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Joint Incremental Inference and Belief Space Planning for Online
Operations of Autonomous systems

ABSTRACT

Real life scenarios in Autonomous Systems (AS) and Artificial Intelligence (AI) involve agent(s)
that are expected to reliably and efficiently operate online under different sources of uncertainty,
often with limited knowledge regarding the environment. These settings necessitate probabilistic
reasoning regarding high dimensional problem-specific states. Attaining such levels of autonomy in-
volves two key processes, inference and decision making under uncertainty. The former maintains
a belief regarding the high-dimensional state given available information thus far, while the latter,
also often referred to as belief space planning (BSP), is entrusted with determining the next best
action(s). However, as these problems are computationally expensive, simplifying assumptions or
process streamlining are required in order to provide with online or real-time performance. In recent
years the similarities between inference and control triggered much work, from developing unified
computational frameworks to pondering about the duality between the two. In spite of the aforemen-
tioned efforts, inference and control, as well as inference and belief space planning are still treated as
two separate processes.

We present in this work the "Joint Inference and Belief Space Planning” (JIP), a novel paradigm
that fully utilizes the similarities between probabilistic inference and BSP, thus enabling to re-use
computationally expensive calculations. Through the symbiotic relation enabled by JIP we devel-
oped new approaches for inference - Ru-Use Belief Inference (RUBI), and for decision making under
uncertainty - Incremental eXpectation BSP (iX-BSP).In RUBI we update inference with a precursory
planning stage which can be considered as a deviation from conventional Bayesian inference. Rather
than updating the belief from the previous time instant with new incoming information (e.g. mea-
surements), RUBI exploits the fact that similar calculations are already performed within planning in

order to appropriately update the belief in inference far more efficiently while preserving accuracy.



Thesis advisor: Vadim Indelman Elad I. Farhi

The iX-BSP approach exploits calculations performed as part of previous planning sessions to effi-
ciently solve a new planning session while accounting for the data that became available since then,
which is particularly important while operating in uncertain, potentially dynamically changing, envi-
ronments.

We demonstrate our novel paradigms on both simulation and real-world data considering active
visual SLAM experiments, while benchmarking it against the current top of the line. We show that our
paradigms save valuable computation time without introducing simplifying assumptions or affecting

accuracy, thus bringing these advanced capabilities more feasible for online setting.
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Notation

Description

Dt|k
AX,

Of time t while current time is k

State perturbation around linearization point

Data Association at time ¢

Jacobian matrix at time ¢

RHS vector at time ¢

Jacobian part related to all factors added at time ¢

Jacobian part related to motion factor added at time ¢

Jacobian part related to all factors added at time ¢ without the motion factor
RHS vector related to all factors added at time ¢

RHS vector related to motion factor at time ¢

RHS vector related to all factors added at time ¢ without the motion factor
Factorized Jacobian, i.e. square root information matrix

Factorized RHS vector

T
Factorized [RT ﬁk}

t—1|k?

T
Factorized [RtTﬂ‘ o F H

t
r prr|t
Factorized [dt—1|k7 bt“C ]
Factorized Jacobian at time t—1 zero padded to match factorized Jacobian at time ¢

Factorized RHS vector at time t—1 zero padded to natch factorize RHS vector at

time £
Rotation matrix for factorizing A into Ry

Rotation matrix for factorizing Aﬁk into Ry

T
Rotation matrix for factorizing [RtTﬂ‘k, ]:tﬂ into Rthk
T

. . .. T .
Rotation matrix for factorizing [Rf e HtT| k} into Ry
Factor graph (FG) at time ¢
Bayes Tree (BT) at time ¢
Data Association (DA) at time ¢t while current time is k

Consistent DA at time ¢

DA at time t from planning inconsistent with inference, indicating factors to be

removed

DA at time t from inference inconsistent with planning, indicating factors to be added




Notation Description

{f,}™  Factors at time ¢ from planning inconsistent with inference, to be removed
{f.}¢4%  Factors at time t from inference inconsistent with planning, to be added
{X}m Al states at time t, involved in {f,}" and {f, }#%
T Sub-BT of Ty composed of all cliques containing {X}{"
{X}im* All states at time t, related to the sub-BT 7,
FG"  The detached part of FG; containing {X}"*
fgt”f’d The FG fgi”” after DA update
T 4 The sub-BT eliminated from FG,” ‘
FGg tuﬁd The Factor Graph at time ¢ with all-correct DA
7;;;5 ‘ The Bayes Tree at time ¢ with all-correct DA
My Data Association at time ¢ while current time is k
b[ Xy belief at time ¢t while current time is k
b~ [Xyk]  beliefat time t — 1 propagated only with action u,_,;

Bk The entire belief tree from planning at time k

b [ Xi The root of the selected branch for re-use in planning at time ¢
By The set of all beliefs from planning time k rooted in Z[Xﬂ il

Dist The distance between b[X;;] and the corresponding posterior b[Xy;]
dist The distance between bf;_ [Xt‘ ¢ and b5~ [Xt|k+1]
data  All available calculations from current and precursory planning session

Wigir ~ 1he (sub)optimal action sequence of length L chosen in planning at time k

£ belief distance critical threshold, above it re-use has no computational advantage
Euf wildfire threshold, bellow it distance is considered close-enough for re-use without
any update

useWF  abinary flag determining whether or not the wildfire condition is considered
D(.) belief divergence / metric
D*(.)  squaredD(.)
D ;(p,q) The distance between distributions p and g according to the D ; distance

Dpa(p,q) The divergence between distributions p and q according to the data association

difference

A equals D*(b", b)) — D*(b,, b,), where bi, denotes b; propagated with motion
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Notation

Description

b* [ Xijper1]
by [Xeafir]
{05 Xl ey

b%~ [Xesin]
n,

(nx : nz)

{ri(b[Xeel, w)},
pi()
pi()
qn()
Ay

Mk

The s, sampled belief representing b[X; .+

The sampled belief b*[X,1,] propagated with the a candidate action

A set of n sampled beliefs that are first order children of b5 [Xy/] and are
representing b[Xy ]

A propagated belief from By closest to b~ [Xt+,-| k]

number of candidate actions per step

number of samples for each candidate action

0 acceptance range parameter, for considering measurements as representative
the weight corresponding to the ny, measurement sample for lookahead step i

importance sampling distribution at lookahead step i, from which z},; were
sampled

the nominal distribution at lookahead steps ¢ : i

the number of samples considered at lookahead step i

number of distributions at look ahead step i from which measurements are
being sampled

the number of measurements sampled from the my, distribution at look ahead
step i

Balance Heuristic likelihood ratio at lookahead step i corresponding to z}..*

. m’
rivate case of w;(z;:%) where m = 1
i tii

the gy, set of future measurements at time instances t : i sampled from the my,
distribution
the sampled belief representing b™#(X; ;] which consider the measurements

m,g
Lt et

the my, marginal importance sampling distribution at lookahead step i,
m € [1, M}]

j immediate rewards of lookahead step i

the marginal nominal distribution at lookahead step i

the nominal distribution at lookahead step i

the my, importance sampling distribution at lookahead step i, m € [1, M;]
the reward function a — Holder constant

the reward function a — Holder exponent

the immediate reward at lookahead step ¢, related to b*[X,]







Before I refuse to take your questions,

I have an opening statement.

Ronald Reagan

Introdu&ion

> »

FroMm Isaac AsiMoVv’s "THREE LAws OF ROBOTICS”!, FORMULATED IN OCTOBER 1941, TILL OUR
DAYS, AUTONOMOUS SYSTEMS (AS) AND ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE (Al) HAVE COME A LONG WAY.
But what is AI? or what makes AS autonomous ? These questions have many answers, stretching
across computer sciences as well as philosophy. Although the definition of AS/AI might be multiva-
lent, at their core, regardless of the specific definition you favor, any AS or Al system is required to
have two basic processes - inference and decision making. In the following we break-down those two
processes to better understand their functionality and importance, using a simple general example of

some agent tasked with completing an objective.

The inference problem refers to determining the current state of our agent, given the information
it gathered so far and possibly some additional prior knowledge over the agent or the environment.
The ability of the agent to infer its current state is crucial in its effort to accomplish the designated
objective (whatever it may be). Although the state of the agent is problem sensitive, most real-world
problems involve reasoning over high-dimensional state space, e.g. the simultaneous localization and

mapping (SLAM) problem dealing with localizing the agent within an unknown environment while

'First presented in the science fiction short story "Runaround’, published by Issac Asimov in March 1942



mapping the same environment. As the state can not always be measured directly, or without any
stochastic noise, the reasoning about the state is probabilistic rather than deterministic, i.e. we can
only infer a probability over the state of the agent denoted as belief. Solving the aforementioned belief
is a synonym to performing inference, or obtaining an estimation of the desired state.

As the inference problem is usually required to be solved sequentially throughout an agents mis-
sion, the agent can either consider each instance as a stand-alone problem and solve it from scratch
(usually referred to as the batch approach), or to incrementally updated some previous solution with
newly acquired information (surprisingly referred to as the incremental approach). Aslong as there is
shared information history between inference sessions, the incremental approach is computationally
superior as it only updates some existing solution with new information rather than solving it from
scratch. One way to incrementally solve the inference problem is the Bayesian inference approach,
in-which Bayes theorem is being used to incrementally update the last posterior belief with newly

received information, in order to obtain the new posterior belief.

In addition to the ability to infer its current state, in order to fulfill its objective our agent also
requires to decide on its next optimal action. The process of decision making under uncertainty, is
tasked with locating the next optimal action given some posterior belief over the current state of the
agent. The action optimality is in accordance with its contribution to achieve the desired objective.
As discussed in Chapter 2, decision making under uncertainty is an intractable problem, and as such
it has and still is the focus of numerous research efforts that try to decrease the computational load
by sacrificing performance.

The decision making under uncertainty problem, or more specifically the belief space planning
(BSP) approach, locates the optimal action by considering for each candidate action all possible fu-
ture interactions with the environment (i.e. measurements) given the current posterior belief. In
other words, as part of the BSP process, for each possible action, the agent considers all possible fu-
ture measurements and the corresponding future beliefs.

In the general case, each of the aforementioned future beliefs should be solved in order to provide
the prediction of the corresponding future state. In this sense, BSP can be considered as solving nu-

merous inference problems using future measurements.

While the similarities between these two fundamental processes in AI/AS are apparent even be-
fore going into their mathematical representations, and in-spite some research effort in this area (see
Chapter 2), they are still being treated as two separate processes. As part of our research we came
across a built-in inefliciency within these two key processes. The motivation and inspiration for our

research is derived from the non-artificial intelligent system we all know - the Human Brain. Although
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today, inference and decision-making are treated as two separate processes, the human brain consid-
ers them both as part of the same process. In an effort to unlock the symbiosis possibilities between
inference and decision making, we present the novel paradigm for Joint Inference and belief space
Planning or JIP. In addition to encapsulating both bayesian inference and standard BSP, JIP en-
ables new relations that save valuable computation time without sacrificing accuracy by mimicking
similar connections already available in the human brain.

Our research vision is that calculations can be re-used between inference and precursory BSP, and
within BSP from different time instances. Our key observation is that inference and BSP have a built-
ininefliciency. As part of our research we introduce two new connections to JIP, we will now explain
each connection using a simple example. Imagine you have an important business meeting scheduled
for tomorrow. You will probably spend the rest of the day, preparing yourself for the meeting, going
over all possible questions you might be asked. Tomorrow, during the meeting, if you will encounter a
question you prepared yourself for, your response would be instantaneous. In case you will encounter
a question you have not prepared yourself for, your response would take longer since you will have to
think it through. While this scenario is elementary to every human, this is not how current AS /AT will
perform. Autonomous Systems and Artificial Intelligence, as formulated today, will always think of
the answer during the meeting, even if it was previously covered during the decision-making (plan-
ning) phase. The first novel symbiotic connection we introduce to JIP allows to Re-Use previous
Belief space planning session to incrementally update Inference (denoted as RUB Inference), so
the agent can incrementally re-use the available answers rather than re-thinking the answers during
the meeting.

Now, imagine you have a followup business meeting to prepare for, as before, in order to prepare
for the meeting you will go over all possible questions you might be asked. But now, in case similar
questions already appear in your old plan, you will re-use them, either as is or by slightly updating
them. While this is again elementary for us as humans, an AS/AI would not make use of previous
planning sessions for the current plan. The second novel symbiotic connection we introduce to JIP
allows to selectively re-use previous planning sessions in order to incrementally create the current

plan (denoted as iX-BSP), so the agent can re-use old answers from previous planning sessions.

As part of our research we formulated and tested these new connections both on simulative and
real-world data, proving the advantages of the symbiotic relations enabled by JIP over the standard
top of the line in inference and BSP. It is worth stressing that these connections do not pose an ap-
proximation of the general problem, instead they simply allow to avoid repeating similar calculations

across inference and planning.
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1.1  RESEARCH OUTLINE

The thesis is organized into 23 chapters in the following manner:

Chapter 2 : surveys the relevant related work on inference and BSP as well as the research efforts on

joint inference and planning.

Chapter 3 : introduces the novel concept of joint inference and belief space planning. Starting
with the standard inference and BSP in a JIP framework, followed by the new connections for re-
using previous planning sessions for inference update (RUB Inference) and for incremental BSP
(iX-BSP).

Chapter 4 : introduces the novel concept of RUB Inference. Provides the theoretical background
required for the formulation of RUB Inference. We first formulate RUB Inference under a simpli-
tying assumption of consistent data association and test this simplified version in simulation. In the
following we relieve this simplifying assumption, and complete the formulation of RUB Inference
by formulating how to account for inconsistent data association. We test the full formulation of
RUB Inference both in simulation and real-world data. Before concluding this chapter we provide

the reader with some broader perspective of RUB Inference.

Chapter s : provides an in-depth survey of closely related research efforts. Stating the contribu-
tions of iX-BSP the theoretical background required for the formulation of iX-BSP. Defining the
iX-BSP problem and providing some insight over the common maximum likelihood assumption in
BSP.

Chapter 6 : begins with comparing two planning sessions and discuss the similarities between them
as the foundation for iX-BSP. Followed by a complete in-depth overview of iX-BSP, as well as
results comparing iX-BSP to the standard X-BSP in simulation. We also introduce a non-integral
approximation for iX-BSP denoted as the wildfire assumption, along with its full formulation, as
well as both analytical and empirical proofs of the affects wildfire holds over iX-BSP. Before con-
cluding this chapter we provide the reader with some broader perspective of iX-BSP.

Chapter 7 : presents the novel iML-BSP approach. In an effort to demonstrate how iX-BSP can
be utilized to benefit existing approximations of the standard BSP paradigm (X-BSP). We present

the formulation for iML-BSP as well as testing it both in simulation and live robot experiments.

Chapter 8 : Concluding remarks for our extensive research efforts, along with some possible future

research directions.

Chapters A - O : to improve coherence some relevant proofs and derivations are presented in these

chapters as appendix.
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1.2 RESEARCH CONTRIBUTIONS

In this section we summarize the main contributions of our research.

« We introduce JIP, a novel framework allowing to consider both inference and BSP as part of
the same process. We demonstrate how standard inference and BSP are encapsulated within
JIP, as well as two new symbiotic connections for re-using BSP for inference update and pre-

vious planning sessions .

« We introduce RUB Inference, a novel approach for saving computation time during the in-

ference stage by reusing calculations made during the precursory planning stage

« We provide four exact methods, that utilize our concept under the assumption of consistent

DA. We evaluate these four methods and compare them to the state of the art in simulation.

« We provide a paradigm for incrementally updating inconsistent DA, thereby relaxing the afore-

mentioned assumption.

« We evaluate the RUB Inference paradigm and compare it to the state of the art both in simu-
lation and on real-world data, considering the problem of autonomous navigation in unknown

environments.

« We present a novel paradigm for incremental expectation belief space planning with selective
resampling (iX-BSP). Our approach incrementally calculates the expectation over future ob-
servations by a set of samples comprising of newly sampled measurements and re-used samples

generated at different planning sessions.

« We identify the problem of iX-BSP with selective resampling as a Multiple Importance sam-

pling problem, and provide the proper formulation while considering the balance heuristic.

« We evaluate iX-BSP in simulation and provide statistical comparison to X-BSP, which cal-
culates expectation from scratch, while considering the problem of autonomous navigation in

unknown environments, across different randomized scenarios.

« We introduce the wildfire approximation into iX-BSP, which enables one to controllably

trade accuracy for performance.

« We provide an analytical proof of the affect the choice of a wildfire threshold would have over

the objective value, in the form of bounds over the objective value error.
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« We provide empirical results of using wildfire within iX-BSP, as well as the affect wildfire

holds over the objective value error.

« We support our claim, that iX-BSP can be used to improve approximations of the general
problem of X-BSP, by introducing to iX-BSP the commonly used ML approximation, and
denote it as iIML-BSP. The novel approach of iML-BSP, incrementally calculates the expec-
tation over future observations, while considering either the most likely observation or some

previously sampled observation, given from a precursory planning session.

« We evaluate iML-BSP in simulation as well as in real-world experiments and compare it to
the commonly used approximation for the X-BSP problem, ML-BSP, while considering the
problem of autonomous navigation in unknown environments and active visual-SLAM setting

with belief over high dimensional state space.
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Get your facts first,

then you can distort them as you please.

Mark Twain

Literature Survey

AUTONOMOUS SYSTEMS AND ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE RELATED PROBLEMS, CAN BE DIVIDED
INTO TWO CATEGORIES, the passive problem, usually referred to as estimation, inference or percep-
tion and the active problem, usually referred to as control, planning, decision making under uncer-

tainty, or active perception.

Since a deterministic scheme can only provide limited representation for the real life passive and
active problems (e.g. a deterministic model for real outdoor environments is not feasible), both pas-
sive and active problems often involve maintaining and reasoning about a probability density func-
tion (pdf), also known as the belief, over the state of interest conditioned on available information.
Although belief representation is more expensive computationally when compared to deterministic
models, it serves a better fit to real world scenarios. The current research effortin the field of AS and Al
is twofold: coming up with paradigms that would better fit real life scenarios and streamlining those
methods to achieve real-time performance. Our research proposal deals with both aforementioned

aspects, while inspired by Mother Nature.
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2.1  THE PASSIVE PROBLEM: INFERENCE GIVEN DATA

The inference problem, entrusted with maintaining a belief over variables of interest (e.g, robot poses)
given available information and robot actions, has been addressed by the research community ex-
tensively over the past decades. In particular, focus was given to inference over high-dimensional
state spaces, with Simultaneous Localization And Mapping (SLAM) being a representative problem,
and to computational efliciency to facilitate online operation, as required in numerous robotics sys-
tems. Over the years, the solution paradigm for the inference problem has evolved. From EKF based
methods (e.g. [12], [27]), through information form recursive (e.g. [68]) and smoothing methods
(e.g- [14],[16])), and in recent years up to incremental smoothing approaches, such as iSAM [33]
and iISAM2 [36].

The inference problem is naturally represented using graphical models such as factor graph [44]
and Bayes Tree (BT) [35]. This representation enabled more efficient paradigms as will be reviewed
later on. Figure A.1 presents the connections between those different representations that are ex-
ploited by incremental smoothing approaches such as iISAM2 [36]. The factor graph ((a) in Fig-
ure A.1) encodes a joint probability density function (pdf) for a full- SLAM problem (state is com-
posed out of poses and landmarks), or equivalently for Gaussian distributions, the original non-linear
least squares problem. On the other hand, BT represents a factorization of the joint pdf in terms of
conditionals for a given variable elimination order. For Gaussian distributions, BT efficiently repre-
sents the square root information matrix R and the RHS vector d, where each clique over a subset of
variables encodes non-zero entries in appropriate sub-blocks and entries of R and d, see illustration
in (c) and (d) in Figure A.1. When new information is received, the iSAM?2 algorithm efficiently
updates only the impacted parts in BT, an operation that corresponds to updating an existing factor-
ization rather than calculating a new one from scratch.

The incremental approach of iISAM and iISAM2, suggests updating the existing belief estimation
with new acquired measurements. While iSAM can only update linear systems incrementally and re-
quires periodic batch steps for reordering and re-linearization, iISAM2 offers a fully incremental algo-
rithm for nonlinear least-squares (NLS) problems when both variable reordering and re-linearization

are being done incrementally.

