderly people with dementia, and
individuals with mental health conditions, dominates urban cases (P1-P8). For each profile, they rely on
guidance from Lost Person Behavior [35] and empirically grounded expectations about where the person
is likely to move or stay. For example, dementia cases are often conceptualized as “hiders” (e.g., back-
yards, behind houses, inside small rooms) (P1-P6) or “walkers” who remain on or near sidewalks, with
P1 estimating that roughly half of older adults are ultimately found at or along sidewalks. Autistic or non-
verbal individuals are expected to cycle through a narrow set of familiar points of interest (Pols), while
children are assumed to operate within small, familiar mobility maps around home or known landmarks
and to be strongly drawn to water, which professionals frame as points of danger (PoDs) (P1, P2). These
category-specific patterns are further refined by time-of-day expectations: participants consistently associ-
ated dementia- and mental-health-related cases with nighttime disappearances, whereas child cases were
more often anticipated during the day, particularly from afternoon into dusk (P1-P4, P6). Together, these
rules-of-thumb, combined with formal guidelines [35, 58], provide a structured, experience-based starting
point for drawing initial search areas and dispatching units.

At the same time, professionals stressed that these templates are immediately customized with person-
specific and environment-specific information. They routinely assemble a ranked list of the individual’s
meaningful places—sites they frequently visit, talk about, or were previously found—which are treated as
high-priority Pols and cross-checked against formal lost-person behavior guidance (P1, P6). professionals
also reason about how the originating environment (e.g., nursing home, dense residential block, downtown
event) shapes plausible routes and hiding opportunities, noting that the “same” profile can behave differently
across these contexts (P6). Appearance information is folded into this planning but remains fragile: partici-
pants reported that they can obtain a photograph in most cases, often supplemented by surveillance or Ring
camera footage that provides reliable clothing and posture details (P1, P4). However, they also described
systematic noise in verbal clothing descriptions—especially for color terms such as green versus blue or
purple versus red—which limits their reliance on witness-reported colors (P1, P2). Overall, our findings
show that “profile-driven search” in urban policing is a complex, cognitively demanding operational prac-
tice that combines profile-specific heuristics, temporal and environmental expectations, and curated lists of
points of interest to decide where, when, and how to search.

Coordination in Planning Across agencies, participants described search planning as a highly coordinated,
time-sensitive process in which incident commanders must synthesize fragmented information while mobi-



lizing limited personnel. Patrol professionals begin by completing the Virginia standard lost person form
to establish an initial profile (P1, P4, P7), after which detectives typically have up to two hours to deepen
that profile by gathering historical information and verifying critical details (P7). During this period, in-
cident commanders work to assemble sufficient manpower, yet participants noted that staffing constraints
often make it difficult to secure the number of professionals they believe the case requires (P1,P6); only
officially designated “critical missing” cases allow them to raw on additional resources across units or agen-
cies (P5, P6). Once a lost person profile is compiled, commanders translate it into a coordinated search
plan that distributes responsibility across patrol professionals, detectives, and, when available, SAR teams.
They described three interlocking planning logics—point-based (P1, P2), area-based(P3, P4), and linear-
feature—based(P6). Depending on the case, commanders may prioritize familiar points of interest (Pols),
points of danger (PoDs) such as water sources, and recently visited locations (P1-P3), or they may organize
searches along linear features like sidewalks, creeks, and road corridors (P6). In routine police practice, pro-
fessionals emphasized, they rarely have detailed predefined routes; instead, they start from the last known
point (LKP), known direction of travel, Pol history, and environmental cues to carve the map into zones.
These zones are then assigned to teams (P3, P4), with team leaders further dividing them into directions or
small sectors for individual searchers, adjusting whether searches are conducted by teams or solo profes-
sionals based on available personnel.

Coordination continues throughout the operation as teams report back clues, sightings, and negative
search results. Participants explained that search plans are repeatedly updated based on this incoming in-
formation and on short team briefings and debriefings (P3, P6). Some agencies explicitly structure this
process using a ring-model approach derived from Lost Person Behavior, beginning with searches near the
LKP (ring 1) and then extending to ring 2 and beyond as time passes and early hypotheses are confirmed
or disproven (P6). After each cycle, commanders review debriefs to adjust the assumed LKP, re-rank Pols,
redefine area or linear-feature assignments, and reallocate teams. professionals across roles emphasized that
maintaining shared situational awareness under these conditions—juggling evolving profiles, changing pri-
orities, and scattered units—creates a heavy coordination burden for incident commanders, who must both
keep the global search picture coherent and respond quickly to new information when updating the plan.
Current tools and resources Across all five agencies, participants described having limited digital support
for urban search operations. professionals emphasized that historical lost person data potentially valuable
for analysis and predictive modeling, is difficult to access or aggregate (P6). In practice, they rely on a
small set of geographic tools with narrow, task-specific utility rather than end-to-end support. SAR teams
occasionally use SARTopo (P5) or CALTopo (P8) to switch between geographic layers, city agencies rely
on ESRI-based tools (P4) to view maps, draw search areas, and display field searchers’ trajectories. Across
agencies, the most consistent and widely used resource remains the Lost Person Behavior book (P1, P2, P6),
which provides conceptual guidance. Surveillance cameras (e,g, Ring camera) are potentially to capture the
lost person to show the clothing (P2, P4, P5).

