
TABLE I: Pareto fronts computed for the second-order unicycle. For each of the three reference trajectories, we list the corner points of
the Pareto front, namely their probability of reaching the target Ptarg, the probability of collision Pcoll and the expected total energy Een

with the fraction of it consumed by the localization system Eenl. For comparison, we also list the performance guarantees of the schedule
&on and the percentage of the total and localization energy saved by Pareto-optimal schedules compared to &on. On the right, Pareto fronts
are visualized in three-dimensional space. For better readability of the images, we plot the projection of the polytopes onto two planes.

(a) Open trajectory 'op.

Ptarg Pcoll Een fraction Eenl

&on 1 0 21790.20 3486.44

Pareto points: Een and Eenl saved over &on

1 (&o↵ ) 0.8640 0 4502.19 0 79.34% 100.00%

2 1 0 5243.21 176.91 75.94% 94.93%
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(b) Narrow trajectory 'na.

Ptarg Pcoll Een fraction Eenl

&on 1 0 22476.90 3596.30

Pareto points: Een and Eenl saved over &on

1 0.8540 0 8213.72 840.07 63.46% 76.64%

2 1 0 8935.53 1013.56 60.25% 71.82%

3 0.9980 0.0020 8211.67 869.09 63.47% 75.83%

4 0.8523 0.0020 7491.30 695.95 66.67% 80.65%

5 0.9940 0.0060 7459.44 690.57 66.81% 80.80%

6 0.8250 0.0060 6734.18 516.92 70.04% 85.63%

7 0.9841 0.0159 6748.25 519.60 69.98% 85.55%

8 0.9703 0.0297 5959.24 337.93 73.49% 90.60%

9 0.8054 0.0297 5290.72 174.74 76.46% 95.14%

10 0.8306 0.0159 6018.15 346.52 73.23% 90.36%

11 0.9131 0.0869 5060.09 159.01 77.49% 95.58%

12 (&o↵ ) 0.7689 0.0869 4396.48 0.00 80.44% 100.00%
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(c) Winding trajectory 'wi.

Ptarg Pcoll Een fraction Eenl

&on 1 0 33354.40 5336.70

Pareto points: Een and Eenl saved over &on

1 0.9120 0 10596.90 837.37 68.23% 84.31%

2 0.9200 0 10634.30 811.57 68.12% 84.79%

3 1 0 11316.77 1011.48 66.07% 81.05%

4 0.9980 0.0020 10633.27 876.41 68.12% 83.58%

5 0.9102 0.0020 9914.84 702.64 70.27% 86.83%

6 0.9261 0.0020 9977.65 674.78 70.09% 87.36%

7 0.9243 0.0040 9296.83 540.38 72.13% 89.87%

8 0.9940 0.0060 9297.63 539.62 72.12% 89.89%

9 0.9006 0.0060 8560.97 363.32 74.33% 93.19%

10 0.9683 0.0317 8325.83 340.42 75.04% 93.62%

11 0.8773 0.0317 7608.22 168.68 77.19% 96.84%

12 0.9012 0.0988 7294.80 157.48 78.13% 97.05%

13 (&o↵ ) 0.8345 0.0988 6642.58 0 80.08% 100.00%

14 0.9012 0.0433 7640.69 179.72 77.09% 96.63%
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of the Pareto points). In addition, we randomly selected 10
more Pareto points and performed similar computations. All
the simulation results were within 4% of the theoretical

values. We note that these error values are expected to
decrease as the number of simulations and the number of
particles in the particle filter increase.
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