16



2.2 THEACTIVE PROBLEM: DECISION MAKING UNDER UNCERTAINTY AND BELIEF

SPACE PLANNING

Given the posterior belief from the inference stage, decision making under uncertainty and Belief
Space Planning (BSP) approaches are entrusted with providing the next optimal action sequence
given a certain objective. The aforementioned is accomplished by reasoning about belief evolution
for different candidate actions while taking into account different sources of uncertainty. The corre-
sponding problem is an instantiation of a partially observable Markov decision process (POMDP)
problem, known as PSAPCE-complete [ 55 ], hence computationally intractable for all but the small-

est problems, i.e. no more than a few dozen states [32].

The main cause for the BSP problem intractability, resides with the use of expectation in the objec-
tive function, i.e. reasoning about belief evolution along different candidate actions while considering

all possible future measurements
JU) = IZE{Z ri (biy uiy) }- (2.1)

The objective over a candidate action sequence I/, is obtained by calculating the expected value of
all possible rewards (costs) r received from following . Since the reward (cost) function is a func-
tion of the belief b and the action led to it u, in practice the objective considers all future beliefs ob-
tained from following {4, i.e. the expectation considers the joint measurement likelihood of all future
measurements z. We refer to this general problem as the full solution of BSP, denoted by X-BSP,
eXpectation based BSP.

The exponential growth of possible measurements and candidate actions, usually denoted as the
curse of history, is the key aspect targeted by a lot of research efforts. Performing inference over multi-
ple future beliefs is the key reason for the costly computation time of X-BSP. In a planning session
with a horizon of 3 steps ahead, 3 candidate actions per step and 3 samples per action, we are re-
quired to solve a staggering number of 819 beliefs. Cutting down on the computation time of each

belief would benefit the overall computation time of the planning process.

As in any computational problem, one can either streamline the solution process or change the

problem, i.e. take simplifying assumptions or approximations.

Indeed, over the years, numerous approaches have been developed that trade-off suboptimal per-
formance with reduced computational complexity of POMDP, see e.g. [28, 45, 57, 70]. While the

majority of these approaches, including [ 5, 58, 59, 73], assumed some sources of absolute information
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(GPS, known landmarks) are available or considered the environment to be known, recent research
relaxed these assumptions, accounting for the uncertainties in the mapped environment thus far as
part of the decision making process [ 29, 40] at the price of increased state dimensionality.

Other than assuming available sources of absolute information, some approaches use discretiza-
tion in order to reduce computational complexity. Sampling based approaches, e.g. [1, 5, 28, 59], dis-
cretize the state space using randomized exploration strategies to locate the belief’s optimal strategy.
Other approaches, e.g. [61], discretize the action space thus trading optimality with reduced compu-
tational load. While many sampling based approaches, including probabilistic roadmap (PRM) [39],
rapidly exploring random trees (RRT) [47], RRT* [38] and rapidly exploring random graph (RRG)
[37] assume perfect knowledge of the state (i.e. MDP framework) along with deterministic control
and known environment, efforts have been made to assuage these simplifying assumptions. These
efforts vary in the alleviated-assumptions, from the belief roadmap (BRM) [59] and the rapidly
exploring random belief trees (RRBT) [s], through, Partially Observable Monte-Carlo Planning
(POMCP) [64], Determinized Sparse Partially Observable Tree (DESPOT) [49, 76] and up to ac-
tive full SLAM in discrete [65] and continuous [29] domains accounting for uncertainties in the
environment mapped thus far as part of the decision making process (e.g. [29, 40, 65, 72]) at the
price of increased state dimensionality.

While all the aforementioned research efforts tackle the curse of history through providing various
approximations to the X-BSP problem, a common denominator for some of them is the Maximum
Likelihood (ML) assumption [ 58], which allows to prune X-BSP by considering only the maximum
likelihood measurements rather than all possible ones. We denote the use of ML in BSP as ML-BSP.

Other aspects of BSP have also been addressed in recent years, one of which is informative plan-
ning. Informative planning is the problem of choosing an action sequence that maximizes the sen-
sor information obtained about an underlying field of interest, e.g. [4]. The aforementioned field
of interest could be anything from minimizing the estimation uncertainty [28], through refining the
environment model [51] and up to streamlining perception measurements’ quality [8].

Another aspect that has been addressed in the context of decision making under uncertainty is un-
known environments. Since creating or obtaining an accurate probability distribution of an unknown
environment is unfeasible, research efforts has been made in order to overcome this difficulty, while
the majority of them turn to Reinforcement Learning (RL) or for the POMDDP case, Bayesian Rein-
forcement Learning (BRL) [22].

For example, [61] offers high speed navigation POMDP planner based on Machine Learning in
order to categorize obstacles beyond the known regions of the map. Using the movement history
as a training set along with an offline calculated database of discretized possible actions for different

velocities, [61] predicts collision probabilities in uncharted territories of the environment online.
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Recentresearch hasbeen trying to streamline the planning paradigm itself, in parallel to simplifying
assumptions in order to save computation time. An example for such workis given by [ 2, 3], which are
extensions of [ 1], offering feedback-based information roadmap or FIRM, a multi-query approach
for planning under uncertainty, which is a belief space variant of probabilistic roadmap methods.
FIRM offers to streamline inefficiencies in the form of similar repeating calculations, found in Model
Predictive Control (MPC) paradigm, by performing some of the calculations offline and utilizing
them in the expense of accuracy and optimal performance. Under the assumption of a known en-
vironment (i.e. not high dimensional state POMDP), FIRM samples the belief space offline using
PRM, when each node is a belief. The covariance of each belief is defined by considering only few of
the possible paths to this node, thus trading-off the dependency over history with accuracy. These
sampled beliefs are represented in a graph while the costs associated with each are independent from
one another. The purpose of FIRM is to use those offline pre-calculated solutions of sampled beliefs
during planning. It does so by forcing the current belief to reach a sampled belief at the end of each
horizon. In addition to sacrificing accuracy, this paradigm dismisses Data Association (DA) aspects
as measurement noise and is not applicable for a Multi Robot (MR).

Another example for such work is [ 7], which offers to reduce computational complexity by elim-
inating redundant computations between similar candidate action sequences from the same horizon.
Using a BT representation along with iSAM?2 efficient update methodologies, belief evolution along

candidate actions is being done incrementally thus saving valuable computation time.

A crucial component in both inference and BSP is data association (DA), i.e. associating between
sensor observations and the corresponding landmarks. Incorrect DA in inference or BSP can lead
to catastrophic failures, due to wrong estimation in inference or incorrect belief propagation within
BSP that would result in incorrect, and potentially unsafe, actions. Recent research thus focused on
developing approaches that are robust to incorrect DA, considering both passive [6, 30, 54, 66] and

active perception [56].
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2.3 A UNIFIED PERSPECTIVE FOR ACTIVE AND PASSIVE PROBLEMS

Regardless of the decision making approach being used, in order to determine the next (sub)optimal
actions the current belief is propagated using various action sequences. The propagated beliefs are
then solved in order to provide an objective function value, thus enabling to determine the (sub)
optimal actions. Solving a propagated belief is equivalent to performing inference over the belief,
hence solving multiple inference problems is inevitable when trying to determine the (sub) optimal
actions.

Obvious similarities between inference and decision making, triggered much work in recent years.
For example, Kobilarov et al. [41] and Ta et al. [67] developed Differential Dynamic Programming
(DDP) and Factor Graph (FG) based unified computational frameworks, respectively, for inference
and decision making. Toussaint and Storkey [71] provided an approximate solution to the Markov
Decision Process (MDP) problem using inference optimization methods, and Todorov [69] inves-
tigated the duality between optimal control and inference for the MDP case. Both Toussaint and
Storkey [71] and Todorov [69] refer to the MDP case, rather than the more general case where the
state is partially observable and thus has to be inferred probabilistically within a POMDP framework.
Interestingly, be the decision making approach as it may; it has to solve numerous inference problems
in order to determine the (sub)optimal actions. However, despite the aforementioned research ef-

forts, inference and BSP are still handled as two separate processes.

Our work revolves around finding a unified paradigm for both inference and decision making un-
der uncertainty within a POMDP framework while considering unknown environment. We believe
this unified framework would help streamline both inference and BSP as we would show in the fol-
lowing chapters.

Thriving for a unified paradigm for both inference and decision making can get validation when
considering theideal AS/ Al provided by Mother Nature - the Human Brain. Making use of biological
models, even from brain sciences, is not an uncharted territory in AS and Al e.g. [53] made use of
rodent hippocampus model in order to create RatSLAM, a passive vision-only SLAM paradigm.

Interestingly enough, inference and decision making under uncertainty in the human brain are
tightly entwined, hence it provides motivation to pursue an equivalent paradigm for AS and Al For
example, as discussed in [60, 62, 63], simulating possible future events in the human brain is done
by the same mechanism used to remember the past. Both regions of the Medial Temporal Lobe
(MTL), i.e. the hippocampus and the parahippocampal cortex, are engaged when individuals build
simulations of events located in the future, past or present. Moreover, amnesia patients have shown

symmetry between their ability to recall past events and compose future events, i.e. severely amnesic
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patients who couldn’t remember any specific episodes from their past couldn’t envision any specific
episodes in their future, although having no physical damage to their MTL. These findings validate
our research ideas and provide us with a conceptual foundation that a joint inference and planning

approach would prove to be more efficient.
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The distinction between past, present and future

is only a stubbornly persistent illusion.

Albert Einstein

Introducing JIP

IN THIS CHAPTER WE PRESENT THE JOINT INFERENCE AND BELIEF SPACE PLANNING APPROACH,
or JIP. We start by describing the standard inference and BSP under JIP (Section 3.1), and con-
tinue with presenting two paradigms that unlock the potential of JIP: RUB Inference (Section 3.2)
allowing for efficient inference update through the re-use of BSP calculations , and iX-BSP (Sec-
tion 3.3) allowing to perform BSP through incrementally updating previous planning sessions. Here
we shortly introduce the main concept of RUB Inference and iX-BSP, but in the following chap-

ters we dive-into each of which and provide a thorough formalization analysis and validation.

3.1 JIP-JOINT INFERENCE AND BELIEF SPACE PLANNING

The Joint Inference and belief space Planning (JIP) approach, considers both inference and decision
making under uncertainty as part of a single process. In this section we describe how both inference
and BSP can be considered as part of the same process.

Figure 3.1.1 provides an abstract 3D-graph visualization of JIP. Each node in the graph denotes ei-
ther a posterior (blue sphere) or predicted (silver sphere) belief, and each edge denotes the action and
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Figlll‘e 3.1.1: Abstract 3D visualization of JIP, addressing both inference and belief space planning under a single process. Nodes
represent posterior and future beliefs denoted by blue and silver respectively. Edges represent actions and corresponding measurements,
either candidate actions with sampled measurements in white or executed actions and actual measurements in light blue. To avoid clutter
only few candidate action sequences are presented for each belief, and for each action sequence only a single belief instantiation. In (a),

a single posterior belief (blue) with s candidate action sequences branching out of it, each with appropriate future beliefs (silver). After
executing the action selected in (a) (denoted as watermark in (b)), the obtained measurements are used to calculate the new posterior
belief as illustrated in (b). (c) considers 4 candidate action sequences for the new posterior belief. (d) Illustrating a plan-act-infer system
with two more executed steps.

measurement that led to it. We will now explain how Figure 3.1.1d represents a plan-act-infer frame-
work using Figures 3.1.1a-3.1.1c. Consider the single blue node in Figure 3.1.1a, as representing prob-
ability distribution over the current joint state (i.e. belief). Under a plan-act-infer framework we will
need to plan for the next optimal action sequence. We examine several candidate action sequences,
by sampling measurements and propagating beliefs along each of which. Those future beliefs along
candidate action sequences are denoted respectively by silver nodes and white edges branching out
of our blue node. The length of each tentacle, i.e. the number of silver nodes, denote the planning
horizon of the appropriate candidate action sequence. For each candidate action sequence we can

calculate a reward (cost) value, thus eventually choosing the best candidate action as the one with
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the maximum reward value. We then execute this action and receive measurements (both denoted
by the light-blue edge in Figure 3.1.1b), and calculate the next posterior belief; i.e. the newly added
blue node. The chosen candidate action sequence is denoted by a watermark in Figure 3.1.1b. Given
the newly calculated posterior belief, Figure 3.1.1¢ considers candidate action sequences and propa-
gate future beliefs. We are now in position to understand Figure 3.1.1d, illustrating inference and BSP
over a single graph. In order to avoid clutter only few candidate action sequences are considered for
each planning session (i.e. the degree of each node), for each candidate action only a single predicted

beliefis considered, and all selected action sequences (e.g. watermarks in Figures 3.1.1b-3.1.1¢) were
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Figure 3.1.2: Afractional 2D visualization of JIP, a novel approach to address both inference and belief space planning under a single
process. Here, b[Xk+1\k] stands for the belief of the joint state in time instance k + 1 while current time is k and each row stands for a
different planning horizon. The relations between different beliefs in the graph are denoted by different arrows. (a) Inference; (b) Planning
step.

As Figure 3.1.1d might be too abstract to convey how inference and BSP are incapsulated within
JIP, we provide its atrophied 2D visualization in Figure 3.1.2. Each node in Figure 3.1.2 represents
a belief, i.e. b[Xi,x| denotes the joint belief of state X at a future time instant k + 1 given that the
current time is k. Adding the subscript [, denoting current time k, allows us to consider past present
and future related parameters using the same unified notation. The right facing arrows i.e. (a) in
Figure 3.1.2 denote inference at sequential time instances, corresponding to the light-blue edges in
Figure 3.1.1d. From each node there is a possible planning action distinguished by different possible
controls. The optimal planning action is denoted as a diagonal arrow in the 2D representation i.e. (b)
in Figure 3.1.2, corresponding to the watermarks in Figures 3.1.1b-3.1.1c. Each row in Figure 3.1.2
represents a different planning horizon step. While the first row denotes inference (corresponding
to the blue nodes in Figure 3.1.1d), each of the others denote future beliefs (corresponding to the

silver nodes in Figure 3.1.1d). Each column in Figure 3.1.2 contains beliefs which reason about the
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same time instance, but the deeper we go down the column, the older the information this reasoning
is based upon. For example, b[Xk+1\ ks b[Xk+1\ ¢| and b[Xk+1|k—1] all denote the joint belief of state X
at time instant k+1 but for different current time instances.

Although Figure 3.1.2 visualize only a fraction of JIP as presented in Figure 3.1.1d, it is adequate
for demonstrating some of the re-use potential enabled through JIP, as will be discussed in the fol-

lowing sections.

3.2 RUB Inference- RE-USE BELIEF SPACE PLANNING FOR INFERENCE UPDATE

In this section we present a paradigm which utilizes JIP in an effort to improve inference update.
Introducing one of our main contributions, Re-Use Belief space planning for Inference update, de-

noted as RUB Inference. Instead of updating the last posterior belief with current information,
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Figure 3.2.1: A fractional 2D visualization of JIP, a novel approach to address both inference and belief space planning under a single
process. Here, b[Xk+1\k] stands for the belief of the joint state in time instance k + 1 while current time is k and each row stands for a
different planning horizon. The relations between different beliefs in the graph are denoted by different arrows. (a) Inference; (b) Planning
step; (c) Updating Inference with precursory planning (Chapter 4).

under RUB Inference we update some previously calculated belief, given from a previous planning
session. The advantage of not necessarily using the last posterior for inference update is that there
might be some belief, available from previous planning session, that would require less information
to update. To better understand how RUB Inference fits within a plan-act-infer framework we pro-
vide a high-level walkthrough using Figure 3.2.1. Let us assume we are at current time k, we perform
BSP given the currently available posterior belief b[Xj;] in an effort to find the optimal planning con-
trol, denoted by the diagonal arrows in Figure 3.2.1 or watermarks in Figures 3.1.1b-3.1.1c.

After executing the optimal action and receiving new measurements, under standard bayesian in-

ference update the posterior b[Xyx| should be updated with the aforementioned in order to obtain
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the new posterior b[Xj.1,j1.]. Inference update under the standard Bayesian inference is denoted by
the right facing arrows in Figure 3.2.1, equivalent to the light-blue edges in Figure 3.1.1. One of our
key observations is that there might be an available belief closer to the desired b[Xj, (4. ] than b[Xy],
and so updating it instead of b[Xjj] will result with the same posterior belief b[X., 4] but with a
potentially reduced computational load. Although RUB Inference might be considered as a devi-
ation from the standard Bayesian inference, it is not an approximation. The reduced computational
effort is originated from needing to update less information in order to obtain the desired posterior
belief.

The upward facing arrows in Figure 3.2.1, illustrate RUB Inference when considering one of the
previously calculated beliefs b[X;, ] from planning at time k, that considers the optimal action, as
the closest to the desired b[XkJrl‘ k-

By closest we mean

b[Xitik] = argminD(b, b[Xit1jkt]) (3.1)
beB

where 3 denotes the set of all previously calculated available beliefs, and ID is some belief distance.
It is worth stressing that the set I3 of candidate beliefs for re-use need not be necessarily from the
precursory planning session or to contain only beliefs with the same action sequence as b[Xi,[c4-
In Chapter 4 we formalize RUB Inference as well as putting it to the test using both simulative
and real-world data assuming a visual SLAM navigation problem in an unknown environment and

high-dimensional state space.

3.3 iX-BSP-INCREMENTAL EXPECTATION BSP

In this section we present a paradigm which utilizes JIP in an effort to improve the planning pro-
cess. Introducing another one of our main contributions, Incremental eXpectation BSP, denoted as
iX-BSP. Considering the full un-approximated problem we denoted as X-BSP, we selectively re-
use beliefs, previously calculated in precursory planning sessions, in order to incrementally create the
current planning tree. As belief propagation is computationally expensive, we can save valuable com-
putation time by incrementally updating previously calculated beliefs with relevant information. It is
worth stressing that iX-BSP is not an approximation to X-BSP, and bares no integral assumptions
other than access to previous planning sessions.

To better understand how iX-BSP fits within a plan-act-infer framework we provide a high-level
walkthrough using Figure 3.3.1. Let us assume we are at current time k, we perform BSP given the

currently available posterior belief b[Xj;] in an effort to find the optimal planning control, denoted
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Figure 3.3.1: Afractional 2D visualization of JIP, a novel approach to address both inference and belief space planning under a single

process. Here b [Xk+1| ¢] stands for the belief of the joint state in time instance k+1 while current time is k and each row stands for a different
planning horizon. The relations between different beliefs in the graph are denoted by different arrows. (a) Inference; (b) Planning step; (c)
Updating Inference with precursory planning (Chapter 4); (d) Update planning with precursory planning (Chapters 5-6).

by the diagonal arrows in Figure 3.3.1 or watermarks in Figures 3.1.1b-3.1.1c. Under X-BSP, we
calculate the reward of each candidate action sequence by considering the cumulative rewards along
the action sequence. For the general case of belief based reward, this will require propagating and
solving beliefs along the planning horizon. This propagation is represented by the diagonal arrows in

Figure 3.3.1 or the white edges connected to the blue nodes in Figure 3.1.1.

The upward facing arrows denoted by (d) in Figure 3.3.1, illustrates iX-BSP under JIP. By adding
the upward facing arrows denoted by (d) in Figure 3.3.1, we can now generalize The upward facing
arrows in Figure 3.3.1 denote updating some future belief, i.e. belief from horizon larger than zero,
with new information, e.g. new measurement values and data association (DA). When updating fu-
ture beliefwe actually update the current time this beliefis based upon, e.g. when updating b[ X, —,]
with information from time step k, denoted in Figure 3.3.1 by (d), we obtain b[Xj.,x]. Updating be-
lief from horizon of one is equivalent to the inference update stage, e.g. through (c) in Figure 3.3.1
b[XHI‘ 1| is updated to b[Xk+I|k+1].

And so, instead of propagating future beliefs along the diagonal line of Figure 3.3.1 for each candi-
date action sequence, we incrementally update beliefs from previous planning sessions with current
information. In-spite of the way it is illustrated in Figure 3.3.1, the beliefs chosen for update do not
necessarily need to be from precursory optimal action sequences or referring to the same future time
step. Potentially, any previously calculated belief can be incrementally updated, assuming it is close

enough to current information so the update is worth while.