4.2 Operational Challenges

Although the five agencies differed substantially in staffing levels, specialized assets, and call volume, par-
ticipants reported largely shared operational challenges in conducting urban lost-person searches. Across
agencies, professionals described markedly different baselines—ranging from resource-rich deployments
(e.g., access to aviation assets such as helicopters) to understaffed teams managing high-frequency reports
in dense urban environments. For example, professionals from larger, well-resourced counties described the
ability to escalate with specialized assets(e.g. drones, helicopters) when warranted (P8), whereas profes-
sionals from smaller or understaffed teams emphasized needing to “do more with less,” relying on limited
personnel, time-compressed planning cycles, and rapidly changing field conditions (P1-P2, P5-P7). To-
gether, these contrasts highlight the importance of agency-adaptive support: future tools should accommo-



date heterogeneous resources while addressing common challenges shared across agencies.

Partition the workforce across complex scenarios. Across agencies, participants emphasized persistent
understaffing as a structural constraint on search coverage. Incident commanders often struggle to assemble
enough personnel to cover multiple zones, especially when the search area expands rapidly (P1, P6). profes-
sionals noted that limited manpower restricts how many Pols or linear features can be searched concurrently,
increasing the likelihood of gaps or delays. As P1 summarized, “even small reductions in workload mat-
ter,” expressing openness to Al or robotic assistance if such tools could offset staffing shortages or reduce
coordination overhead.

Maintaining shared situational awareness during dynamic replanning is cognitively demanding. Search
operations evolve quickly as teams report clues, negative results, or updated sightings. Participants described
a continual cycle of briefing, updating, and reprioritizing tasks, often under severe time pressure (P3, P6).
Commanders must revise search zones, reassign teams, and adjust assumptions about the LKP while keep-
ing all units aligned. professionals reported that maintaining shared situational awareness during these rapid
updates—especially across dispersed personnel—poses a significant coordination burden.

Highly individualized profiles challenge standardized planning models. While the ring model and profile
categories offer useful structure, participants stressed that each missing person behaves differently in practice
(P1-P6). Commanders must create a dynamically customized profile that incorporates idiosyncratic habits,
personal history, and family-provided Pols. Because these individualized patterns often diverge from the
generalized behavioral templates, professionals rely heavily on ad-hoc reasoning and manual adjustments to
create a plausible search plan. This limits the consistency and scalability of planning, making route design
and prioritization difficult to generalize.

High physical and cognitive demands on field searchers. Field professionals described the dual burden of
physically covering terrain while maintaining attention to subtle cues, potential hazards, and moving targets.
Missing persons may continue to walk or change direction, requiring teams to re-scan areas or revisit sectors
(P2, P4, P5). Meanwhile, incident commanders face heavy cognitive load as they attempt to make timely
decisions, integrate new information, and direct teams effectively. Participants noted that this combination
of physical effort and cognitive vigilance increases fatigue and raises the risk of missed detections.

5 Discussion

Our focus groups surfaced a number of challenges faced by police in urban search. These challenges were
chosen in part because they represent areas where existing research has not focused much attention, but
where progress may have a strong impact for professionals. Our study was motivated by three research
questions: understanding real-world urban search practice and constraints (RQ1), identifying meaningful
roles and limits for affordable ground-robot fleets (RQ2), and distilling design opportunities for human-
centered, accountable tools that combine robots, computer vision, and Al-assisted reasoning (RQ3). Across
five Virginia agencies, participants described a practice that is both distributed and iterative: commanders
continuously partition limited personnel across evolving hypotheses, revise areas and linear features as
new brief/debrief updates arrive, and rely on external artifacts (maps, templates, ad-hoc book) to maintain
shared awareness under time pressure. These realities explain why purely “optimal” routing or single-shot
prediction is rarely actionable; instead, what practitioners need are systems that (1) scale coverage without
increasing coordination overhead, (2) update routes while preserving justification, and (3) integrate person-
specific cues and field evidence without forcing rigid templates. Below, we translate our findings into
implications for deployable robot-fleet support.



