
(a) Open trajectory 'op. (b) Narrow trajectory 'na. (c) Winding trajectory 'wi.

Fig. 4: Sample trajectories under two localization schedules for each trajectory 'op, 'na, and 'na for the unicycle robot. The light, medium,
and dark blue trajectory segments indicate localization status ao↵ , astart and aboot, and aon, respectively. In the top-left images in (a)-(c),
the performance guarantees are Ptarg = 1 and Pcoll = 0, the same as &on, while saving 60% to 75% energy over &on. In the bottom-right
images, the performance guarantees are Ptarg = 0.86 and Pcoll = 0 for 'op and Ptarg = 0.97 and Pcoll = 0.03 for 'na and 'wi in return for
additional energy saving of 73% to 75%.

B. Rover Experiments

Setup: The robotic platform used in this experimental case
study is ARC Q14 planetary rover shown in Fig. 1. It is de-
signed to mimic the configuration and specification found on
rovers deployed for planetary exploration. The rover’s base is
rectangular (0.8 m by 0.9 m) and has 4 wheels and 8 motors.
It can operate in two kinematic modes: Ackermann steering
and differential drive with maximum speed of 0.5 m�s. The
robot is equipped with a Point Grey Bumblebee XB3 camera.
We use Dub4 [25] as the high accuracy localisation module,
while low accuracy measurements are obtained using Visual
Odometry [26]. The on-board computations are carried out
on MicroSVR computer. The energy consumption model of
the robot is the same as the one in Sec. VI-A taken from
[24] that previously studied this platform.

We modeled the motion of the rover as the unicycle
in Sec. VI-A with constrained velocity, turn angle, and
acceleration. We used the same DFL as above to linearize
the dynamics and employed receding horizon controller for
reachability. Kalman filter was utilized for state estimation.
The online control computations were performed in MAT-
LAB on a MacBook Pro with 2.7 GHz Intel Core i5 and 8
GB of memory, which communicated to the robot via Wi-Fi.
We estimated motion and measurement noise as N (0,�2I),
where �w = 0.1, �od = 0.1, and �lo = 0.01, and the
frequency of sensor measurements was 4 Hz. The robot’s
task was to navigate from an entrance to exit door of a
10m-by-6m meeting room cluttered with various furniture
pieces. The robot was first driven by a human to learn
the reference trajectory ' (teach phase), during which the
localization module automatically extracts waypoints of '.
The environment and these waypoints are shown in Fig. 5a.

Pareto Front: We computed the Pareto front for this
scenario by first generating the abstraction MDP and then our
multi-objective algorithm. We considered the same objectives
as in Sec.VI-A; the vertices of the Pareto front are shown
in Table II. In this case study, both &on and &o↵ are Pareto
optimal; one gives rise to the highest Ptarg and the other
results in the smallest Een. Note that it is possible to save

18%, 24%, and 32% in Een by sacrificing small percentage
(0.5%, 1%, and 5%, respectively) in Ptarg.

Robot Deployment: We deployed the robot under &on and
&3. Fig. 5b-c show the robot’s trajectories, localization status
in different shade of blue, state estimate in orange, and
belief’s variance’s projection onto 2-D in gray. The robot
itself is shown as black-edged rectangles along the trajectory.
As evident in these figures, under &on, the robot is always safe
because it is able to stay within a very close proximity of '
at all times. Under &3, the robot uses its localization only at
the very beginning and for the last two waypoints. The use
of localization at the beginning sets the robot’s trajectory
and belief on the right path. Once localization is turned off,
the uncertainty in the robot’s belief grows, but the robot is
still able to continue with the path without deviating too far
from the ' thanks to its initial localization. Once the robot is
near a point that is dangerously close to an obstacle, and '
requires sharp maneuvers, the robot turns on its localization
to reduce its uncertainty and enable itself to perform the
maneuvers. Note that, under &3, once the localization is
turned back on, on account of the increased uncertainty, the
robot is required to make a sharper turn than under &on to
be able to reach the target. The framework is aware of such
uncertainties; therefore, under &3, the performance guarantee
is reduced by 1% to save 24% in energy in comparison to
&on, resulting in an elongation of the battery life. Fig. 5c
illustrates 50 trajectories that was obtained in simulation
prior to deployment of the robot. Note that this figure shows
only the trajectory of the center of the robot; the robot’s
volume needs to be added to every point along the trajectory.

C. Robot with choices of PCs

Hardware choices in robot design affect the capabili-
ties of the robot and can result in different achievable
resource-performance trade-offs. In this example, we ana-
lyzed resource-performance trade-offs for a mobile robot
with two different mini PCs. This type of analysis can aid the
designer in choosing the best suitable hardware to achieve a
desired level of performance.
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