In Chapters 5-6 we formalize iX-BSP as well as putting it to the test assuming a visual SLAM navi-

gation problem in an unknown environment and high-dimensional state space. As iX-BSP is equiv-
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alent to the un-approximated X-BSP problem, in Chapter 7 we demonstrate how it can be utilized

also over approximations of X-BSP. Considering the common maximum likelihood (ML) approx-

imation of X-BSP denoted as ML-BSP, we utilize the iX-BSP paradigm and provide iML-BSP.
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Common sense is actually nothing more than
a deposit of prejudices laid down in the mind
prior to the age of eighteen.

Albert Einstein

RUBI

THROUGH THE SYMBIOTIC RELATION ENABLED BY CONSIDERING THE JOINT INFERENCE AND BSP
PROBLEMS WE MAKE THE FOLLOWING KEY RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS: INFERENCE CAN BE EFFICIENTLY
UPDATED USING A PRECURSORY PLANNING STAGE. In this chapter we investigate this novel concept
for inference update using BSP, considering operation in uncertain or unknown environments and
compare it against the current state of the art in both simulated and real-life environments. This chap-
ter is organized as follows. Section 4.1 introduces the concept of RUB Inference and reviews the
contributions of this chapter. Section 4.2 reviews current formulation of a plan-act-infer system, fo-
cusing on inference update. Section 4.4 presents RUB Inference under the simplifying assumption
of consistent data association. Section 4.5 presents a thorough analysis of the aforementioned and a
comparison to related work. Section 4.6 relieves the simplifying assumption of consistent DA and
presents RUB Inference while accounting for inconsistent DA. Section 4.7 presents a thorough
analysis of RUB Inference and a comparison to related work both on simulation and real-world
data. Section 4.8 discusses a broader perspective of RUB Inference. Section 4.9 captivates the con-
clusions of this chapter along with possible extensions and usage. To improve coherence, several

aspects are covered in appendices.
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Figure 4.1.1: High level algorithm for joint inference and BSP presented in a block diagram: (a) presents a standard plan-act-infer
framework with Bayesian inference and BSP treated as separate processes; (b) presents our novel approach for inference update using
precursory planning. Instead of updating the belief from precursory inference with new information we propose to update the belief from
a precursory planning phase. Since the only difference between () and (b) manifests in computation time within the inference block, it is
timed for comparison.

4.1 INTRODUCTION

Updating inference with a precursory planning stage can be considered as a deviation from conven-
tional Bayesian inference. Rather than updating the belief from the previous time instant with new
incoming information (e.g. measurements), we propose to exploit the fact that similar calculations
have already been performed within planning, in order to appropriately update the belief in inference
more efficiently. We denote this novel approach by Re-Use BSP for inference, or RUB Inference in
short.

The standard plan-act-infer framework of a typical autonomous system with conventional Bayesian
approach for inference update is presented in Figure 4.1.1a. First, BSP determines the next best ac-
tion(s) given the posterior belief at current time; the robot performs this action(s); information is
gathered and the former belief from the precursory inference is updated with new information (sen-
sor measurements); the new posterior belief is then transferred back to the planning block in order
to propagate it into future beliefs and provide again with the next action(s).

Our proposed concept, RUB Inference, is presented in Figure 4.1.1b. RUB Inference differs
from the conventional Bayesian inference in two aspects: The output of the BSP process and the
procedure of inference update. As opposed to standard Bayesian inference, in RUB Inference, BSP

output includes the next action(s) as well as the corresponding propagated future beliefs, no other
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Figure 4.1.2: Tlustration for inconsistent DA between planning and succeeding inference: (a) at time k, our robot (i.e. the black jeep)
plans three steps into the future. For the future step k + 1it predicts measurements from three landmarks (tree, traffic-light and taxi). (b)
After executing the first action our robot obtained three measurements from the environment. Two of them (i.e. tree and traffic-light)
match the predicted DA from precursory planning session, while the third is associated to a new landmark (i.e. the couple that came out of
the taxi).

changes are required in BSP in order to facilitate RUB Inference. These beliefs are used to update in-
ference while potentially taking care of data association aspects, rather than using the belief from pre-
cursory inference as conventionally done under Bayesian inference. As can be seen in Figure 4.1.1b,
the inference block contains data association (DA) update before the actual inference update. There
are a lot of elements that can cause the DA in planning to be partially different than the DA estab-
lished in the successive inference, e.g. estimation errors, disturbances, and dynamic or un-modeled
unseen environments.

We start investigating this novel concept under a simplifying assumption that the DA considered
in planning is consistent to that acquired during the succeeding inference, e.g. we predicted an as-
sociation to a specific previously mapped landmark and later indeed observed that landmark. Since
data association only relates to connections between variables and not to the measurement value, we
are left with replacing the (potentially) incorrect measurement values, used within planning, with the
actual values. Under this assumption, we provide four exact methods to efficiently update inference
using the belief calculated by the precursory planning phase. As will be seen, these methods provide
the same estimation accuracy as the conventional Bayesian inference approach, with a significantly
shorter computation time.

We later relax the simplifying assumption mentioned above, and show inference can be efficiently
updated using the precursory planning stage even when the DA considered in the two processes is
partially different. Figure 4.1.2 illustrates such a case of inconsistent DA using a simple navigation

problem. At time k our automated car (denoted by a black jeep), performs planning with a horizon
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of three steps. Figure 4.1.2a presents the chosen candidate action sequence along with the predicted
measurements for future time k+1. Our automated car predicts that at future time k+1it would obtain
measurements from the tree, the traffic-light and the taxi from the opposite lane. In addition to asso-
ciation, these predicted measurements also have values (e.g. pixels, distance) which depend on the
state estimation (of both robot position and landmarks). Under an MPC framework, Figure 4.1.2b
presents the succeeding inference for current time k + 1, in which our automated car advanced a bit
more than planned, and indeed obtained three measurements. Two of these measurements are to
the tree and the traffic-light (i.e. with consistent DA), while the third is to the couple that left the
taxi (i.e. inconsistent DA). In such a case, merely updating the measurement values will not resolve
the difference between the aforementioned DAs; instead the DA should be updated to match the
acquired data, before updating the measurement values. We provide a novel paradigm to update in-
consistent DA, leveraging iSAM?2 graphical model based methodologies, thus setting the conditions
for complete inference update via BSP regardless of DA consistency.

To summarize, our contributions in this chapter are as follows: (a) We introduce RUB Inference,
anovel approach for saving computation time during the inference stage by reusing calculations made
during the precursory planning stage; (b) We provide four exact methods, that utilize our concept
under the assumption of consistent DA. We evaluate these four methods and compare them to the
state of the art in simulation. (c) We provide a paradigm for incrementally updating inconsistent
DA, thereby relaxing the afore-mentioned assumption; (d) We evaluate our complete paradigm and
compare it to the state of the art both in simulation and on real-world data, considering the problem

of autonomous navigation in unknown environments.

4.2 INFERENCE & BSP TopAYy

In this work, we consider the joint inference and belief space planning problem in a model predic-
tive control (MPC) setting, i.e. BSP is performed after each inference phase. This problem can be
roughly divided into two successive and recursive stages, namely inference and planning. The former
performs inference given all information up to current time, updating the belief over the state with
incoming information (e.g. sensor measurements). The latter produces the next control action(s),
given the belief from the former inference stage and a user defined objective function.

Let x; denote the robot’s state at time instant t and £ represent the world state if the latter is uncer-
tain or unknown. For example, for SLAM problem, it could represent objects or 3D landmarks. The

joint state, up to time k, is defined as
Xi = {%0, .oy i, L} € R". (4.1)
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We shall be using the notation t|k to refer to some time instant ¢ while considering information up
to time k; as will be shown in the sequel, this notation will allow to refer to sequential inference and

planning phases in a unified manner.

Let zy; and uy denote, respectively, the measurements and the applied control action at time ,
while the current time is k. For example, zi, | represents measurements from a future time instant
k +1while z;_, |, represents measurements from a past time instant k — 1, with the present time being

k in both cases. Representing the measurements and controls up to time t, given current time k, as

Zi:tk = {Z1|k7 --'7Zt|k} y Uoit—1|k = {uo\ka ERRS) ut71|k}a (4-2)

the posterior probability density function (pdf) over the joint state, denoted as the belief, is given by
b[Xt|k] = P(Xt|zlit|k7 uo:t71|k)- (43)

For t = k, Eq. (4.3) represents the posterior at current time k, while for ¢ > k it represents planning
stage posterior for a specific sequence of future actions and observations. Using Bayes rule, Eq. (4.3)

can be rewritten as

t
P<Xt‘zllf“(7 uo:t—l\k) X IPJ(xo) : H IPJ(:’Ci|xi—17 ui—l\k) H P(zhk’xi» Z]) ) (44)

=1 JEMk

where IP(X,) is the prior on the initial joint state, P’(x;|x;_,, #;_,x) and ]P’(zi|k|xi, ;) denote, respec-
tively, the motion and measurement likelihood models. The set M|, contains all landmark indices
observed at time i, i.e. it denotes data association (DA). The measurement of some landmark j at time
iis denoted byzi| ¢ € zijk- Under graphical representation of the belief, the conditional probabilities of
the motion and observation models as well as the prior, can be denoted as factors (see Appendix-B).

Eq. (4.4) can also be represented by a multiplication of these factors

t
]P(Xt|z1:t|ka uo:t71|k) X H{f;}dk ) (45)

where {f; }, represents all factors added at time i while current time is k. The motion and measure-

ment models are conventionally modeled with additive zero-mean Gaussian noise

Xity — f(xiu ui) + L ) w; ~ N<07 zw) (46)
Z]l: - h(xia Z) + Vi ) vy ~ N(Oa Zv)v (4'7)
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where fand h are known possibly non-linear functions, ¥, and X, are the process and measurement

noise covariance matrices respectively.

4.2.1 INFERENCE

For the inference problem, t < k, i.e time instances that are equal or smaller than current time. The

maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimate of the joint state X, for time t = k is given by

Xlt\k = arngax b[Xk|k] = arngax P(Xk\zlzk‘k, uozk_1|k). (4.8)
k k

For the Gaussian case, the MAP solution produces the first two moments of the belief through solv-
ing a Non-linear Least Squares (NLS) problem, as will be shown later on. The MAP estimate from
Eq. (4.8) is referred to as the inference solution in which, all controls and observations until time in-

stant k are known.

4.2.2 PLANNING IN THE BELIEF SPACE

As mentioned, the purpose of planning is to determine the next optimal action(s). Finite horizon

belief space planning for L look ahead steps involves inference over the beliefs

b[Xiri] = P(Xet| Zurrips thokpimae) > 1€ [k+1,k+ L] (4.9)

where we use the same notation as in Eq. (4.3) to denote the current time is k. The belief (4.9) can

be written recursively as a function of the belief b[X ] from the inference phase as

k1
b[Xiri] = b[ X - H IP (o6 i, thiafi) H P(Zi|k’xi,l;) ; (4.10)
i=k+1 €M

for the considered action sequence uj.i4—, at planning time k, and observations zi .t that are
expected to be obtained upon execution of these actions. The set M, denotes landmark indices
that are expected to be observed at a future time instant i. It is worth stressing that the future belief
(4.10) is determined by a specific realization of unknown future observations zj,.x4, as stated in
the belief definition in (4.9). Since terms for future belief of the form (X} ,|z.. k1)K York-H1—1] ¢) will be
used frequently in this paper in order not to burden the reader we use the more compact form b[Xj].
Wheneveri > k the reader should consider the belief b[X;| as a function of a specific realization of

future observations.
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One can now define a general objective function

k+L
](uk:k—i-L—l\k) = E Z Ci (b[Xl\k]u ui—1|k) ) (4'1 1)
Zhet1:k+L|k ikt

with immediate costs (or rewards) ¢; and where the expectation considers all the possible realizations
of the future observations z ;.11 . Conceptually, one could also reason whether these observations
will actually be obtained, e.g. by considering also different realizations of M ;. Note that for Gaussian
distributions considered herein and information-theoretic costs (e.g. entropy), it can be shown that
the expectation operator can be omitted under maximum-likelihood observations assumption [29],
while another alternative is to simulate future observations via sampling, e.g. [18, Section II-B], if

such a simulator is available. The optimal open-loop control can now be defined as

s r ok = g MUN J (Ui r1)- (4.12)

Upeskt-L—1|k
Evaluating the objective function (4.11) for a candidate action sequence involves calculating belief
evolution for the latter, i.e. solving the inference problem for each candidate action using predicted
future associations and measurements. Note that since we consider an MPC framework, the optimal

control is affectively not an open-loop control, since it is being recalculated at each single action step.

4.3 UTILIZING INFERENCE AND BSP SIMILARITIES

Calculating the next optimal action uak € ug, Lk within BSP necessarily involves inference over
the beliefb [Xk+1| 1| conditioned on the same action ua .- Aswe discuss in the sequel, this belief b [Xk+1| i)
can be different than b[X,c+.] (the posterior at current time k + 1) due to partially inconsistent
data association and difference between measurement values considered in planning and those ob-
tained in practice in inference. Our approach for RUB Inference, takes care of both of these aspects,

thereby enabling to obtain b[Xk_H‘ k1) from b[Xk+1\ i

In the following, we analyze the similarities between inference and BSP and use them to formulate
RUB Inference. It is worth stressing that the only thing needed to be changed in any BSP algorithm
in order to support our paradigm for RUB Inference, is just adding more information to its output.
More specifically, outputting not only the (sub)optimal action Uy but also the corresponding future

belief b[Xk+1\ i] (e.g. the difference between Figures 4.1.1a and 4.1.1b).
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4.3.1 LOOKING INTO INFERENCE

To better understand the similarities between inference and precursory planning, let us break down
the inference solution to its components. Introducing Eqgs. (4.4-4.7) into Eq. (4.8) and taking the

negative logarithm yields the following non-linear least squares problem (NLS)

k
s, Z [Joe; —floxis, “i—llk)HEW"‘Z 12— (i, 1) |

i=1 jEMilk

X = argmin [|x; — ;] e (413)
X

where ||a||2 = a’='a is the squared Mahalanobis norm.

Linearizing each of the terms in Eq. (4.13) and performing standard algebraic manipulations (see

Appendix B for derivation) yields

AX}, = argmin [|AgpAXe — by, (4.14)

AX;

where Ay € R™" is the Jacobian matrix and by, € R™ is the right hand side (RHS) vector. Ina

more elaborated representation

1

2 o
Ak|k = -E:k“c ) bk|k = bﬁ‘k ) (4"15)
Hl:k“( b;}i‘k

where F i, Hokio bfk‘ . and b?i‘ r (see Appendix A) denote the Jacobian matrices and RHS vectors
of all motion and observation terms accordingly, for time instances 1 : k when the current time is k.

These Jacobians, along with the corresponding RHS can be referred to by

‘EZ 7 I;]:
Al:k\k = [ k|k] ) b1:k\k = [U;fk] ) (416)

Hokk 1:k|k

While there are a few methods to solve Eq. (4.14), we choose QR factorization as presented, e.g., in
[33]. The QR factorization of the Jacobian matrix Ay is given by the orthonormal rotation matrix

Qxjx and the upper triangular matrix Ry

Ak = QueRygr- (4.17)
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Eq. (4.17) is introduced into Eq. (4.14), thus producing
Ry AXy = diyr, (4.18)

where Ry is un upper triangular matrix and dy is the corresponding RHS vector, given by the orig-

inal RHS vector and the orthonormal rotation matrix Qg

ik = Qb (4.19)

We can now solve Eq. (4.18) for AX; via back substitution, update the linearization point, and repeat
the process until convergence. Eq. (4.18) can also be presented using a Bayes tree (BT) [34]. ABT is
a graphical representation of a factorized Jacobian matrix (the square root information matrix) R and
the corresponding RHS vector d, in the form of a directed tree. More on the formulation of inference
using graphical models can be found in Appendix B. One can substantially reduce running time by
exploiting sparsity and updating the QR factorization from the previous step with new information

instead of calculating a factorization from scratch, see e.g. iSAM2 algorithm [36].

Given the inference solution, the belief b[Xj | can be approximated by the Gaussian
b[Xie] = P(Xe|zepes ok ae) = N (X, Ak_‘i), (4.20)
while the information matrix is given by

A = AijkAuk = Riijk\k, (4.21)

and the factorized Jacobian matrix Ry along with the corresponding RHS vector dy; can be used
to update the linearization point and to recover the MAP estimate. In other words, the factorized
Jacobian matrix Ry; and the corresponding RHS vector dy; are sufficient for performing a single

iteration within Gaussian belief inference.

4.3.2 LOOKING INTO PLANNING

An interesting insight, that will be exploited in the sequel, is that the underlying equations of BSP are
similar to those seen in Section 4.3.1. In particular, evaluating the belief at the Lth look ahead step,

b [Xk+L|k] , involves MAP inference over a certain action sequence t.1 ;| and future measurements
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Zk4:kt-1|k, Which in turn, as in Section 4.3.1, can be described as an NLS problem

k4L
Xispe = argmin || X — XakHZk—l; + Z [Joe; — flais, “i—l\k)Hizj‘Z 12 — B, DI, | (422)
X1 i=k+1 jeMilk

For i > k, the set M, contains predicted associations for future time instant i; hence, we can claim
that Vi > kit is possible that M, # M. In other words, it is possible that associations from
the planning stage, M, x, would be partially different than the associations from the correspond-
ing inference stage M, iy, Moreover, the likelihood for inconsistent DA between planning and
the corresponding inference rises as we look further into the future, i.e. with the distance ||i — k||

increasing; e.g. M.y jx and M jji; are less likely to be identical for j = 10 than they are forj = 1.

Predicting the unknown measurements zi .ty |x in terms of both association and values can be
done in various ways. In this paper the DA is predicted using current state estimation, and mea-
surement values are obtained using the maximum-likelihood (ML) assumption, i.e. assuming zero
innovation [14]. The robot pose is first propagated using the motion model (4.6). All landmark esti-
mations are then transformed to the robot’s new camera frame. Once in the robot camera frame, all
landmarks that are within the robot’s field of view are considered to be seen by the robot (predicted
DA). The estimated position of each landmark, that is considered as visible by the robot, is being pro-
jected to the camera image plane [26], thus generating measurements. It is worth mentioning that the
aforementioned methodology is not able to predict occurrences of new landmarks, since it is based
solely on the map the robot built thus far, i.e. current joint state estimation. The ability to predict
occurrences of new landmarks would increase the advantage of RUB Inference over conventional

Bayesian inference (as discussed in the sequel), hence is left for future work.

Once the predicted measurements are acquired, by following a similar procedure to the one pre-

sented in Section 4.3.1, for each action sequence we get

AX e = argmin [[Apy e AXerr — beyrpel (4.23)
AXitL

The Jacobian matrix Ay 1 x and RHS vector by | are defined as

Ak ) bk
| ) bk+L|k = |y | ) (424)

Apyrje =
bk+1:k+L|k

Ak—"—l:k—i—L\k

where Ay, and by are taken from inference, see Eq. (4.14),and A, k+L|k and by x4k correspond

to the new terms obtained at the first L look ahead steps (e.g. see Eq. (4.16)). Note that although
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Atk 1[eis nota function of the (unknown) measurements zj. .-t 1|1, it is a function of the predicted

DA, My [29]. Performing QR factorization, yields

Ay = Q‘]?+L‘kRk+L‘k7 (4-25)

from which the information matrix, required in the information-theoretic cost, can be calculated.
Using Eq. (4.24) the belief that correlates to the specific action sequence can be estimated, enabling
evaluating the objective function (4.11). Determining the best action via Eq. (4.12) involves repeat-

ing this process for different candidate actions.

4.3.3 SIMILARITIES BETWEEN INFERENCE AND BSP
In an MPC setting, only the first action from the sequence u; ; , is executed, i..
* *
Ukl = Ugle € Upegy Lk (4.26)

In such case the difference between the belief obtained from BSP (for action u,fl L)

b[Xk-‘rl“C] = IP)()(Ic—|—1|z1:k|ka Uotk—1|ky Zk+1]ks uZ\k)7 (4-27)

and the belief from the succeeding inference

b[Xk+1|k+x] = P(Xk+1|zxzk|ka Uok—1]ky ZhAa|k+1s uk\k+1), (4.28)

is rooted in the set of measurements (i.e. Ziet [kt VS- zk+1|k) , and the corresponding factors added at
time instant k 4 1. These factor sets, denoted by {fi}kﬂ‘ r and {fj}k+,| k4. accordingly, can differ from
one another in data association and measurement values. Since solving the belief requires lineariza-
tion (4.14), it is important to note that both beliefs, b[XkH ¢| and b[Xk+l|k+1] , make use of the same
initial linearization point X, ,, for the common variables. In particular, as in this work we do not

reason within planning about new, unmapped thus far, landmarks, it follows that

X Xk
K|k
Xk+1|k = ) Xk+1|k+1 = | Xht (4'29)
xk+1 new
k+1

where L}7" represents the new landmarks that were added to the belief for the first time at time

instant k + 1. The linearization point for the common variables is [X;:'k , fla, uak)] for planning,
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and [Xz“C , f(%k, tifesr)] for succeeding inference, where f{.) is the motion model (4.6). Since the
(sub)optimal action provided by BSP is the one executed in the succeeding inference i.e. Eq. (4.26),
the motion models are identical hence the same linearization point is used in both inference and
precursory planning.