Results Theme Key Empirical Finding (Sec.4) Implication (Sec.5) DRs
RQ)
Profile-driven  Profiles shape search plans through a combination Make the profile a living DRI, DR4,
planning of general person-type behavior patterns and indi- artifact; support evidence- DRS
(RQ1) vidualized factors (e.g., Pols/PoDs and situational backed cueing without rigid
context), while witness-reported appearance col- templates.
ors are often unreliable.
Coordination = Commanders plan and re-plan via Support fast, justifiable re- DRI, DR3,
in planning point/area/linear modes through brief-debrief planning; reduce coordina- DR6
(RQ1) cycles, synthesizing fragmented info and deploy- tion SA cost by LLM and
ing limited personnel under high SA burden. map-centric summary.
Tools/resources Agencies stitch narrow tools (GIS, SAR maps, Unify artifacts, assign- DR3, DR6
(RQ1) LPB book) with limited end-to-end support. ments, evidence, and
replanning history in one
operational surface.
Understaffing Limited manpower constrains concurrent cover- UGVs absorb repeatable DR2, DR3
(RQ1) age and increases gaps/delays. coverage/re-coverage with
low added friction.
Dynamic Rapid updates from negative results/sightings cre- Al should enable notice— DRI, DR3,
replanning ate heavy cognitive load. communicate-replan with DR6
burden explicit rationale and uncer-
(RQ1/RQ3) tainty.
Individualized Case-by-case behavior diverges from general tem- Provide flexible overrides DRI, DR4
profiles plates; planning relies on ad-hoc adjustments. and editable representations
(RQ1/RQ3) aligned with operational
logic.
Field load Fatigue and vigilance demands raise the missed- Robots as mobile sensing; DR2, DRS
(RQ1/RQ3) detection risk. Ul lead with guardrails to
avoid overload.
UGV roles & UGVs fit repeatable patrol/coverage (side- Frame as complements; pri- DR2, DR3,
limits (RQ2) walks/water edges); adoption requires low-burden oritize lightweight supervi- DR6

operation and clear boundaries.

sion and accountability.

Table 3: Crosswalk from Results to Discussion and distilled Design Requirements (DR1-DR6).

5.1 Optimized Robot Fleets as Complements

Our findings suggest that affordable UGV fleets are most valuable when positioned as a complement to
both aerial assets (when available) and human teams, not as a replacement. In everyday urban search, the
highest-leverage role for ground robots is to absorb repetitive, time-consuming coverage and re-coverage
that remains operationally necessary (e.g., predefined sweeps, re-scanning high-probability areas, and pa-
trolling linear features such as sidewalks, water edges, or trail segments). By taking on these “repeatable”
tasks, UGVs can free officers to focus on judgment-intensive work that cannot be delegated: interviewing
families, coordinating units, negotiating access, and managing community interactions.

Crucially, this complement framing clarifies what a robot fleet should optimize for coverage with low
coordination cost. Robots only reduce workload if they do not introduce new operational friction. This mo-
tivates an explicit design principle: minimize operational cost without adding burden. Affordable fleets must
be realistic for small and mid-sized agencies, which means affordability beyond purchase price including
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easy maintenance, rapid deployment, and low downtime in routine field conditions. In parallel, operation
should require no technical expertise: commanders should be able to assign tasks, adjust priorities, and
trigger re-scans through simple interactions (e.g., selecting areas/paths on a map or issuing short natural-
language commands), while the system handles low-level control, multi-robot coordination, and recovery
from common failures.

To function as practical force multipliers, UGV fleets should therefore behave as collaborative, au-
tonomous teammates rather than teleoperated devices that demand constant attention. In practice, a robots
fleet should execute assigned routes with lightweight supervision and continuously report status in a way that
fits commanders’ iterative replanning loop. When robots are low-cost, low-maintenance, and low-burden
to operate, they can scale search coverage while preserving human authority and reducing cognitive load,
which is a prerequisite for adoption in real-world urban search operations.

5.2 Optimized AI Support for Urban Search

Beyond expanding coverage with robot fleets, agencies need decision support that helps them notice, com-
municate, and re-plan under time pressure and fatigue. RQ2 and RQ3 highlight a consistent theme: pro-
fessionals are open to Al assistance, but only when it aligns with the operational logic they already use. In
practice, commanders translate profiles into interlocking planning modes—point-based (Pols/PoDs), area-
based (rings and zones), and linear-feature—based (sidewalks, creeks, water edges)—starting from the LKP
and direction of travel, then repeatedly updating priorities as negative results and new sightings arrive. In
this dynamic replanning loop, “smart” tools are most useful not when they produce a single optimal plan,
but when they support fast, justifiable updates that keep all units aligned.