When considering the belief from planning (4.27), which is propagated with the next action (4.26)

and predicted measurements, with the previously factorized form of Ay and by, we get

Ak—&-l\ki ) k+1\ki v . (4-30)

Similarly, when considering the a posteriori belief from inference (4.28), propagated with the next

action (4.26) and acquired measurements, with the previously factorized form of Agjr and by, we get

Ryji d ) i
Y bk-‘rllk-‘rl = Y . (4'31)

Af+1‘kl =
Ak+1|k+1 bk+1|k+1

For the same action (4.26), the difference between Eq. (4.30) to the equivalent representation of

standard Bayesian inference (4.3 1) originates from the factors added at time k + 1

?
Ak—‘rl\k = Ak+1|k+1 ) (432)

v} ? v
bitak = bipafiss - (4.33)

Since the aforementioned share the same action sequence, the same linearization point and the same
models, the differences remain limited to the DA and measurement values at time k + 1.

In planning, DA is based on predicting which landmarks would be observed. This DA could very
possibly be different than the actual landmarks the robot observes, as presented in Sec. 4.3.2. This
inconsistency in DA manifests in both the Jacobian matrices and the RHS vectors. Even in case of
consistent DA, the predicted measurements (if exist) would still be different than the actual mea-
surements due to various reasons, e.g. the predicted position is different than the ground truth of the
robot, measurement noise, inaccurate models.

While for consistent DA and the same linearization point Eq. (4.32) will always be true, the RHS
vectors, specifically Eq. (4.33), would still be different due to the difference in measurement values
considered in planning and actually obtained in inference.

It is worth stressing that consistent data association between inference and precursory planning

suggests that all predictions for state variable (new or existing) associations were in fact true. In addi-
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tion to the new robot state added each time instant, new variables could also manifest in the form of
landmarks. Consistent DA implies that the future appearance of all new landmarks has been perfectly
predicted during planning. Since for the purpose of this work, we use a simple prediction mechanism
unable to predict new landmarks (see Section 4.3.2), consistent DA would inevitably mean no new
landmarks in inference, i.e L}}" is an empty set.

We start developing RUB Inference by assuming consistent DA between inference and precur-
sory planning (Section 4.4). In such a case the difference is limited to the RHS vectors. Later we
relax this assumption by dealing with possible DA inconsistency prior to the update of the RHS vec-
tor, thus addressing the general and complete problem of inference update using RUB Inference

paradigm (Section 4.6).

4.4 CONSISTENT DA ASSUMPTION

Let us assume that the DA between inference and precursory planning is consistent, whether the
cause is a "lucky guess” during planning or whether the DA inconsistency has been resolved before-

hand. Recalling the definition of M. (see e.g. Eq. (4.10)), this assumption is equivalent to writing

Mk+1\k = Mk+1\k+1~ (4-34)

In other words, landmarks considered to be observed at a future time k + 1, will indeed be observed
at that time. Note this does not necessarily imply that actual measurements and robot poses will be as
considered within the planning stage, but it does necessarily state that both are considering the same
variables and the same associations.

We now observe that the motion models in both b[X;, 4] and b[Xi, ] are evaluated consid-
ering the same control (i.e. the optimal control u}). Moreover, the robot pose x, is initialized to
the same value in both cases as f(x;, u} ), see e.g. Eq.(27) in [29], and thus the linearization point of
all probabilistic terms in inference and planning is identical. This, together with the aforementioned

assumption (i.e. Eq. (4.34) holds) allows us to write Ajqijk = Agifk+n and hence

Rk-i-l\k—i-l = Rk+1|ka (4-35)

for the first iteration in the inference stage at time k + 1.
Hence, in order to solve b[Xk+1|k+1] we are left to find the RHS vector dj,|x1,, while R4, can
be entirely re-used.

In the sequel we present four methods that can be used for updating the RHS vector, and examine
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Variable

Description

Dt\k
AX,
Mt|k

Of time ¢ while current time is k

State perturbation around linearization point

Data Association at time ¢

Jacobian matrix at time ¢

RHS vector at time ¢

Jacobian part related to all factors added at time ¢

Jacobian part related to motion factor added at time ¢

Jacobian part related to all factors added at time t without the motion factor
RHS vector related to all factors added at time ¢

RHS vector related to motion factor at time ¢

RHS vector related to all factors added at time ¢ without the motion factor
Factorized Jacobian, i.e. square root information matrix

Factorized RHS vector
T ]’

Factorized [Rt_l‘k, t|lc]
T

Factorized [RtTﬂ‘k, ]:tﬁ]

o AT
. T T
Factorized [dtﬂ| B bﬂfk }
Factorized Jacobian at time t — 1 zero padded to match factorized Jacobian at time ¢

Factorized RHS vector at time t — 1 zero padded to natch factorize RHS vector at
time £
Rotation matrix for factorizing Ay into Ry

Rotation matrix for factorizing Aﬁk into Ry

T
Rotation matrix for factorizing [RtTﬂ‘k, ]:tﬁ] into Rt]fk

T
. . .. T .
Rotation matrix for factorizing [RF e 'HtT| k] into Ry

Table 4.1: Notations for Section 4.4
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computational aspects of each. The four methods use two different approaches to update the RHS
vector: while the first two (OTM and OTM-0OO), utilize the rotation matrix available from fac-
torization, the last two (DU and DU-OO) utilize information downdate / update principles. After
we review the methods we shortly discuss the advantages and disadvantages of each (Sec. 4.4.5). It
is worth stressing that each of these methods results in the same RHS vector which is also identical
to the RHS vector that would have been obtained by the standard inference update. With both the
factorized Jacobian matrix (i.e. R) and the RHS vector identical to the standard inference update

approach, RUB inference provides the same estimation accuracy for the inference solution.

4.4.1 THE ORTHOGONAL TRANSFORMATION MATRIX METHOD - OTM

In the O'TM method, we obtain d 4, following the definition as written in Eq. (4.19). Recall that
at time k + 11in the inference stage, the posterior should be updated with new terms that correspond,
for example, to motion model and obtained measurements. The RHS vector’s augmentation, that
corresponds to these new terms is denoted by lvak+1|k+1, see Eq. (4.16). Given Ry and dy from the

inference stage at time k, the augmented system at time k + 1 is

dlck
AXpy, = [ 1 (436)
k+1]k+1 karl“ﬁLl

R
R - kel
Ak+1|k+1AXk+1 -

which after factorization of A} ikt (see Egs. (4.17)-(4.19)) becomes

Rk+1|k+1AXk+1 = dk+1|k+17 (437)
where
T diji
At = Qupafi |y (4.38)
bk«H\k«H
As deduced from Eq. (4.38), the calculation of iyt requires Qg ey, - Since Af e = f il

(see Section 4.4), we get Qitifit1 = Qupae- However, Qi i, is already available from the precur-
sory planning stage, see Eq. (4.25), and thus calculating dj1, ¢, via Eq. (4.38) does not involve QR
factorization in practice. To summarize, under the OTM method we obtain the RHS vector dj., i+,

in the following manner:

di
desirs = Qe |5 (4-39)

bk+1\k+1

where Q{ ik is available from the factorization of precursory planning, d; is the RHS from inference

at time k, and IVJHI‘ i+ are the new un-factorized RHS values obtained at time k + 1.
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4.4.2 THE OTM - ONLY OBSERVATIONS METHOD - OTM-0O0

The OTM-OO method is a variant of the OTM method. OTM-OO aspires to utilize even more
information from the planning stage. Since the motion models from inference and the precursory
planning first step are identical, i.e. same function f{., .), see Eqgs. (4.13) and (4.22), and as in both
cases the same control is considered - Eq. (4.26), there is no reason to change the motion model data
from the RHS vector dj,x. In order to enable the aforementioned, we require the matching rotation
matrix. One way would be to break down the planning stage as described in Section 4.3.2 into two
stages, in which the motion and observation models are updated separately. Usually this breakdown is
performed either way since a propagated future pose is required for predicting future measurements.

So following Section 4.4.1, instead of using djx, we attain from planning the RHS vector already
with the motion model (dﬁl‘ .), augment it with the new measurements and rotate it with the corre-

sponding rotation matrix obtained from the planning stage

HT d.k}jl*luc
dk+1|k+1 = Q](+1|k EH . (4-40)
k4-1|k+1

The rotation matrix QZ'fhl . is given from the precursory planning stage where

_F

R
H k+1|k
QR = || (4-41)
Hk+1|k

and where Rim . is the factorized Jacobian propagated with the motion model given by

Qk]:+1\kka+1|k = (4.42)
Aswill be seen later on, the OTM-OO method would prove to be the most computationally efficient

between the four suggested methods.

4.4.3 THE DOwNDATE UPDATE METHOD - DU

In the DU method we propose to re-use the dy.,; vector from the planning stage to calculate di ..

While not necessarily required within the planning stage, dj,x could be calculated at that stage
from by, and Q4. see Egs. (4.24)-(4.25). However, [ (unlike Ak+1‘k) is a function of the
unknown future observations zi,t, which would seem to complicate things. Our solution to this

issue is as follows: We assume sorme value for the observations z;,,x and then calculate d,x within

46



the planning stage. As in inference at time k + 1, the actual measurements z;,c, will be different,
we remove the contribution of z;,x to di,x via information downdating [11, Sec. V-A], and then

appropriately incorporate zi 4, to get diy.|x+, using the same mechanism.

More specifically, downdating the measurements z. | from dy, | is done via [11,Sec. V-A]
aug  _ paug -T T T 7
dk+1\k Rk+1\k (Rk+1|kdk+1|k - Ak+1|kbk+1|k)7 (4-43)

where bk+l|k is a function of z i, see Eqs. (4.22)-(4.24), and where Rk i is the downdated Ry«

matrix which is given by

aug aug T
R f iR = k+1|kAk+1\k At At (4.44)

Interestingly, the above calculations are not really required: Since we already have dj ;. from the pre-

vious inference stage, we can attain the downdated dzuf1| . vector more efficiently by augmenting dj

with zero padding.
dijk
At = (4.45)
o
where d, ¥ +u|x is the downdated RHS vector and o is a zero padding to match dimensions. Similarly,
Rf Tk Can be calculated as
Rk| k O
RZqug1|k ) (4-46)
o o

where Ry is zero padded to match dimensions of R .

Now;, all which is left to get diy x4, is to incorporate the new measurements zj, x4, (encoded
in bk+l|k+1). We utilize the information downdating mechanism in [11, Sec. V-A], in order to up-
date information. Intuitively, instead of downdating information from dy.,, we would like to add

information to d; © . So by appropriately adjusting Eq.(4.43) this can be done via

k1 ]k*

T aug aug T 7
il = Rk+1|k+1( k+1|kdk+1 ¢ T Ak+1\k+1bk+1\k+l)a (4.47)

where according to Eq. (4.34) Rk+1| k1 = Ry and A = Ao Zj_gl‘ . is given by Eq.(4.46),

d: . is given by Eq. (4.45),and bk—|—1| k1, are the new un-factorized RHS values obtained at time k + 1.

k1
To summarize, under the DU method we obtain the RHS vector di., |+, in the following manner:
T
. Ry o |dyk

v
s = k-+1]k o o o +'Ak+1|kbk+1lk+1 . (4.48)
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4.4.4 THEDU - ONLY OBSERVATIONS METHOD - DU-OO

The DU-OO method is a variant of the DU method, where, similarly to Section 4.4.2, we utilize the
fact that there is no reason to change the motion model data from the RHS vector dy,x. Hence we
would downdate all data with the exception of the motion model, and then update accordingly. As

opposed to Section 4.4.3, now we do need to downdate using [ 11, Sec. V-A]

T {H
dk+1|k Rk+1|k(Rk+1|kdk+1\k Hk+1|kbk+1|k)’ (4-49)

where dkf+1\ . is the RHS vector, downdated from all predicted measurements with the exception of

the motion model, and ka+1\k is the equivalent downdated Ry, matrix which is given by

T
Rk+1\kRk+1|k— k+1|kAk+1\k Hk+1|ka+1\k7 (4-50)

where H,x denotes the portion of the planning stage Jacobian, of the predicted factors with the
exception of the motion model. Now; all which is left, is to update dk]:+1| . with the new measurements

from the inference stage

dk+1|k+1 RI:+1|I<+1< k+1|kdk+1|k + Hk+1|k+1bk+1\k+1) (4~51)

where according to Eq. (4.34) Ritijktr = Requeand Hyp iy = Hino ka_mk is given by Eq.(4.50),
dﬁ:tll . is given by Eq.(4.49),and l;k+1| i+, are the new un-factorized RHS values obtained at time k + 1.
By introducing Eq. (4.49) into Eq.(4.51) we can also avert from calculating Ri;l‘ . so under the

DU-OO assumption we obtain the RHS vector dj., x4, in the following manner:

- M
dk+llk+1 - Rk+1|lc <Rk+1 kdk+1 kT Hk+1|k (bk+1|k+1 bk+1\k)> ) (4.52)

which can be rewritten as
d d +RrR T HT bt b ( )
ktalktr = Gtk kbi|k T Vetalk \ Pktalkts T Ptk ) - 4.53

4.4.5 DiscussioN - RHS UPDATE METHODS

In this section we would like to give the reader some intuition regarding the advantages and disad-
vantages of the OT'M approach when compared to the DU approach. Since both provide the same
desired solution, the difference between them would manifest in computation time and ease of use.

In the sequel we cover both starting with the complexity of each.
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Figure 4+.4.1: Tlustration of the Jacobian matrix A§+1|k+1 introduced in Eq. (4.31), on its components and dimensions. These nota-

tions are used along Section 4.4.5, and brought here for the reader’s convenience.

Let us compare the complexity required for updating the RHS by OTM, see Eq. (4.39), against
the complexity required for updating the RHS by DU, see Eq. (4.48). For OTM we have a single
multiplication between a sparse rotation matrix Q. and a vector, both in the dimension of the
joint state at time k plus the number of rows of the linearized new factors (i.e. depending on number
of factors and their types). The complexity of OTM would be given by the number of non zeros
in the rotation matrix Qg ,t. In Appendix C we provide some understanding on the creation of the
rotation matrix Qy.,|x, and also develop an expression for the number of non zeros in Q. x. We direct
the reader to Figure 4.4.1 for illustration of the new notations used in this discussion. Following the
development in Appendix C, the number of non zeros in Qi is represented by two potentially

dominant terms separated by a simple condition

oo ) oz
O("i ‘ "{c+1> oy, <1

> 6

>~

0(0OTM) = (4.54)

~ 0

where j denotes the column index of the left-most entry in A, |1, #}. denotes the size of the joint
state vector at the precursory time k, n{c ., denotes the number of rows in the linearized new factors
Agtjk+r- The condition in Eq. (4.54) is a simple upper bound to the real expression (see Eq. (C.20)),

resulting with a cleaner condition without affecting the solution.

Itis worth stressing that depending on its type, each state occupies more than a single row / column
in the Jacobian, e.g. 6DOF robot pose occupies six rows and six columns. Similarly, depending on
its type, each factor occupies more than a single row in the Jacobian, e.g. a monocular factor occupies

two rows in the Jacobian.

For DU in addition to multiplications between upper triangular matrices and vectors, we have a

matrix inverse. Differently from OTM here the matrix dimensions are of the joint state vector at time
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k + 1, hence the worst case scenario for DU is a fully dense upper triangular matrix inverse
O(DU) = O(n,.”) , (4.55)
where ;| represents the size of the joint state vector at time k + 1.

For the case of n{c 4, < mwe should compare

?
- "L+1 S My Mgy (4.56)

Assuming states are not removed from the state vector, we can say

me <y, (4.57)

then evidently

- "Il;m < Mgy My (4.58)
For the case of ni +, = m. > 6 weshould compare

?

n;c + ”fk+1 —J § n;(Jn ) JAS [17 n;c]v (4'59)
so for this case OTM is computationally superior to DU if
Mo < —mtj . jELn (4.60)

It is worth stressing that unlike Eq. (4.58), Eq. (4.60) is dependent on state ordering in the form of
the left-most non zero entry in Ay x4,

Concluding the complexity analysis of OTM and DU, OTM will be computationally superior to
DU if the following holds

(<m) U (do<mo—m+i 0 dl>n), (4.61)

In other words, if the number of rows in A, |, is smaller than the size of the state vector at time k
OTM is computationally superior to DU. If the number of rows in Ay, is larger or equal to the
size of the state vector at time k, than OTM is computationally superior to DU only if the number of
rows in Ak+1\k+1 is smaller than the size of the added states at time k + 1 plus the column index of the
left-most state in A, 4.

Although most of the time DU is computationally inferior, unlike OTM that requires access to
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the rotation matrix which might not be easily available in every planning paradigm, DU makes use in
amore readily available information: the inference solution of precursory time, the predicted factors,
the new RHS vector at time k-1, and the factorized Jacobian from precursory planning. Therefore the
advantage in using DU lies in the information availability with minimal adjustments to the planning

stage.

Since OTM-OO would prove to perform the best empirically, let us get some intuition on why it
is more efficient than OTM. The OO addition to OTM, refers to the use of the motion propagated
belief Rfﬂl . dkf+1\ . rather than the use of precursory inference solution Ry dix. The dimension of
Rl
by a single robot pose from that of Ay 1, +,. Let us assume without affecting generality that our robot

Ik is larger from that of Ry by a single robot pose, while the number of rows of H i, is smaller

pose dimension is a. Under this assumption we can calculate Eq. (4.54) for both OTM and OTM-
0O0. Let ”13; denote the number of rows of the newly added factors at time k + 1 without the motion

factor, i.e. Hy,|k+, number of rows, so the complexity of OTM would be

O<<ns+(nﬁfl+a) —j>2) <nﬁfl+a> > n
O(0TM) = A g © (462)
O(ﬂi ' ("ZL + a)) = O(ni n ta nfc) (n,jil + a) <n
while the complexity of OTM-OO would be
O(((ni—l—a)%—n,:fﬂ—j’y) e, > (n + a
O(OTM-00) = . (4.63)

o((m+a)-nl,) =0(n-nl, +a-nl) nl <(i+a

wherej’ € [1, (n} + a)|, opposedtoj € [1, n}|. From comparing Egs. (4.62 - 4.63 ), for the case where
the size of added factors is larger than the state, we can deduce that other than the difference between
jandj, they are the same. Judging the second case, we can see they differ by the difference between
the size of the state at time k and the number of A, i, rows. As we will see later on, OTM-OO
empirically proves to be more efficient than OT'M, which means that the state at time kis in fact larger

than the number of size of A, i, rows.

Revisiting Eq. (4.61) in-light of the understanding that the state at time k is in fact larger than
the number of A, x4+, rows we can say that OTM is computationally superior to DU without any

restricting conditions.
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4.5 RESULTS - CONSISTENT DA

In this section we present an extensive analysis of the proposed paradigm for RUB inference under
the simplifying assumption of consistent DA and benchmark it against the standard Bayesian infer-

ence approach using iSAM2 efficient methodologies as a proving-ground.

We consider the problem of autonomous navigation and mapping in an unknown environment
as a testbed for the proposed paradigm in a simulated environment. The robot performs inference to
maintain a belief over its current and past poses and the observed landmarks thus far (i.e.full SLAM),
and uses this belief to decide its next actions within the framework of belief space planning. As men-
tioned earlier, our proposed paradigm is indifferent to a specific method of inference or decision

making.

In order to test the computational effort, we compared inference update using iSAM2 efficient
methodology, once based on the standard Bayesian inference paradigm [36] (here on denoted as

iSAM), and second based on our proposed RUB inference paradigm.

All of our complementary methods (see Section 4.4), required to enable inference update based
on the RUB inference paradigm, were implemented in MATLAB and are encased within the inference
block. The iSAM approach uses the GTSAM C-++ implementation with the supplied MATLAB
wrapper [13]. Considering the general rule of thumb, that MATLAB implementation is at least one
order of magnitude slower, the comparison to iSAM as a reference is conservative. All runs were ex-

ecuted on the same Linux machine, with Xeon E3-1241v3 3.5 GHz processor with 32 GB of memory.

In order to get better understanding of the difference between our proposed paradigm and the
standard Bayesian inference, we refer to the high-level algorithm diagram given in Figure 4.1.1, which
depicts a plan-act-infer framework. Figure 4.1.1a represents a standard Bayesian inference, where
only the first inference update iteration is timed for comparison reasons. Figure 4.1.1b shows our
novel paradigm RUB inference, while the DA update, along with the first inference update iteration,
are being timed for comparison. As the results of this section are under the simplifying assumption
of consistent DA, no DA update is required. The computation time comparison is made only over

the inference stage, since the rest of the plan-act-infer framework is identical in both cases.

As mentioned, our proposed paradigm does not affect estimation accuracy. We verify that in the
following experiments, by comparing the estimation results obtained using our approach and iSA M.
Both provide essentially the same results in all cases as they are both algebraically identical - share the

same factor graph.
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Figure 4.5.1: Method comparison through basic analysis simulation, checking sensitivity to new added measurements and the size of
the inference state vector over all the tested methods i.e. STD, iSAM and our four methods, i.e. OTM, UD, OTM-OO and UD-OO.
Each graph represents a different number for new rows added to the Jacobian matrix (a) 2 rows (b) 100 rows (c) 200 rows (d) 300 rows (e)
400 rows (f) soo rows. Due to orders of magnitude issues we also provide zoom-in to our four methods in Figure 4.5.2

4.5.1 BAsic ANALYSIS - SANITY CHECK

The purpose of this experiment is to provide with a basic comparison between the suggested paradigm
for RUB inference and the existing standard Bayesian inference. This simulation performs a single
horizon BSP calculation, followed by an inference step with a single inference update. The simula-
tion provides a basic analysis of running time for each method, denoted by the vertical axis, for a fully
dense information matrix and with no loop closures. The presented running time is a result of an aver-
age between 10° repetitions per step per method. Although a fully dense matrix does not represent a
real-world scenario, it provides a sufficient initial comparison. The simulation analyzes the sensitivity
of each method to the initial state vector size, denoted by the horizontal axis, and to the number of
new factors, denoted by the different graphs. Since we perform a single horizon step with a single
inference update, no re-linearization is necessary; hence, iSAM comparison is valid. The purpose of
this check is to provide a simple sensitivity analysis of our methods to state dimension and number
of new factors per step, while compared against standard batch update (denoted as STD) and iSAM
paradigm. While both STD and iSAM are based on the standard Bayesian inference paradigm, the

rest of the methods are based on the novel RUB inference paradigm.
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Figure 4.5.2: Zoom-in on Figure 4.5.1, checking sensitivity to new added measurements and the size of the inference state vector over

our four methods i.e. OTM, UD, OTM-OO and UD-OO. Each graph represents a different number for new rows added to the Jacobian
matrix (a) 2 rows (b) 100 rows (c) 200 rows (d) 300 rows (e) 400 rows (f) 500 rows.

Figure 4.5.1 presents average timing results for all methods, while Figures 4.5.1a - 4.5.1f repre-
sent different number of new rows added to the Jacobian matrix (equivalent to adding new mea-
surements), [2 100 200 300 400 500] respectively. After inspecting the results, we found that for all
methods, running time is a non-linear, positive-gradient function of the inference state vector size
and a linear function of the number of new measurements. Moreover, the running time dependency
over the number of new measurements diminish as the inference state vector size grows. For all in-
spected parameters our methods score the lowest running time with a difference of up to three orders
of magnitude comparing to iSAM.

Figure 4.5.2 provides a zoom-in of Figure 4.5.1, focusing on our suggested methods. Interestingly
while we can clearly see that the OTM methodology is more efficient than the DU method, and
the DU-OO is more efficient than DU, no such think can be said on OTM and OTM-OO. From
inspecting Figures 4.5.2a - 4.5.2f we can see that up to a state vector size of about 2500 there is no
visible difference between OTM and OTM-OO performance, while for larger sizes the latter slightly
outperforms the former.

Thus scoring all methods from the fastest to the slowest with a time difference of four orders of

magnitude between the opposites:

OTM-00 = OTM = DU-OO = DU=iSAM=-STD
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Figure 4.5.3: Second simulation layout and results: (a) The Synthetic Environment, where landmarks are marked in green, targets are
numbered and marked with red crosses, the ground truth is denoted by a blue line, the estimated trajectory is denoted by a red line while
the covariance is visualized by red ellipse (b) Total average running time of inference update for each method.

4.5.2  BSP 1IN UNKNOWN ENVIRONMENT - CONSISTENT DA

The purpose of this experiment is to further examine the suggested paradigm of RUB inference,
in a real world scenario, under the simplifying assumption of consistent DA. The second simulation
performs BSP over continuous action space, in an unknown synthetic environment. In contrast to
Section 4.5.1, since now the synthetic environment replicates a real world scenario, the obtained in-
formation matrix is now sparse (e.g. Fig. A.1). A robot was given five targets (see Figure 4.5.3a) while
alllandmarks were a-priori unknown, and was required to visit all targets whilst not crossing a covari-
ance value threshold. The largest loop closure in the trajectory of the robot, and the first in a series of
large loop closures, is denoted by a yellow O sign across all relevant graphs. The robot performs BSP
over continuous action space, with a finite horizon of five look ahead steps [29]. During the inference
update stage each of the aforementioned methods were timed performing the first inference update
step. It is worth mentioning that our paradigm is agnostic to the specific planning method or whether

the action space is discrete or continuous.

The presented running time is a result of an average between 10° repetitions per step per method.
Similarly to Section 4.5.1, as can be seen in Figure 4.5.3b, the suggested MATLAB implemented
methods are up to two orders of magnitude faster than iSAM used in a MATLAB C++ wrapper. In-
terestingly, the use of sparse information matrices changed the methods’ timing hierarchy. While
OTM-OO still has the best timing results (3 X 107 sec), two orders of magnitude faster than iISAM,
OTM and DU-OQO switched places. So the timing hierarchy from fastest to slowest is:
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Figure 4.5.4: Second simulation timing results for the scenario presented in Figure 4.5.3a. Upper part of each graph provides indi-
cation on new factors and new states per computation step while the lower presents the methods timing results: (a) All six methods (b)

OTM, DU, OTM-00, DU-OOand iSAM methods (¢) OTM-OO and DU-OO methods.

OTM-0O0=DU-O0 = OTM = DU=iSAM=> STD

After demonstrating the use of our novel paradigm drastically reduce cumulative running time, we

continue on to showing that in a few aspects it is also less sensitive. Figure 4.5.4 presents the perfor-

mance results of each of the methods per simulation step. The upper graphs presents the number of

new factors and new states per each step, while the lower graph presents the average running time of

each method as a function of the simulation step. The O sign, represents the first largest loop closure

in a series of large loop closures. While some of the behavior presented in Figure 4.5.4 can be related

to machine noise, from carefully inspecting Figure 4.5.4, alongside the trajectory of the robot in Fig-

ure 4.5.33, a few interesting observations can still be made. The first observation relates to the "flat
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line” area noticeable in the upper graph of Figure 4.5.4b between time steps 60 — 9o. This time steps
range is equivalent to the path between the third and fourth targets, were the only factor added to the
belief is motion based. As a result, a single new state (the new pose) is presented to the belief, along
with a single motion factor. In this range, the timing results of iSAM DU and OTM present a linear
behavior with a relatively small gradient. This gradient is attributed to the computational effort of in-
troducing a single factor, containing a new state, to the belief. While the vertical difference between
the aforementioned can be attributed to the sensitivity of each method to the number of states and
factors in the belief.

From this observation, we can try to better understand the reason for the substantial time differ-
ence between the methods. Basing a method on RUB inference, rather than on standard Bayesian
inference, will not magically change the computational impact of introducing factors or new states
to the belief. However, because RUB inference is re-using calculations from precursory planning,
the computational burden is being "paid” once, rather than twice as in the standard Bayesian infer-
ence. For the simple example of strictly motion propagation, since this motion based factor has al-
ready been introduced during precursory planning, under RUB inference it offers no additional
computational burden. In the same manner, the reason RUB inference is less sensitive to the state
dimensionality originates in calculations re-use. Under incremental update performed by iSAM,, the
state dimension is mostly noticeable when in need of re-ordering and/or re-eliminating states. Al-
though same mechanisms also affect RUB inference, our method avoids them whenever they were
adequately performed during the precursory planning, thus reducing inference computation time.

Another interesting observation refers to "pure” loop closures, were there are measurements with
no addition of new variables to the state vector, i.e. measurements to previously observed landmarks.
For the case of "pure” loop closures, STD, iISAM and the DU based methods (i.e. DU and DU-OO)
experienced the largest timing spikes throughout the trajectory of each method while both OTM
based methods experienced minor spikes if any.

By introducing the OO methodology to both DU and OTM, we drastically reduce the methods
sensitivity to the motion propagation e.g. the once-positive gradient line in DU during time steps
60 — 90, turned into a flat line in DU-OO as can easily be seen in Figure 4.5.4c. Moreover, while
both DU and OTM present some sensitivity to different occurrences, i.e. the size of the state vector,
new measurements and loop closures, this sensitivity is drastically reduced by introducing the OO
methodology, e.g. OTM-0OQO is basically a flat line throughout the simulation as can easily be seen
in Figure 4.5.4.

In conclusion, our methods, based on RUB inference, particularly OTM-OO, seem to be more
resilient to large loop closures that were already detected during planning, state vector size, belief size,

number of newly added measurements or even the combination of the aforementioned.
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4.6 RUBI: RE-USE BSP FOR INFERENCE UPDATE

In order to address the more general and realistic scenario, the DA might require correction before
proceeding to update the new acquired measurements. In the sequel we cover the possible scenarios
of inconsistent data association and its graphical materialization, followed by a paradigm to update
inconsistent DA from planning stage according to the actual DA attained in the consecutive inference
stage. We later examine both the computational aspects and the sensitivity of the paradigm to various

parameters both on simulated and real-life data.

4.6.1 TYPES OF INCONSISTENT DA

We would now discuss, without losing generality, the actual difference between the two aforemen-
tioned beliefs b [Xk+1| ¢ and b[Xk+l| k+1)- Asalready presented in Section 4.4, in case of a consistent DA
ie. Mipk = Mgkt the difference between the two beliefs is narrowed down to the RHS vectors
diya|x and dy, x4, which encapsulates the measurements zi4,x and zj4,|x+, respectively. However,
in the real world it is possible that the DA predicted in precursory planning would prove to be incon-
sistent to the DA attained in inference.

There are six possible scenarios representing the relations between DA in inference and precursory

planning:

« In planning, association is assumed to either a new or existing variable, while in inference no

measurement is received.

« In planning it is assumed there will be no measurement to associate to, while in inference a

measurement is received and associated to either a new or existing variable.

« In planning, association is assumed to an existing variable, while in inference it is to a new

variable.

« In planning, association is assumed to a new variable, while in inference it is to an existing

variable.

« In planning, association is assumed to an existing variable, while in inference it is also to an

existing variable (whether the same or not).

« In planning, association is assumed to a new variable, while in inference it is also to a new

variable (whether the same or not).
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While the first four bullets always describe inconsistent DA situations (e.g. in planning we assumed a
known tree would be visible but instead we saw a new bench, or vice versa), the last two bullets may
provide consistent DA situations. In case associations in planning and in inference are to the same
(un)known variables we would have a consistent DA.

While different planning paradigms might diminish occurrences of inconsistent DA, e.g. by bet-
ter predicting future associations, none can avoid it completely. Methods to better predict future
observations/associations will be investigated in future work, potentially leveraging Reinforcement
Learning (RL) techniques. As mentioned in Section 4.3.2, in this paper we do not predict occur-
rences of new landmarks, hence every new landmark in inference would result in inconsistent DA.

In the following section we provide a method to update inconsistent DA, regardless of a specific
inconsistency scenario or a solution paradigm. This method utilizes the incremental methodologies
of iSAM2 [36] in order to efficiently update the belief from the planning stage to have consistent DA

with the succeeding inference.

4.6.2 UPDATING INCONSISTENT DA

Inconsistent DA can be interpreted as disparate connections between variables. As discussed ear-
lier, these connections, denoted as factors, manifest in rows of the Jacobian matrix or in factor nodes
of a FG. Two FGs with different DA would thus have different graph topology. We demonstrate
the inconsistent DA impact over graph topology using the example presented in Figure 4.6.1: Fig-
ure 4.6.1a represents the belief b[X;.,,¢] from planning stage, and Figure 4.6.1b represents the belief
b[XkH i+, from the inference stage. Even-though the same elimination order is used, the inconsis-
tent DA would also create a different topology between the resulting BT, e.g. the resulting BT for
the aforementioned FGs are Figure 4.6.1d and Figure 4.6.1e accordingly.

Performing action w1, provides us with new measurements z; ., x.t,, which are gathered to the
factor set {f; };4,k+, (see Appendix-B for factor definition). From the precursory planning stage we
have the belief b[X;,, ] along with the corresponding factor set {f;} 1. for time k + 1. Since we
performed inference over this belief during the planning stage, we have already eliminated the FG,
denoted as F G|, into a BT denoted as 7,1, e.g. see Figure 4.6.1a and Figure 4.6.1d, respectively.

We would like to update both the FG F Gy, and the BT Tk+1|k from the planning stage, using
the new factors {ﬁ} k+1|k-+: from the inference stage. Without losing generality we use Figure 4.6.1 to
demonstrate and explain the DA update process. Let us consider all factors of time k + 1 from both
planning {f,}kﬂ‘k and inference {ﬁ}k+1\k+1- We can divide these factors into three categories:

The first category contains factors with consistent DA - Good Factors. These factors originate from

only the last two DA scenarios, in which both planning and inference considered either the same ex-
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Of time t while current time is k
Factor graph (FG) at time ¢
Bayes Tree (BT) at time ¢

Data Association (DA) at time ¢
Consistent DA at time ¢

DA at time t from planning inconsistent with inference, indicating factors to be

removed

DA at time t from inference inconsistent with planning, indicating factors to be added
Factors at time f from planning inconsistent with inference, to be removed

Factors at time f from inference inconsistent with planning, to be added

All states at time t, involved in {f, }/"™ and {f, }¢%

Sub-BT of 7;x composed of all cliques containing {X}{"
All states at time t, related to the sub-BT 7,

The detached part of 7 G containing {X}{"*

The FG FG!" after DA update

The sub-BT eliminated from FG;” 4

The Factor Graph at time ¢ with all-correct DA

The Bayes Tree at time ¢ with all-correct DA

Table 4.1 Notations for Section 4.6.2

isting variable or a new one. Consistent DA factors do not require our attention (other than updating

the measurements in the RHS vector). Indices of consistent DA factors can be obtained by intersect-

ing the DA from planning with that of inference:

MD—H - Mk+1|k m Mk-‘rl\k-‘rl‘ (464)

The second category - Wrong Factors, contains factors from planning stage with inconsistent DA to

inference, which therefore should be removed from F Gy,x. These factors can originate from all DA

scenarios excluding the second. Indices of inconsistent DA factors from planning, can be obtained

by calculating the relative complement of M, with respect to My, ji.:

ZTI = Mk+1|k \ Mk+1|k+1- (4.65)
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The third category - New Factors, contains factors from the inference stage with inconsistent DA to
planning; hence, these factors should be added to Gy, . These factors can originate from all DA
scenarios excluding the first. Indices of inconsistent DA factors from inference, can be obtained by

calculating the relative complement of M4, with respect to M,
dd
MEE = Migjen \ Mg (4.66)
We now use our example from Figure 4.6.1 to illustrate these different categories:

« The first category - Good Factors, contains all factors from time k-1 that appear both in Figure

4.6.12 and 4.6.1b, i.e. the motion model factor between x;. to x;,.

« The second category - Wrong Factors, contains all factors that appear only in Figure 4.6.1a, i.e.
the star marked factor in Figure 4.6.1a. In this case the inconsistent DA is to an existing vari-
able, landmark [; was considered to be observed in planning but is not seen in the succeeding

inference.

« The third category - New Factors, contains all factors that appear only in Figure 4.6.1b, i.e. the
star marked factors in Figure 4.6.1b. In this case the inconsistent DA is both to an existing
and a new variable. Instead of landmark J; that was considered to be observed in planning, a

different existing landmark /; has been seen, along with a new landmark [,.

Once the three aforementioned categories are determined, we use iSAM2 methodologies, pre-
sented in [36], to incrementally update FG k-+1k and Tiq, i, see Alg. 1. The involved factors are de-
noted by all factors from planning needed to be removed (Wrong Factors), and all factors from infer-

ence needed to be added (New Factors),

r v dd
=11 - W =11s (4:67)
remre se M
The involved variables, denoted by {X}}"/ , are all variables related to the factor set {f,}}"" and the
factor set {f, }de (Alg. 1,line 6), e.g. the colored variables in Figures 4.6.1a and 4.6.1b accordingly. In

mv

Tia[i all cliques between the ones containing { X}/, up to the root are marked and denoted as the
involved cliques, e.g. colored cliques in Figure 4.6.1d. The involved cliques are detached and denoted
by 7" C Tipyj (line 7). This sub-BT 7", contains more variables than just {X}}"/ . The involved

variable set {X}}"/ , is then updated to contain all variables from 7,"}, and denoted by {X}}"1* (line 8).
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Figure 4.6.1: The process of incremental DA update, following on iSAM2 methodologies. (a) and (b) show factor graphs for b[Xpp i
and b[Xj 4, |-t], respectively, which differ due to incorrect association considered in the planning phase - ; was predicted to be observed
within planning, while in practice /; and I, were observed at time instant k + 1. In (), current-time robot pose is bolded, horizon factors
and states are dotted. Involved variables from DA comparison are marked in red in (a) and green in (b). The belief b[Xj |, represented
by a Bayes tree shown in (d), is divided in two: sub Bayes tree containing all involved variables and parent cliques up to the root (marked
in blue) and the rest of the Bayes tree in white. The former sub Bayes tree is re-eliminated by (i) forming the corresponding portion of the
factor graph, as shown in the left figure of (c); (ii) removing incorrect DA and adding correct DA factors, which yields the factor graph
shown in the right figure of (c); (iii) re-eliminating that factor graph into a sub Bayes tree, marked blue in (e), and re-attaching the rest of
the Bayes tree. While the obtained Bayes tree now has a correct DA, it is conditioned on (potentially) incorrect measurement values for
consistent-DA factors, which therefore need to be updated to recover the posterior belief b [Xk+;| kbl

The part of FGy,1, that contains all involved variables {X}"* is detached and denoted by FG}"/,

(line 9). While 7, is the corresponding sub-BT to the acquired sub-FG FG}}..

In order to finish updating the DA, all that remains is updating the sub-FG F g Z’_‘;l with the correct
DA and re-eliminate it to get an updated BT. All factors {f, }}"’, are removed from FG"}, then all
factors {ﬁ}Z‘fl are added (line 10). The updated sub-FG is denoted by FG Zlfl , e.g. update illustration
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Algorithm 1 - Data Association Update
1: function UPDATEDA(,ng+1|k , ./\/lk+1|k ’ ]:gk+1|k+1 ’ Mk+1|k+1)

2 o= Mgk \ Mictafe > indices of factors required to be removed
3: ./\/lif1 = Mt \ Mt > indices of factors required to be added
4 e~ I {fhen D> factors required to be removed
re MiT,
5t {fs}ﬁ’ﬁ — 11 {f}en > factors required to be added
sE/VIi_'_l
6: {X} < Variables({f,}"*) U Variables({f, }{¢) > get involved variables
7 4= 7; ik I > get corresponding sub-BT
8: Xy w i > update involved variables
9: F QL"L — F g ks ‘k,j* > get corresponding sub-FG
10: F ngfl — [FGr \{f e U{f e > Update the sub Factor Graph
11: 7;:1]? diminate G Z{fl > re-eliminate the updated sub-FG into BT
12: fg:fllk — [fgk+l\k\fgﬁl] U fg:lfl > Update the Factor Graph
13: #fjk [T \TETU TS k+1 > Update the Bayes Tree
14: return ]—“g?ﬁ'k , ml‘k

15: end function

in Figure 4.6.1c.