Perception support. Participants emphasized that search decisions often hinge on visual and contextual
cues (recent clothing, belongings, posture, and surveillance clips), yet descriptions can be inconsistent or
ambiguous (e.g., color naming differences or incomplete reports). Al can help by structuring and surfac-
ing evidence from heterogeneous sources—robot video, fixed cameras when available, and field updates:
indexing short snippets around likely locations and linear features, enabling attribute- or appearance-based
retrieval, and highlighting candidate cues for rapid human validation. Here, computer-vision capabilities
need to be carefully scoped: while broad face-recognition raises legal and community concerns, appearance-
based retrieval and reacquisition for a specific, authorized missing-person case can provide a practical way
to re-find individuals along routes or in crowded scenes. Across these capabilities, outputs should be framed
as actionable leads rather than definitive conclusions, with lightweight controls (adjustable sensitivity, clear
dismissal options) to prevent alert fatigue and overload.

Planning support (adaptive updates with justification). Professionals described urban search as a
continuous, profile-driven replanning process rather than a one-shot optimization problem. Al assistance
can reduce coordination burden by translating new clues, negative results, and evolving hypotheses into
operationally meaningful revisions—re-ranking Pols, suggesting targeted re-scans of specific zones or linear
features, and proposing resource reallocations—while keeping the “why” explicit. Each suggested change
should clearly indicate (1) what changed, (2) what triggered the change (with links back to the underlying
evidence), and (3) what uncertainty remains, so commanders can accept, edit, or reject recommendations
while preserving shared situational awareness. To remain trustworthy, any Al-assisted routing component
should produce not only a route but also a traceable rationale tied to familiar constructs (LPB templates,
rings, Pols/PoDs, linear features, and LKP updates) and preserve an audit trail of changes. Rather than
treating the profile as static input, future systems should expose an operator-facing profile panel that is
compact, editable, and actionable, and treat profile information as a living artifact that evolves through
debriefs and evidence, driving real-time replanning and re-ranking while preserving interpretability and
accountability.
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5.3 Police-Centered Operational Interface

Our data underscores that adoption hinges on interface design that fits police workflows. Commanders
already reason in map-centric terms—rings, zones, Pols/PoDs, and linear features—but lack integrated
decision-making tools for urban search. In our focus groups, agencies described stitching together narrow
tools (e.g., SARTopo, municipal GIS, ESRI-based maps) and paper references (e.g., the Lost Person Behav-
ior book) rather than using a unified system. In this context, the goal is not simply to “add robots” or “add
AL” but to design an operational interface that brings these capabilities together and makes coordination
easier, faster, and more defensible.

First, the interface should support multi-level externalization and low-friction tasking. Incident comman-
ders need to see what has been searched, what remains, and why priorities changed, without reconstructing
state from scattered radio logs and mental notes. A single operational surface should show zones, Pols/PoDs,
linear features, assigned human teams and robots, Al-suggested updates, and replanning history, all directly
manipulable with minimal interaction. Our findings motivate two complementary interaction styles: natural
language commands (e.g., “re-scan this sidewalk segment” or “send one unit to PoD B”) and direct map
interactions (drawing or selecting routes, areas, or points). Both should be paired with one-click operations
for common actions such as re-scanning an area, covering a linear feature, or patrolling a PoD. This hybrid
approach matches how professionals already think, and allows human teams and robots to be tasked through
the same interaction grammar, with the system handling low-level scheduling and coordination.

Second, police-centered interface design must explicitly address accountability and frame perception
support as cueing and communication augmentation rather than surveillance. Urban searches must be de-
fensible, not only effective: commanders need to explain why an area was prioritized, why a route changed,
and how resources were allocated over time. A practical implication is to treat replanning as a first-class
event: every Al-supported update or robot reassignment should record what changed, which evidence trig-
gered the change, and when and by whom it was approved, making it easier to review and, if needed,
challenge decisions later. At the same time, field searchers face a dual burden of physically covering terrain
while staying alert for subtle cues and hazards, with fatigue increasing the risk of missed detections. Robots
can act as mobile perception platforms that stream video and capture keyframes, while Al components help
surface candidate cues and summarize debriefs; yet the interface must allow professionals to control when
and how these cues are surfaced—through filters, priorities, and simple acknowledgment or dismissal—to
avoid overload and preserve trust. In combination, a police-centered operational interface, optimized robot
fleets, and optimized AI support form an integrated, human-led search system rather than a collection of
disconnected tools.