By re-eliminating 7 G Zlfl , a new updated BT, denoted by 7;:1_??, is obtained (line 11), e.g. the col-
ored sub-BT in Figure 4.6.1e. This BT is then re-attached back t0 Tiy| instead of lirl , subsequently
the new BT is now with con51stent DA andis denoted as Tk k (hne 13). Ina similar manner F gt . +1| '
is obtained by re-attaching ¥ G,", * instead of FG ', to FGipi(line 12). Atthis point the DA in both
the FG and the BT is fixed. For example, by completing the aforementioned steps, Figures 4.6.1a and
4.6.1d will have the same topology as Figures 4.6.1band 4.6.1e.

After the DA update, the BT 7, + ‘k has consistent DA to that of M ,i4,. However, it is still
not identical to 7;+1\k+1 due to difference between measurement values predicted in planning to the
values obtained in inference. The DA update dealt with inconsistent DA factors and their counter-
parts. For these factors the new measurements from inference were updated in the corresponding
RHS vector values within the BT. The consistent DA factors, on the other hand, were left untouched;

therefore, these factors do not contain the new measurement values from inference but measure-
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ment values from the planning stage instead. These inconsistent measurements are thus baked into
the RHS vector di,x and in the appropriate cliques of the BT 7, ff’lk' In order to update the RHS
vector di, |k, or equivalently update the corresponding values within relevant cliques of the BT, one

can use any of the methods presented in Section 4.4.

4.7  REsuLTts - RUBI

In this section we present an extensive analysis of the proposed paradigm for RUB Inference and
benchmark it against the standard Bayesian inference approach using iSAM2 efficient methodologies
as a proving-ground.

We consider the problem of autonomous navigation and mapping in an unknown environment
as a testbed for the proposed paradigm, first in a simulated environment and later-on in a real-world
environment (as discussed in the sequel). The robot performs inference to maintain a belief over
its current and past poses and the observed landmarks thus far (i.e.ful- SLAM), and uses this belief
to decide its next actions within the framework of belief space planning. As mentioned earlier, our
proposed paradigm is indifferent to a specific method of inference or decision making.

In order to test the computational effort, we compared inference update using iSAM2 efficient
methodology, once based on the standard Bayesian inference paradigm [36] (here on denoted as
iSAM), and second based on our proposed RUB Inference paradigm.

All scripts required to enable inference update based on the RUB Inference paradigm, were im-
plemented in MATLAB and are encased within the inference block. The iSAM approach uses the GT-
SAM C++ implementation with the supplied MATLAB wrapper [13]. Considering the general
rule of thumb, that MATLAB implementation is at least one order of magnitude slower, the compar-
ison to iISAM as a reference is conservative. All runs were executed on the same Linux machine, with
Xeon E3-1241v3 3.5 GHz processor with 32 GB of memory.

In order to get better understanding of the difference between our proposed paradigm and the
standard Bayesian inference, we refer to the high-level algorithm diagram given in Figure 4.1.1, which
depicts a plan-act-infer framework. Figure 4.1.1a represents a standard Bayesian inference, where
only the first inference update iteration is timed for comparison reasons. Figure 4.1.1b shows our
novel paradigm RUB Inference, while the DA update, along with the first inference update iteration,
are being timed for comparison. The computation time comparison is made only over the inference
stage, since the rest of the plan-act-infer framework is identical in both cases.

As mentioned, our proposed paradigm does not affect estimation accuracy. We verify that in the
following experiments, by comparing the estimation results obtained using our approach and iSA M.

Both provide essentially the same results in all cases; we provide an explicit accuracy comparison
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Figure 4.7.1: Simulation layout and results: (a) The Synthetic Environment, where landmarks are marked in green, targets are num-
bered and marked with red crosses, the ground truth is denoted by a blue line, the estimated trajectory is denoted by a red line while the
covariance is visualized by red ellipse. (b) Total average running time of inference update for each method, when 50% of the steps were
with inconsistent DA.

with real-world data experiment (Section 4.7.2).

4.7.1 RELAXING THE CONSISTENT DA ASSUMPTION

The purpose of this experiment is to further examine the suggested paradigm of RUB Inference, in
a real world scenario, while relaxing the simplifying assumption of consistent DA. The third simu-
lation performs BSP over continuous action space, in an unknown synthetic environment. A robot
was given twelve targets (see Figure 4.7.1a) while all landmarks were a-priori unknown, and was re-
quired to visit all targets whilst not crossing a covariance value threshold. The experiments presented
in Section 4.5 were based on the simplifying assumption of consistent DA between inference and
precursory planning, which can often be violated in real world scenarios. In this simulation we relax
this restricting assumption and test our novel paradigm under the more general case where DA might
be inconsistent.

The main reason for inconsistent data association lies in the perturbations caused by imperfect
system and environment models. These perturbations increase the likelihood of inconsistent DA
between inference and precursory planning. While the planning paradigm uses state estimation to
decide on future associations, the further it is from the ground truth the more likely for inconsis-
tent DA to be received. This imperfection is modeled by formulating uncertainty in all models (see

Section 4.2).
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For a more conservative comparison, in addition to the aforementioned, we force inconsistent DA
between inference and precursory planning for all new variables. In contrast to planning paradigms
that can provide DA to new variables, in addition to an unknown map, the robot’s planning paradigm
considers only previously-mapped landmarks. As a result of this limitation, the DA received from the
planning stage can not offer new landmarks to the state vector. Consequently, each new landmark
would essentially mean facing inconsistent DA, while the single scenario in which a consistent DA
is obtained (see Section 4.6), occurs when both planning and inference are considering the same
known landmark. Both perturbations caused by uncertainty and considering only previously mapped
landmarks, resulted in just 50% DA consistency between planning and succeeding inference in this
experiment.

Following the findings of Section 4.5, out of the four suggested methods we choose to continue
the comparison just with the OTM-OO method. While OTM-OO assumed consistent DA, the
more general approach deals with inconsistent DA before updating the RHS vector. We denote the
complete approach, updating DA followed by OTM-0O0, as UD-OTM-OO, where UD stands for
Update Data association. It is important to clarify that UD-OTM-OQO and for consistent DA also
OTM-OO, yield the same estimation accuracy as iSAM, since the inference update using RUB
inference results in the same topological graph with the same values. Such comparison will be pre-
sented later on using a real-world data in Section 4.7.2. For that reason, the accuracy aspect will not
be discussed further in this section. While the scenario presented in Figure 4.7.1a contains at least ten
large loop closures, for the readers convenience we marked two of them using yellow O signs. Same

loop closures are also marked in Figure 4.7.2 for comparison.

Figure 4.7.1b presents the cumulative computation time of the inference update phase throughout
the simulation. We can see that the majority of UD-OTM-OO computation time, i.e. 96.4%, is
dedicated to DA update while only 3.6% for updating the RHS vector. Although the need for DA
update increased running time (as to be expected), UD-OTM-OO still outperforms iSAM by an

order of magnitude.

In addition to the improvement in total computation time of the inference update stage, we con-
tinue on analyzing the "per step” behavior of UD-OTM-0O, and demonstrate that in a few aspects
it is less sensitive than iSAM. Figure 4.7.2a presents per step computation time of both UD-OTM-
OO andiSAM, as well as the RHS update running time of UD-OTM-OO. Our suggested paradigm
not only outperforms iSAM in the cumulative computation time, but also outperforms it for each in-
dividual step. While Figure 4.7.2a presents the difference in average computation time per-step, Fig-
ures 4.7.2b and 4.7.2¢ capture the reason for this difference as suggested in Section 4.4. Figure 4.7.2¢

presents the number of added factors in iSAM denoted by a green line, as opposed to in UD-OTM-
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Figure 4.7.2¢ Per-step analysis of the simulation presented in Figure 4.5.3. In 50% of the steps, planning and succeeding inference are
with consistent DA: (a) Per-step timing results of iSAM performing standard Beysian inference in green, UD-OTM-OO performing
RUB inference in orange and the RHS update portion out of UD-OTM-OO in yellow. (b) Number of eliminations per-step, in the
inference update stage for both iSAM and UD-OTM-OO. (c) Number of newly added factors in iISAM per step, newly added factors in
UD-OTM-OO per step, and the number of new variables introduced to the belief per step.

OO denoted by an orange line, and the number of new variables per step denoted by a black line.
Figure 4.7.2b presents the number of eliminations made during inference update in both methods.
Number of eliminations reflects the number of involved variables in the process of converting FG
into a BT (see Appendix A and Algorithm 1 line 11 for the equivalent processes in iSAM and UD-
OTM-OO accordingly).

After carefully inspecting both figures, alongside the robot’s trajectory in Figure 4.7.1a, the follow-
ing observations can be made. Even with the limitation over the planning paradigm, both the number
of new factors added and the number of re-eliminations during the inference update stage, are sub-
stantially smaller than their iISAM counterparts. These large differences are some of the reasons for
UD-OTM-OO’s better performance. Due to the limitation over the planning paradigm, new obser-
vation factors (i.e. new landmarks added each step) in both iSAM and UD-OTM-OO are identical.
While in iSAM new observation factors constitute a small fraction of total factors, for UD-OTM-
OO, they constitute more than half of total factors. After comparing the re-elimination graph with
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the timing results for each of the methods, it appears both trends and peaks align, so we assume UD-
OTM-OO as well as iISAM to be mostly sensitive to the amount of re-eliminations (further analysis
is required).

Both re-elimination and added factors amounts, can be further reduced by smart reordering and
relaxing the limitation over the planning paradigm accordingly.

As observed in Section 4.4, our method seems to be more resilient to loop closures. By inspecting
the yellow O signs in Figure 4.7.2¢, we can see that in both cases, iISAM introduce around 5o factors
of previously known variables (i.e. the black line representing new variables is zeroed), while UD-
OTM-OO introduces no factors at all. These two loop closure examples beautifully demonstrate
the advantage of using RUB Inference. For cases of consistent or partially consistent DA, when en-
countering a loop closure (i.e. observing a previously mapped landmark) our method saves valuable
computation time since loop closures are only calculated once, in the planning stage (e.g. see timing
response for loop closure at the appropriate yellow O signs in Figure 4.7.22).

Our method also seems to be less sensitive to state dimensionality. Inspecting steps 192 — 208 and
263 — 275 in Figure 4.7.2¢, we observe there are no new factors, i.e. the computation time is a result
of motion factors; inspecting Figure 4.7.2a we observe that in spite of the aforementioned, iSAM
computation time is much larger than our method. From this comparison we can infer our suggested
method is less sensitive to state dimensionality. As explained earlier, this originates in the reduced
number of re-eliminations and state re-ordering in RUB inference when compared to iSAM, e.g.
when the amount of re-eliminations in Figure 4.7.2b is almost the same between the two (like in steps

171, 262, 310), the equivalent computation time in Figure 4.7.2a is also almost identical.

4.7.2  REAL-WORLD EXPERIMENT USING KITT'TI DATASET

After the promising performance in a simulated environment, we tested our paradigm for inference
update via BSP in a real-world environment using KITTT dataset [21]. The KITTT dataset, recorded
in the city of Karlsruhe, contains stereo images, Laser scans and GPS data. For this work, we used the
raw images of the left stereo camera, from the Residential category file: 2011_10_03_drive 0027, as
measurements, as well as the supplied ground truth for comparison.

In this experiment we consider a robot, equipped with a single monocular camera, performing Ac-
tive Full-SLAM in the previously unknown streets of Karlsruhe Germany. The robot starts with a
prior over its initial pose and with no prior over the environment. At time k the robot executes BSP
on the single step action sequence taken in the KITIT dataset at time k + 1. At the end of each BSP
session, the robot executes the chosen action, and receives measurements from the KITI'T dataset.

Inference update is then being performed in two separate approaches, the first following the standard
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Bayesian inference approach and the second following our proposed RUB inference approach. The
inference update following each is compared for computation time and accuracy. The following sec-

tions explain in-detail how planning and perception are being executed in this experiment.

EXPERIMENT PARAMETERS

For the readers convenience, this section covers all the parameters used for this experiment and were
not provided by KITTTL

°o.] N
Prior belief standard deviation {1 3%3 o J
o 1) * Ly
501

Motion Model standard deviation -5 s °

° 0-S[m] * Ly

; _ 1w O
Observation Model standard deviation l o
[px]

Camera Aperture 90°
Camera acceptable Sensing Range between 2, and 40},

Table 4.1: Parameters for Section 4.7.2

The motion and observation models that were used are (4.6) and (4.7) appropriately, where h(.)

is given by the pinhole camera model, and the zero mean Gaussian noise is stated above.

PLANNING USING KITTI DATASET

Our proposed approach for RUB Inference, leverages calculations made in the precursory planning
phase to update inference more efficiently. KITI'Tis a pre-recorded dataset with a single action se-
quence, i.e. the "future” actions of the robot are pre-determined. Nevertheless, we can still evaluate
our approach by appropriately simulating the calculations that would be performed within BSP for
that specific (and chosen) single action sequence. In other words, BSP involves belief propagation
and objective function evaluations for different candidate actions, followed by identifying the best
action via Eq. (4.12) and its execution.

In our case, the performed actions over time are readily available; hence, we only focus on the cor-
responding future beliefs for such actions given the partial information available to the robot at plan-
ning time. Specifically, at each time instant k, we construct the future belief b[X;1, ] via Eq. (4.10)
using the supplied visual odometry as motion model and future landmark observations. Future land-

mark observations are generated by considering only landmarks projected within the camera field

69



of view using MAP estimates for landmark positions and camera pose from the propagated belief
b[Xitape). As in this work the planning phase considers only the already-mapped landmarks, with-
out reasoning about expected new landmarks, each new landmark observation in inference would
essentially mean facing inconsistent DA.

To conclude, planning using the KITIT dataset is simulated over a single action in the following
manner: current belief is propagated with future action, future measurements are generated by con-
sidering already-mapped landmarks, and future belief is solved. Since the "optimal” action is pre-

determined by the KITIT dataset there is no need for an objective function evaluation.

PERCEPTION USING KITII DATASET

After executing the next action, the robot receives a corresponding raw image from the KITI'T dataset.
The image is being processed through a standard vision pipeline, which produces features with cor-
responding descriptors [48]. Landmark triangulation is being made after the same feature has been
observed at least twice, while following different standard conditions designed to filter outliers. Once
a feature is triangulated, it is considered as a landmark, and is added as a new state to the belief. Note
that the robot has access only to its current joint belief, consisting of the estimated landmark loca-
tions, and the robot past and present pose estimations. Once the observation factors (4.7) are added
to the belief, the inference update is being made in two different and separate ways. The first, used for
comparison, follows the standard Bayesian inference, by using the efficient methodologies of iISAM2
in order to update inference. The belief of the preceding inference b[Xy] is being updated with the

new motion IP(x; 4, |xt, u;) and observation factors [ P(Zl,; 2 |%k44, 1j), thus obtaining b[ X4 k4., ).
JEMipilkta
The second method follows our proposed paradigm for RUB Inference. The belief from the pre-

ceding planning phase, b[Xk+1|k] , which corresponds to w4, (see (4.26)), is updated with the new
measurements. This update is done using UD-OTM-OO which consists of two stages, first using
our DA update method (Section 4.6) which updates the predicted DA to the actual DA, followed by
the OTM-OO method (Section 4.4.2) which updates measurement values.

REesuLrTs - KITTI DATASET

The robot travels 1400 steps in the unknown streets of Karlsruhe Germany, while relying only on
a monocular camera for localization and mapping and without encountering any substantial loop
closures. Differently than Section 4.5 and Section 4.7.1, where the landmarks were omnidirectional
and therefore can be spotted from every angle as long as they were in sensing range, when using

real world data the angle from which we see a landmark would have crucial affect on data associa-
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Figure 4.7.3: Experiment layout and results: (a) The city of Karlsruhe, Germany, provided by the KITTT dataset. The robot ground
truth is denoted in blue, the estimated trajectory denoted in dotted red line and the estimated landmark locations are denoted in green. (b)
Total average running time of inference update for each method, when 100% of the steps were with inconsistent DA.

tion.Figure 4.7.3a presents the ground truth of the robot’s trajectory in blue, the estimated robot’s
trajectory in dotted red and the estimated location of observed landmarks in green. Both iSAM
and UD-OTM-0O produce the same estimation; therefore, the dotted red-line as well as the green
marks represents both iSAM and UD-OTM-OQ estimations.

Figure 4.7.3b presents the total computation time of inference update throughout the experiment,
for both iSAM, and UD-OTM-OO. The importance of real-world data can be easily noticed by
comparing Figures 4.7.3b and 4.7.1b. While the RHS update portion of UD-OTM-OO secured its
advantage of two orders of magnitude over iSAM,, it is not the case with UD-OTM-0OO as a whole.
Although for real-world data, UD-OTM-OO is still faster than iSAM, the difference has decreased
from order of magnitude in Figure 4.7.1b, to less than half the computation time in Figure 4.7.3b.
Since the same machine has been used in both cases, the difference must originate from the data itself.
As will be seen later in Figure 4.7.5b, the number of measurements per step is substantially higher
when using the real-world data, as well as the occurrences of inconsistent DA. It is worth stressing that
iSAM implementation for inference update is C++ based, while UD-OTM-OO implementation
consists of a mixture of MATLAB based and C++ based implementation, so under the use of the
same platform the computation time difference is expected to be higher.

We continue by discussing the estimation difference, between iSAM and our method UD-OTM-
OO. Although our method is algebraically equivalent to estimation via iSAM, for the reader’s as-
surance we also provide estimation error comparison for both mean and covariance. Despite the

algebraic equivalence, we expect to obtain small error values, related to numerical noise, which are
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different from absolute zero. The estimation comparison results are presented in Figure 4.7.4: the
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Figure 4.7.4: Relative estimation error between iISAM and UD-OTM-OO, for KITI'I dataset experiment (a) Relative translation
error, calculated by taking the norm of the difference between the two translation vectors (b) Relative rotation error, calculated by taking
the norm of the difference between the two orientation vectors, i.e. Euler angles (c) Relative position covariance error, calculated by taking
the determinant of the difference between the two covariance matrices (d) Relative orientation covariance error, calculated by taking the
determinant of the difference between the two covariance matrices.

translation mean in Figure 4.7.4a, the mean rotation of the robot in Figure 4.7.4b and the correspond-
ing covariances in Figures 4.7.4¢ and 4.7.4d accordingly. The mean translation error is calculated by
taking the norm of the difference between the two mean translation vectors. The mean rotation error
is calculated by taking the norm of the difference between each of the mean body angles. The covari-
ance error is calculated by taking the norm of the difference between the covariance determinants.

As can be seen in Figure 4.7.4, the error has a noise like behavior, with values of 10[;:]4 for translation
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mean, 10| de;] for mean rotation angles, 10[;13] for translation covariance and 10[;;] for rotation angles

covariance. For all practical purposes, these values points to a negligible accuracy difference between

the two methods.
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Figure 4.7.5: Per-step analysis of computation time and added factors amount. (a) Inference update computation time per-step com-
parison between: iISAM - traditional Bayesian inference and UD-OTM-OO - inference update using belief from precursory planning.
For reference the RHS update portion out of UD-OTM-OO is denoted in yellow. (b) Number of added factors per step. Number of all
factors added in iSAM during inference at time k + 1, denoted in blue. Number of factors added in iSAM during inference at time k + 1

and relate to known variables, denoted in red. Number of factors that were originaly calculated during planning at time k + 1|k and were

added by UD-OTM-OO in inference at time k + 1, denoted in yellow.

Figure 4.7.5a presents the per-step computation time for inference update of UD-OTM-OO and
iSAM, as well as the RHS update portion out of UD-OTM-OO for reference. The RHS Update
timing of UD-OTM-OQO, denoted by a yellow line, represents the per-step computation time of
inference update through RUB inference for consistent DA, i.e. computation time for updating the
RHS with the correct measurement values after the DA has been updated. UD-OTM-OO represents
the per-step computation time of inference update through RUB inference for the entire process
- DA update followed by RHS update. The difference in computational effort between the two, as
seen in Figure 4.7.5a, is equivalent to the computation time of the DA update, which represents the
need to deal with inconsistent DA between belief from planning b[Xj,x| and succeeding inference
b[XkJrl‘kJrl]. The difference in computational effort between UD-OTM-OO and iSAM is attributed
to the re-use of calculations made during the precursory planning. This calculation re-use manifests
in salvaging factors that have already been considered during the precursory planning.