5.4 Design Requirements Summary

Synthesizing across current practice and operational challenges, we distill the following design requirements
for future urban search systems that integrate multi-robot fleets, computer vision, and Al-assisted reasoning:
DR1: Real-time adaptive route planning grounded in operational logic. Systems should generate and
update routes based on LPB guidance, LKP and direction of travel, Pols/PoDs, environmental context, and
planning modes that match existing practice (point-based, area-based, and linear-feature—based). Updates
should be triggered by debriefs, negative results, and sightings, and accompanied by clear justifications
that preserve shared situational awareness (Practices: coordinated planning and replanning; Challenges:
dynamic replanning and coordination burden).

DR2: Multi-robot task assignment and autonomous execution with lightweight supervision. Systems
should enable commanders to assign robots to cover zones, patrol linear features, re-scan areas, and monitor
PoDs, while minimizing the need for continuous teleoperation. Robots should report status and completion
in ways that support the commanders’ iterative replanning loop (Practices: workforce partitioning and zone
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assignment; Challenges: understaffing and cognitive load).

DR3: Police-centered planning and control interface with low-friction tasking. The interface should
allow operators to edit routes and assignments through direct map interaction (draw/select areas, routes,
and points), and optionally through concise natural-language commands for common actions. It should
unify human-team and robot tasking into the same interaction grammar to reduce coordination overhead
(Practices: map-centric reasoning; Challenges: coordination burden).

DR4: Operator-facing profile representation as a living artifact. Systems should provide a compact,
easily editable profile panel that captures key attributes (age, condition, non-verbal status), likely mobility
patterns, time-of-day expectations, prioritized Pols, and reliable appearance evidence. The profile should
be continuously revisable as new evidence arrives, enabling case-specific planning without forcing rigid
templates (Practices: profile-driven planning; Challenges: individualized profiles).

DRS: Vision-based cueing, retrieval, and evidence management with guardrails. Systems should rec-
oncile inconsistent human-provided appearance descriptions (e.g., color ambiguity) using available imagery
(photos/surveillance/robot video), and support appearance-based retrieval and reacquisition for authorized
cases. Outputs should be framed as leads with adjustable sensitivity and clear dismissal controls to prevent
overload and preserve trust (Practices: reliance on photos/surveillance; Challenges: ambiguity and cognitive
strain).

DR6: Replanning accountability and auditability. Systems should maintain a traceable record of replan-
ning and reassignment decisions, linking changes to triggers (field updates, evidence cues) and capturing
when and by whom updates were approved. This audit trail supports defensibility and helps maintain co-
herent shared situational awareness across distributed teams (Practices: iterative briefing/debriefing; Chal-
lenges: dynamic replanning under pressure).

5.5 limitations

Our findings should be interpreted with several limitations. First, our focus groups included eight officers
across five Virginia law enforcement agencies; while participants spanned roles from detectives to incident
commanders, the sample is region- and context-specific Second, because ground robot fleets are not yet
widely deployed in routine urban search operations, we relied on focus groups to probe realistic hypothet-
ical integration scenarios rather than observing long-term in-the-wild use. Third, we did not audio-record
sessions to respect confidentiality and departmental protocols; we mitigated this through three-researcher
collaborative note-taking and immediate consolidation, but this may miss nuances compared to full tran-
scripts.

6 Conclusion

We investigated how public safety professionals conduct urban lost-person searches and how ground-robot
fleets might be integrated into these workflows. Guided by three research questions, we conducted focus
group interviews with eight police officers across five Virginia agencies to surface current practices, practical
constraints, and adoption-relevant opportunities for robot fleets. Our findings show that practitioners face
persistent understaffing, high coordination burden during dynamic replanning, difficulty operationalizing
highly individualized profiles, and substantial physical and cognitive strain in the field. In response, we iden-
tify design opportunities for scalable multi-robot support, adaptive and explainable route planning grounded
in real search logic, profile-sensitive systems that ingest contextual cues and evidence, and vision-assisted
cueing that reduces fatigue while preserving trust. We further distill actionable design requirements which
including real-time adaptive route planning, multi-robot task assignment, police-centered route control in-
terfaces, operator-facing profile panels, and vision-based detection/retrieval with appropriate guardrails that
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can guide researchers across HCI, robotics, and computer vision in developing deployable, accountable, and
human-centered urban search support systems.
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