The reason for the considerable computational time differences between UD-OTM-OO and iSAM
is better understood when comparing the factors involved in the computations of each method.

Figure 4.7.5b presents the sum of added factors per-step. In blue, the sum of all factors added at
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time k + 1|k + 1, as part of standard Bayesian inference update. In red, the portion of the aforemen-
tioned factors that relate to states which are already part of the belief b[Xy]. In yellow, the amount
of factors added in time k + 1 as part of UD-OTM-OO and are shared by both beliefs, b[Xj,]
and b[Xkﬂ‘kﬂ] , i.e. the amount of factors that were originally calculated in the precursory planning
time, and were reused by UD-OTM-OO. It is worth stressing the noticeable difference between the
number of measurements per step in Figure 4.7.5b when compared to Figure 4.7.2c. The former is

exceeding the latter by an order of magnitude.

The difference between the yellow and blue lines in Figure 4.7.5b represents the amount of fac-
tors “missing” from the belief b[Xj, | in order to match b[X.,x1.) (see Section 4.6.2), e.g. for step
725 only 142 have been reused (yellow line) while 675 were eventually added (blue line), leaving 533
new factors to be added during the DA update phase of UD-OTM-OO. This difference can be di-
vided into factors containing only existing states and factors containing new states. Since the red line
represents all factors of existing states, the difference between the red and blue lines represents all
factors containing new states per time step, e.g. for step 725, out of the 675 factors added during in-
ference (blue line), only 236 are related to previously known states (red line). As mentioned earlier
in Section 4.7.2, in this experiment the prediction of future factors does not involve new states, apart
from the next future pose(s). For that reason, the amount of factors added during planning has an
upper bound represented by the red line, e.g. for step 725, the maximum number of factors that could
have been utilized from precursory planning is 236 (red line). Future work can consider a prediction
mechanism for new states, such work would set the upper bound somewhere between the red and

blue lines.

The difference between the yellow and red lines, both related to factors of existing states, is at-
tributed to the prediction accuracy of the planning stage. Since the factors represented by the red line
are already part of the belief in planning time k, a perfect prediction mechanism would have added
them all to the belief b[ X1, ], e.g. for step 725, while there are 236 factors related to previously known
states (red line), planning predicted only 142 of them (yellow line). Since the prediction is inherently
imperfect (see Section 4.3.2), there would always be some difference between the two. Reducing the
gap between the red and yellow lines is a function of the prediction mechanism, while closing the gap
further up to the blue line is a function of predicting new variables during planning.

After better understanding the meaning of Figure 4.7.5b, comparing the two graphs in Figure 4.7.5,
reveals the connection between the added factors and the computation time, demonstrated by com-
paring steps 725 and 803 across the aforementioned. For time step 725, we have 675 new factors added
iniSAM at inference, while only 142 factors that have been reused by UD-OTM-QOQO), this difference
resulted in inference update running time of 4.2 to UD-OTM-OO and 6.1 to iSAM. For time step
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from planning.

803, we have 145 new factors added in iSAM at inference, while only 33 factors that have been reused
by UD-OTM-OQO, this difference resulted in inference update running time of 0.33(; to UD-OTM-
OO and 6.9}y to iSAM. Although 6825 new landmarks were added to the state vector between steps
725 and 803 (calculated by the cumulative difference between the blue and red lines between steps
725 and 803 ), the time difference between UD-OTM-OO and iSAM increased, while UD-OTM-
OO running time dropped. This increase in relative running time, in-spite of the substantial growth
of the state vector, can be attributed to the drop in the number of factors needed to be added by the
DA update phase of UD-OTM-0O.

As anticipated, the larger the gap between b[X.,,x| and b[Xi1,jk4.], i.e. more DA corrections to
b[Xkﬂ‘k] are required in order to match b[Xkﬂ‘kﬂ] , the smaller the computation time difference be-
tween RUB inference and standard Bayesian inference, as demonstrated in Figure 4.7.6. The left
vertical axis (denoted in blue) presents the computation time difference between iSAM and UD-
OTM-OO such that positive values suggest tisan > tup.oTm-00- From this blue graph we notice
that the time difference between iISAM and UD-OTM-OQO is strictly positive and ascending up to
fluctuations. While some of these fluctuations can be attributed to machine noise of the measure-
ment process, we provide some explanation for the large time difference drops, i.e. the steps in which
the computation difference between iISAM and UD-OTM-OO diminished. The number of factors
added by UD-OTM-OO and were not reused from precursory planning are denoted by the orange
line in Figure 4.7.6. We can see correlation between large spikes in the number of factors added dur-
ing the DA update phase of UD-OTM-OO (orange line), and the drops in the time difference be-
tween iISAM and UD-OTM-OO computation time difference (blue line), e.g. steps 554 — 591 and
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720 — 746.

In contrast to previous experiments over synthetic data, we can better see here some dependency
over the size of the belief in the UD-OTM-OO method. This dependency seems to be in corre-
lation with that of iISAM2 although less intense, as can be seen by comparing the two methods in
Figure 4.7.5a. As in Figure 4.7.2, we can attribute this correlation to the number of re-eliminations
performed per step, which are a function of the newly added factors for iSAM and the DA update
in UD-OTM-OO (see Section 4.6). As mentioned earlier, in each step UD-OTM-OO encounters
inconsistent DA, judging by the difference between the blue and yellow lines in Figure 4.7.5b, each
step UD-OTM-OQO deals with at least 100 factors that were not reused from planning. Since UD-
OTM-0OO0 makes use of iISAM2 methodologies in order to update inconsistent DA, as does iSAM2
to update inference, they share similar computational sensitivities, which manifest in similar compu-
tation time trends. This similarity sensitivity is attributed in our opinion to the elimination process
required in order to introduce new factors into the belief. Future work for reducing eliminations by
anticipating required ordering, would break this dependency and provide additional improvement

in computation time as well as in reducing the sensitivity to state dimensionality.

4.8 SOME BROADER PERSPECTIVE

In this section we briefly discuss the motivation for RUB Inference and provide some broader per-
spective to possible future usage. As mentioned earlier, the RUB Inference paradigm deals with
inference update within a plan-act-infer framework. By re-using calculations from the precursory
planning session, it offers reduced computation time without affecting estimation accuracy.

Decision making under uncertainty in high dimensional state spaces is computationally intractable,
and as such the majority of the plan-act-infer computation time can be ascribed to it. For example,
let us consider BSP under the simplified Maximum Likelihood (ML) assumption, with a planning
horizon of three lookahead steps and three candidate actions per step. The first level of the belief tree
would consist of three future beliefs, one for each candidate action, each of which is propagated with
each of the three candidate actions, resulting in nine future beliefs in the second level of the belief
tree, and again for the last lookahead step with 27 future beliefs in the third and last level of the belief
tree. This would result in total of 39 future beliefs that constitute the belief tree, i.e. 39 belief updates,
whereas only a single belief update is required during inference update. In this toy example the com-
putational load of inference update constitutes therefore only 2.5% of the plan-act-infer framework
(assuming all belief updates have the same computational load). So why should we bother with the
efficiency of the inference update process in the first place?

The answer to this question is twofold, the first part deals with RUB Inference paradigm as a
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stand-alone approach for inference update, and the second with its possible contribution to future

research.

Although we present RUB Inference as part of a plan-act-infer system, it can also be used in the
passive case, i.e. not as part of a plan-act-infer system. Imagine a set of candidate beliefs, calculated
offline and stored away for future usage. When in-need to perform belief update, we can search this
set of candidate beliefs for the belief closest to last posterior as well as to the newly received infor-
mation. Once we locate this closest belief, we use RUB Inference to update it to match current
information thus saving computational load without affecting accuracy. The reason we consider in
this work RUB Inference as part of a plan-act-infer system, lies within the problem of locating the
closest candidate belief. By using beliefs from precursory planning as candidates we have a small
set of candidates to look through, moreover we can ensure that in the worst case scenario (i.e. all
predictions from precursory planning are wrong) we would match Bayesian inference performance,
thus averting from the complicated problem of searching within belief space. For the general case of
having a set of previously calculated beliefs, used as candidates for re-use under RUB Inference, one
would need to deal with few issues, some of which are: how to store the beliefs to facilitate an efficient
search, how to efficiently search the set of candidate beliefs, what high-dimensional belief-distance
to use, how to interpret belief-distance into computational load i.e. what will be considered as close
enough. It goes without saying that the computational load of locating the closest belief should be

small enough for RUB Inference to still have a computational advantage.

Secondly, the paradigm shift suggested by RUB Inference provides a pathway to new and exciting
research directions. For example, RUB Inference is a key building block in JIP (Chapter 3), first
presented in [17] and later in [ 19], which strives to create a unified framework that deals with both
inference and BSP under the same governing system, thus allowing to maximize the calculation re-use

potential available in both inference and planning.

While RUB Inference provides efficient inference update, it is also relied upon to facilitate cal-
culation re-use between different planning sessions (see Chapter 6). As part of BSP, it is required
to create a belief tree, as deep as the planning horizon, where each node in the said tree represents a
future belief with specific candidate actions and future measurements. In Chapter 6 we make use of
RUB Inference paradigm in order to incrementally update the belief tree as part of planning, thus

saving valuable computation time from the planning stage.

Consequently, apart from being a more computationally efficient approach for inference update,
the paradigm shift suggested by RUB Inference provides a basis for exciting new research, e.g. it is

the building block that facilitates the JIP concept as a whole.
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4.9 CoNcLUDING RUBI

Conventional Bayesian inference updates the belief from a previous time step with new incoming
information. In this chapter we introduced an alternative paradigm, utilizing the similarities between
inference and planning to efficiently update inference using information from precursory planning
phase. Given a future belief from precursory planning and newly acquired data, we appropriately
update the former with the latter while taking into consideration data association inconsistencies
which might occur. The resulting approach, RUB Inference, saves valuable computation time in
inference without affecting the estimation accuracy.

We evaluated our approach in simulation and using real-world data from the KITT'T dataset, con-
sidering active SLAM as application, and compared it against iSAM2, a state-of-the-art incremen-
tal Bayesian inference approach. Results from real-world evaluation indicate that our approach is
more efficient computationally by at least a factor of two compared to iSAM2, without affecting the
solution accuracy. The improvement magnitude is in direct correlation with the quality of the pre-
diction mechanism being used in planning, meaning a better prediction mechanism would increase
the approach’s efficiency. A particular appealing aspect of our method, that we demonstrated using
synthetic data, is that loop closures computational burden during inference is elevated, thanks to the
utilization of similar calculations already made during precursory planning. Whenloop closures were
correctly predicted during the planning phase, our method utilized these calculations instead of re-
calculating them in inference, resulting in reducing computation time by a factor of two orders of
magnitude in the shown results.

This paper suggests a novel general concept for leveraging calculations from the decision mak-
ing stage for efficient inference update, thus enabling to reduce inference computation time with-
out affecting accuracy. Based on this concept, under the assumption of high-dimensional Gaussian
beliefs, we developed approaches based on the square root information matrix, to efliciently up-
date inference. We strongly believe this novel concept is applicable for more general distributions
in any autonomous system involving both inference and decision making under uncertainty. Based
on our findings, we strongly believe this paradigm shift opens new research directions and can be
further extended in various ways, e.g. iX-BSP- incremental expectation BSP (Chapter 6) leverages

RUB Inference to reuse calculations across different planning sessions.
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You have to learn the rules of the game.

And then you have to play better than anyone else.

Sen. Dianne Fienstein

Introducing iX-BSP

IN THIS CHAPTER WE INTRODUCE INCREMENTAL EXPECTATION BSP, or iX-BSP, wHICH INCRE-
MENTALLY UPDATES THE EXPECTATION RELATED CALCULATIONS IN X-BSP BY RE-USING PREVI-
OUS PLANNING SESSIONS. We suggest reformulating the original intractable problem of X-BSP to
account for calculation re-use, thus improving calculation time without affecting the solution accu-
racy. This chapter is organized as follows. Section 5.1 following Chapter 2, provides an in-depth
review of iX-BSP related work. Section 5.2 introduces the concept of iX-BSP and reviews the con-
tributions of this chapter. Section 5.3 reviews current formulation of a plan-act-infer system, focus-
ing on decision making under uncertainty. Section 5.5 ponders about the expectation in the X-BSP

problem and the common Maximum Likelihood (ML) approximation and its repercussions.

5.1  RELATED WORK

Asmentioned in Chapter 2, in strike contrast to the vast amount of research invested in approximating
the X-BSP problem, only few tried re-using calculations, this section shortly reviews some of these
efforts to provide the reader with a better understanding of iX-BSP specific related work.

POMCEP [64] is the POMDP generalization of MCTS [9]. POMCP is a point-based POMDP;
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as such, it is implicitly using particle filtering to express and update future beliefs, thus breaking the
curse of dimensionality. It also maintains a history search tree, containing all possible actions and
only sampled measurements, thus breaking the curse of history. At each planning session POMCP
develops the tree using a black box simulator and search for the optimal policy through maintaining
an upper bound over each tree node using the PO-UTC algorithm (see section 3.1 in [64]). Once an
action has been executed, POMCP is pruning the existing tree of all branches but the one containing
the current history, thus re-using the statistics obtained so far for the appropriate segment of the tree.
Other than parameter tuning, POMCP does not require any offline calculations, although it does
require the existence of a black box simulator for sampling future scenarios and their rewards.

Adaptive Belief Tree (ABT) [46] builds on POMCP but thrives to reuse an existing policy instead
of calculating a new one from scratch. Given some offline calculated policy, ABT resamples only the
parts affected by newly acquired information, thus re-using the rest of the policy. In addition to offline
policy calculation, ABT also requires as an input the set of all states affected by the newly acquired
information, which is considered as given. Although re-using unaffected parts of the policy, ABT
substitutes the affected parts of the policy with freshly sampled rather than incrementally updating
them with the new information.

DESPOT [76] is also a point-based POMDP, which implicitly uses particle filtering to express and
update the belief. Same as POMCP it also maintains a history search tree containing all possible ac-
tions and only sampled measurements. Similarly to POMCP, at each planning session DESPOT
incrementally develops the tree using a simulator while searching for the optimal policy. Unlike
POMCP, DESPOT makes use of upper and lower bounds over an estimate of the regularized weighted
return value of each tree node, which is supposed to be less greedy than the use of PO-UCT. The lower
bound is calculated over the user defined default policy (calculated offline). Once a policy has been
chosen, the DESPOT tree is pruned of all other actions; this action-pruned DESPOT is denoted as
the DESPOT policy. While following the DESPOT policy, if the agent encounters a scenario not
present in the DESPOT policy it will follow the default policy from then on. Similarly it follows the
default policy when encountering aleaf node of DESPOT policy. DESPOT also makes use of regular-
ization in order to assure the desired performance bound while everting from potentially overfitting
due to the sampled scenarios. The regularization constant as well as other heuristic related param-
eters are calculated offline and are case sensitive. As opposed to POMPC which operates under an
MPC setting, DESPOT follows a DESPOT policy to the end of its horizon and does not make any
re-use of the statistical results.

is-DESPOT [50] builds on DESPOT [76] and introduces importance sampling into the scenario
sampling procedure. Under is-DESPOT, scenarios are sampled from some importance distribution.

The importance sampling distribution is calculated offline and is also case sensitive without explicitly
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addressing the deployment problem.

DESPOT-a [20] also builds on DESPOT [76] and introduces a vector approximation to the im-
plicit particle filtering problem of propagating and maintaining future beliefs, thus better representing
belief uncertainty under relatively large measurement space.

In contrast to the aforementioned efforts, although under some more simplifying assumptions
amongst them ML, both [7] and [42] re-use computationally expensive calculations during plan-
ning. In their work, Chaves and Eustice [7], consider a Gaussian belief under ML-BSP in a Bayes
tree [35] representation. All candidate action sequences consider a shared location (entrance pose),
thus enabling to re-use a lot of the calculations through state ordering constrains. That work enables
to efficiently evaluate a single candidate action across multiple time steps, and is conceptually appli-
cable to multiple candidate actions at a single time step. While Kopitkov and Indelman [42, 43], also
consider a Gaussian belief under ML-BSP, they utilize a factor graph representation of the belief
while considering an information theoretic cost. Using an (augmented) determinant lemma, they
are able to avert from belief propagation while re-using calculations throughout the planning session.
Although they consider calculation re-use within the same planning session, their work can be aug-
mented to consider re-use also between planning sessions.

To the best of our knowledge, in-spite of the aforementioned research efforts, calculation re-use
has only been done over ML-BSP, with restricting assumptions. While ML-BSP is widely used, the
pruning of X-BSP by considering only the most likely measurements, might mean choosing a sub-
optimal action in case the biggest available reward is not the most likely one, in particular in presence
of significant estimation uncertainty. Although under some conditions few of the aforementioned
approaches re-use previously calculated policies, and even selectively re-calculate parts of the policy
to account for newly acquired information, they do not address the problem of identifying the parts
of the policy affected by the new information nor they incrementally update the policy to account
for it. As for today, up to our work, X-BSP approaches do not re-use calculations across planning

sessions.

5.2 1X-BSP CoNTRIBUTIONS

While the aforementioned research efforts mainly focused on approximating the X-BSP, we sug-
gest a new paradigm, challenging the standard formulation of X-BSP by re-using calculations across
planning sessions thus saving valuable computation time not at the expense of accuracy.

In contrast to both POMPC and DESPOT which are point-based approximations of X-BSP,
iX-BSP is identical to the general intractable formulation of X-BSP with the single exception of

calculation re-use. iX-BSP requires no offline calculations and does not rely on any case sensitive
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Figure §.2.1: Illustrating the difference between iX-BSP and X-BSP using a simple decision making problem. Veronica would like
to cross the park with her son as quickly as possible. (a) Before entering the park Veronica, knowing the layout, considers all possible routs,
denoted by colored arrows. (b) After entering the park Veronica obtains new information which renders her existing plan suboptimal.
Under X-BSP Veronica would replan from scratch while under iX-BSP she would simply incrementally update her existing plan with the
new information.

heuristics. Instead of calculating the expected belief-dependent rewards, which form the objective
value, from scratch, iX-BSP selectively re-uses previously sampled measurements along with their
associated beliefs. While POMPC re-uses previously calculated statistics between planning sessions
of the pruned search tree it disregards impact of the newly received information over the sampled
scenarios. Although ABT accounts for this new information by re-calculating affected parts of the
policy, it does not address how to locate the affected segments of the policy or how to incremen-
tally update them rather then discard them. On the other hand, iX-BSP incrementally updates the
re-used beliefs with the updated posterior information, using our previous work on efficient belief

update under RUB Inference (see Chapter 4).

Selectively resampling measurements as part of iX-BSP, potentially results in estimating the ex-
pected objective value through multiple different distributions. We identify this problem within
the Multiple Importance Sampling (MIS) problem [74], residing in the field of importance sam-
pling [24] and formulate iX-BSP accordingly. Figure 5.2.1 illustrates the advantage of iX-BSP over
X-BSP through a simple decision making under uncertainty problem, in-which Veronica and her son
would like to cross the park in the fastest possible route. Assuming Veronica is already familiar with
the park layout, she could solve her decision making problem by considering all four possible routes
through the park (denoted by green, red, blue and black arrows in Figure 5.2.12). As a result, Veron-
ica chooses the blue path and enters the park only to find it populated as illustrated in Figure 5.2.1b.

This newly acquired information changes the optimality and even validity of Veronica’s solution. Un-
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der X-BSP Veronica would calculate a new plan from scratch; instead, under iX-BSP Veronica can
simply update her existing plan with the newly acquired information, resulting with picking the black
path as the fastest one.

While Veronica’s planning problem in Figure 5.2.1 provides some intuition on how iX-BSP pro-
vides the same solution as X-BSP but faster, in real life scenarios the desirable accuracy sometime
lies within the bounds of a suboptimal solution. As mentioned, iX-BSP is not an approximation of
X-BSP, it updates some precursory planning tree with all of the new posterior information.

Additional contribution of our work comes to satisfy the desire to controllably sacrifice accuracy
for performance, introducing the wildfire approximation. While iX-BSP updates some existing
planning tree to exactly match current information, wildfire introduces a concept of "close enough”
defined by a wildfire distance threshold. Under iX-BSP with wildfire, whenever a belief of the
existing planning tree is "close enough” to its updated counterpart, this "close enough” belief is con-
sidered as already updated, along with all of its decedents in the planning tree. The choice of wildfire
threshold value would directly affect the obtainable objective value. When the threshold is taken to its
minimum, i.e. zero distance, there is no approximation and the obtainable objective value would sta-
tistically match the one obtained by iX-BSP without wildfire. As we increase the allowable wildfire
distance threshold, it is as if we consider some or even all of the newly acquired information as irrel-
evant, which would directly impact the obtainable objective value. In this work we formulate the
affect of the wildfire threshold over the obtainable objective value, and support it with both analyt-
ical proof and empirical results. Moreover, we provide results indicating considerable reduction in
computation time under the use of wildfire in iX-BSP.

As iX-BSP is formulated over the original un-approximated problem of X-BSP, we go further
and support our claim made in [18], that iX-BSP can be utilized to also reduce valuable compu-
tation time of existing approximations of X-BSP. Considering the commonly used approximation
ML-BSP, we formulate incremental ML-BSP, referred to as iML-BSP, by simply enforcing the
ML assumption over iX-BSP, as being done over X-BSP. Under ML-BSP, beliefs are propagated
with zero innovation by considering just the most likely measurement for each candidate action, thus
averting from expectation and minimizing the curse of history. Given access to calculations from pre-
cursory planning, at each look ahead step i in the current planning session, iML-BSP considers the
appropriate sample from the iy, look ahead step in the precursory planning session for re-use. If the
sample constitutes an adequate representation, of the measurement likelihood we would have con-
sidered at the iy, look ahead step in current planning session, then iML-BSP utilizes the associated
previously solved belief from the precursory planning session. If the mentioned sample is consid-
ered as an inadequate representation of the mentioned measurement likelihood, iX-BSP follows

the course of ML-BSP, and the most likely measurement of the nominal measurement likelihood is
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considered instead.

To summarize, the contributions of our work on iX-BSP are as follows: (a) We present a novel
paradigm for incremental expectation belief space planning with selective resampling (iX-BSP).
Our approach incrementally calculates the expectation over future observations by a set of samples
comprising of newly sampled measurements and re-used samples generated at different planning ses-
sions. (b) We identify the problem of iX-BSP with selective resampling as a Multiple Importance
sampling problem, and provide the proper formulation while considering the balance heuristic. (c)
We evaluate iX-BSP in simulation and provide statistical comparison to X-BSP, which calculates
expectation from scratch, while considering the problem of autonomous navigation in unknown en-
vironments, across different randomized scenarios. (d) We introduce the wildfire approximation
into iX-BSP, which enables one to controllably trade accuracy for performance. (e) We provide
an analytical proof of the affect the choice of a wildfire threshold would have over the objective
value, in the form of bounds over the objective value error. (f) We provide empirical results of us-
ing wildfire within iX-BSP, as well as the affect wildfire holds over the objective value error. (g)
We support our claim, that iX-BSP can be used to improve approximations of the general prob-
lem of X-BSP, by introducing to iX-BSP the commonly used ML approximation, and denote it as
iML-BSP. The novel approach of iML-BSP, incrementally calculates the expectation over future
observations, while considering either the most likely observation or some previously sampled obser-
vation, given from a precursory planning session. (h) We evaluate iML-BSP in simulation as well as
in real-world experiments and compare it to the commonly used approximation for the X-BSP prob-
lem, ML-BSP, while considering the problem of autonomous navigation in unknown environments

and active visual-SLAM setting with belief over high dimensional state space.

5.3 BSP Topay

This section provides the theoretical background for belief space planning (BSP), starting with recap-
pingbelief definition, followed by the BSP formulation and the common Maximum Likelihood (ML)
approximation. While the formulation, as well as the suggested paradigm, are impartial to a specific
belief distribution, throughout this chapter we also provide the conventional case which deals with

Gaussian distributions.

5.3.1  BELIEF DEFINITION

Although already covered in Section 4.2, for the reader’s convenience we shortly recap the belief defi-

nition. Let x; denote the agent’s state at time instant t and £ represent the mapped environment thus
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far. The joint state, up to and including time k, is defined as X; = {x,, ..., x, L£}. We shall be using
the notation t|k to refer to some time instant t while considering information up to and including time
k. The unique time notation is required since this paper makes use of both current and future time
indices in the same equations. Let z; and uy; denote, respectively, measurements and the control
action at time ¢, while the current time is k. The measurements and controls up to time ¢ given current

time is k, are represented by

Zy:tlk = {Z1|k7 --'>Zt|k} y Uoit—1lk = {uo\ka ey ut71|k}; (51)

The posterior probability density function (pdf) over the joint state, denoted as the belief, is given by

b[Xt\k] = ]P)(Xt|zlzt|k7 uo:t—1|k) = ]P(Xt|Ht\k)- (5-2)

where Hy; = {uo;t_1| A 1} represents history at time ¢ given current time k. The propagated belief

at time ¢, i.e. belief b[Xt| +) lacking the measurements of time £, is denoted by
b~ [Xt\k] = b[Xt—l\k] : P(xt‘xt—u ut—l\k) = P(Xt|HtTk)a (5-3)

where Hy, =H,_,j; U {u_,i }. Using Bayes rule, Eq. (5.2) can be rewritten as

t

b[Xt|k] X ]P(XO)H ]P)(xi|xi—1aui71|k) H ]P)(Zi,j|k|xi71j) ) (5-4)

i=1 JEMij

where P(X,) is the prior on the initial joint state, and P(x;|x;—,, u;—,x) and P(z; jjx|x;, ;) denote,
respectively, the motion and measurement likelihood models. Here, z; j; represents an observa-
tion of landmark ; from robot pose x;, while the set M), contains all landmark indices observed

at time i, i.e. it denotes data association (DA). The DA of a few time steps is denoted by M =
{M1|k7 Tt 7~Mi‘k}*

5.3.2 BELIEF SPACE PLANNING FORMULATION

Although shortly mentioned in Section 4.2.2 as part of RUB Inference theoretical background,
we provide here a more thorough formulation of the belief space planning problem as required for
iX-BSP.

The purpose of BSP is to determine an optimal action given an objective function ], belief b[Xy] at

planning time instant k and, considering a discrete action space, a set of candidate actions (4. While
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these actions can be with different planning horizons, we consider for simplicity the same horizon of

Llook ahead steps for all actions, i.e. Uy = {uprir_1}-

The optimal action for planning at time k for horizon of L look-ahead steps is given by

”E:HL—IUC = argmax ](uk:k—i—L—l\k)v (s.5)
Ukt L—a [k EUE

where the general objective function J(.) is defined as

k+L
](u) = E Z ¥ (b[Xi\k]u ui—1|k) ) (5-6)
Zktv:k+LIk |
i=k+1
with 4 = w4k, immediate rewards (or costs) r; and where the expectation is with respect to
future observations zj i .t while,
Zhetv:k+LIk ™ P(zk+1:k+L\k|Hk\k7 uk:k+Lﬂ)~ (5-7)

The expectation in (5.6) can be written explicitly

](u) :/]P)(ZkJqu‘Hkk, uk|k) . rk+1(') + ... +/P(zk+1;ik’Hk|k, uk:i,l‘k) . 1"{(.) 4+ ..., (5.8)

k1| k L1z k

Using the chain rule and the Markov assumption, we can re-formulate the joint measurement likeli-

hood (5.7), as
k+L

]P)(Zk+1:k+L|k|Hk|k7uk:k+L—;) = H P(Zi\k|Hl~‘7k> (5-9)
i=k-+1

where H; is a function of a specific sequence of measurement realization, i.e.
Hy, = Hye U {Zktsima ks tisiafic } - (s5.10)

Using (5.9), we can re-formulate (5.8) as

J(u) :ﬁ(zk+l|k|H;+1k) P (B[ Xemafi]s wege) + - '/P(Zi|k|HiTk) i (b[Xiel, i) + -] |
Zp |k Zijk

(s.11)

where each integral accounts for all possible measurement realizations from an appropriate look ahead

86



step, withi € (k + 1,k + L] and b[X;e] = P(Xie|Hy, zi)-

Evaluating the objective for each candidate action in 4, involves calculating (5.11), considering
all different measurement realizations. As solving these integrals analytically is typically not feasible,
in practice these are approximated by sampling future measurements. Although the measurement
likelihood P(z;x ’Hsz) is unattainable, one can still sample from it. Specifically, consider the i-th future
step and the corresponding H;; to some realization of measurements from the previous steps. In

order to sample from P(z;|H lTk) , we should marginalize over the future robot pose x; and landmarks
Pz H,) = / / Pzl £) - P(x, £]H)dvdL, (s.12)

x L
where P(x;, £|H,‘\_k) can be calculated from the belief b~ [X;] = P(X; k|Hz|_k) We approximate the

above integral via sampling as summarized in Alg. 2. One can also choose to approximate further by

considering only landmark estimates L (i.e. without sampling £).

Algorithm 2 Sampling z;; ~ ]P’(zi|k|Hi|7c)
ooy = {x, L} ~ P(x, £|Hi‘7k)
2: Determine data association M (x;, £)

2 = {Zijiidiemyer) With zijie ~ Pzl )
4 return z;;and y,

-

w

Each sample x, and the determined DA (lines 1-2 of Alg. 2) define a measurement likelihood
P(zi\k|xi, Mi|k(Xi>> = HjeM'\k(X-) P(ziﬂk]xi, l,-) from which observations are sampled in line 3. Con-

sidering n, samples, {y"}"= , we can approximate Eq. (s.12) by

P(zie|Hy) =~ 1, w0 - Py, Mie(x)), (5.13)
where w] represents the n-th sample weight, ", and y;* = " . Here, since all samples are

generated from their original distribution (corresponding to the proposal distribution in importance
sampling), see line 1, we have identical weights.

For each sample y" € {y/}12,, we can generally consider n, measurement samples (line 3 ), pro-
viding the set {z';"km r=_,. Inother words, Alg. 2 yields n,-n, sampled measurements, denoted by {z;;. },
for a given realization of ;1 ,;_,|x. Thus, considering all such possible realizations, we get (1 - nz)i_k
sampled measurements for the look ahead step at time instant i, i.e. the (i — k)-th look ahead step for

planning time instant k.
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We can now write an unbiased estimator for (5.11), considering the (n, - nz)i_k sampled measure-

ments. In particular, for the look ahead step at time i, we get

E [ (b )] e, 3w (o (0 D0 0B |- ] (s18)

Zht:ilk
{2Zkgai} {zii}

where H, varies with each measurement realization. When the measurements that are used to es-
timate the expectation are being sampled from their nominal distributions, then all weights equal
1, ie. w! = 1Vi, n,and evidently each normalizer equals the inverse of the sum of samples, i.e.

n,t =y x, Vi

k+L

= 3 [ X Y e )| (5.15)

i=k+1 * {2z} {zik}

The above exponential complexity makes the described calculations quickly infeasible, due to both
curse of dimensionality and history. In practice, approximate approaches, e.g. Monte-Carlo tree
search [64], must be used. However, in this work we prefer to present our paradigm considering
the above formulation, without any further approximations, referring to it as X-BSP. We believe our
proposed concept can be applied in conjunction with existing approximate approaches; in particular,
we demonstrate this on the commonly used approximation for the X-BSP problem - the Maximum

Likelihood approximation.

5.3.3 BELIEF SPACE PLANNING UNDER ML

A very common approximation to Eq. (5.6) is based on the maximum likelihood (ML) observations
assumption (see e.g. [29, 40, 58]). This approximation, referred to as ML-BSP, is often used in BSP
and in particular in the context of active SLAM: Instead of accounting for different measurement re-
alizations, only the most likely observation is considered at each look ahead step, which corresponds
ton, = n, = 1 where the single sample is the most likely one. So under ML, the expectation from

Eq. (5.6) is omitted, and the new objective formulation is given by

k+L

P =D (b[Xe], i) (5.16)

i=k+1

thus drastically reducing complexity at the expense of sacrificing performance. While the future belief

b[X,-|k] is given by P(Xo.i| Hgjk, i1 ML

. +1:i|k) , and for the Gaussian case zﬂfﬂ i are the measurement
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model mean-values.

5.4 DEFINING THE iX-BSP PROBLEM

Consider the planning session at time instant k has been solved by evaluating the objective (5.6)
via appropriate measurement sampling for each action in I} and subsequently choosing the optimal
action u’,::kJrL_l‘k. A subset of this action, uz:k-‘rl—l“c S u?HL_l'k with [ € [1, L), is now executed, new
measurements 2.4 |c+ are obtained and the posterior belief b[XkJrl‘ 1+1] in inference is calculated,
upon which a new planning session is initiated.

Determining the optimal action sequence at time instant k + [ involves evaluating the objective

function for each candidate action u' = u i et ip1—sfit1 € Uit

k+I+L

](“/)iE Z fi (b[Xi|k+l]a”:ﬂ\k+z) ) (5.17)

i=k+14+1

where the expectation is with respect to future observations ziy ;1 ,.x-i11|c+1- Existing approaches per-
form these costly evaluations from scratch for each candidate action. Our key observation is that ex-
pectation related calculations from two successive X-BSP planning sessions at time instances k and
k + 1 are similar and hence can often be re-used. The iX-BSP approach would evaluate the objec-
tive function (5.17) more efficiently by appropriately re-using calculations from preceding planning
sessions.

At this point, we summarize our assumptions for iX-BSP.

Assumption 1. Calculations from a previous planning session are accessible from the current planning

session.

Assumption 2. The planning horizon of current time k-1, overlaps the planning horizon of the precursory

planning timek, i.e.1 € [1,L).

Assumption 3. Action sets Uyy; and Uy overlap in the sense that actions in Uy, that overlap in the ex-
ecuted portion of the optimal action also partially reside in Uy, In other words, Vu € Uy withu =
{urtimapes i} and v = wgy g I € Uesuchthatu’ = {uj ey Wi pgrr—

/
and wpppp oy O Wbtk ¢ 0.

Unlike assumption 1, which is an integral part of iX-BSP, assumptions 2-3 exist only as a mean
to create a smaller group of candidate beliefs for re-use. By limiting ourselves to beliefs with a shared

history, mostly the same action sequence and of the same future time, we obtain a relatively small set
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thatis likely to produce a viable candidate for re-use. One can relax these assumptions after addressing

the problem of efficiently searching a set of candidate beliefs.

5.5 EXPECTATION AND THE MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD ASSUMPTION

In this section we provide a glimpse behind the curtains of X-BSP and ML-BSP. As seen in Sec-
tion 5.3.3, the ML assumption greatly simplify the X-BSP problem by eliminating the expectation
over future measurements, as formulated in Eq.(5.16). However this simplification comes with a
cost, which we will discuss in this section. By considering only the most likely measurement, rather
than taking into account all possible future measurements we risk choosing a sub-optimal action. In
order to have a tangible example to discuss and ponder about, we start with the results of a planning

session, for which X-BSP and ML-BSP produced different optimal actions. We show the results of

1 - osCost g

>

(@) (b)
Figure §.5.1: Spatial sensitivity to the ground truth location in respect to the objective value when considering "left” and “forward”
actions accordingly. While X-BSP considers the weighted average of different possible measurements, denoted by colored area, ML-BSP
considers only the most likely measurement, resulted from the black square.

a single planning session, for which expectation and ML produced different optimal actions.
Consider a robot with initial estimated location and covariance, given two candidate actions "left”
and "forward”. The world consists out of two types of landmarks, the first with high covariance and the
second with low. Figures 5.5.1a-5.5.1b present the spatial cost values which are the result of choosing
"left” or "forward” actions accordingly, and where warm colors denote higher cost values. Each pixel
in Figures 5.5.1a-5.5.1b denotes a possible ground truth location of the robot, where the colored area
represents the 10 range of the prior covariance and the most likely state is denoted by a black square.

While ML considers only the cost value resulting from the most likely state, expectation considers
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multiple samples from different spatial locations. As a result expectation favored the "left” action
while ML favored "forward”. For 20k inference rollouts, each with a different ground truth location,
choosing left is statistically favorable in the sense of minimizing cost (uncertainty), 74% of the times.
So as expected we can deduce that X-BSP is statistically superior to ML-BSP.

Under continuous state space, the possibility of the robot location to match exactly the ML loca-
tion is zero, and as can be seen from the cost values in Figure 5.5.1a a small shift in robotlocation could
have drastic consequences over the cost value. Due to the fact that X-BSP takes different possible
spatial locations into consideration, it provides a weighted estimate of the cost value that might be ob-
tained, while ML-BSP consider a specific instance involving the ML location. After understanding
the advantage X-BSP holds over ML-BSP one can ponder wether there might be some configu-
ration allowing ML-BSP to match or at least get closer to the estimation performance of X-BSP.
For example under the scenario presented above, adding more candidate actions to ML-BSP should
improve the robustness of the estimated cost value. Of course this would result with a heavier compu-
tational load and some work is needed in order to determine how much of ML-BSP computational

advantage is required to be sacrificed in favor of accuracy, we leave this for future work.
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If you can’t describe what you are doing as a process,

then you don’t know what you are doing.

W. Edwards Deming

iX-BSP

IN THIS CHAPTER WE FORMULATE OUR INCREMENTAL EXPECTATION BSP (iX-BSP) apPrOACH,
WHICH ENABLES TO INCREMENTALLY CALCULATE THE OBJECTIVE FUNCTION BY RE-USING CALCU-
LATIONS FROM PREVIOUS PLANNING SESSIONS, thus saving valuable computation time while at the
same time preserving the benefits of the expectation solution provided by X-BSP. As explained
in Section 5.3.2, the immediate rewards, required for calculating the objective value, are in the gen-
eral case a function of candidate actions and future posterior beliefs calculated over sampled mea-
surements. The way iX-BSP re-uses previous calculations is by enforcing specific measurements
as opposed to sampling them from the appropriate measurement likelihood distribution. The mea-
surements being enforced, were considered and sampled in some precursory planning session(s),
in which each of the measurements had corresponding posterior belief and immediate reward. By
enforcing some previously considered measurement, we can make use of the previously calculated
posterior beliefs, instead of performing inference from scratch. In order to make use of the data ac-
quired since these re-used beliefs have been calculated, when needed, we can incrementally update
them to match the information up to current time.

This chapter is organized as follows. We first analyze the similarities between two successive plan-

ning sessions (Section 6.1), and use those insights as foundation to develop the paradigm for iX-BSP.
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In Section 6.2 we provide an overview of the entire iX-BSP paradigm, and continue with covering
each of the building blocks of iX-BSP: Selecting beliefs for re-use and deciding whether there is suf-
ficient data for calculations re-use (Section 6.3), validating samples for re-use, incorporating forced
samples and belief update (Section 6.4), calculating expectation incrementally with forced samples
(Section 6.5). Section 6.6 provides a thorough analysis of iX-BSP, and a comparison to related
work. Section 6.7 introduces a non-integral approximation to iX-BSP denoted as wildfire. Sec-
tion 6.8 provides a thorough analysis of the affects wildfire holds over the iX-BSP solution. Sec-
tion 2? demonstrates how iX-BSP can be utilized to improve existing approximations of X-BSP
by introducing iML-BSP, denoting iX-BSP under the common ML assumption. Section ?? pro-
vides a thorough analysis of iML-BSP and a comparison to related work. Section 6.9 discusses some
broader perspective of iX-BSP. Section 6.10 captivates the conclusions of this chapter along with
possible extensions and usage. To improve coherence some theoretical background as well as proofs

are covered in appendices.

It is worth mentioning that some of the following sections are accompanied by high-level algo-
rithms, describing key aspects of iX-BSP. In an effort to simplify these algorithms for the readers’
behalf, some of them are written in a sub-optimal manner (complexity-wise). When coming to im-
plement iX-BSP, we trust the readers to adhere to the governing principles of i X-BSP while writing

the source code in a complexity efficient manner.

6.1 COMPARING PLANNING SESSIONS

This section analyzes the similarities between two planing sessions that comply with Assumptions 1-
3. In order to do so, let us consider two planning sessions, both with horizon of L steps ahead, the first
occurred at time k and the second at time k+ . Under Assumption 2 both planning horizons overlap,
i.e. I < L, and under Assumption 3 both planning sessions share some actions. For this comparison
let us consider the action chosen at planning time k which also partially resides in a candidate action
from planning time k + [, and denote both as u}, ; = {u},...,uf,,}. Figure 6.1.1, illustrates
the aforementioned horizon overlap between two beliefs at look ahead step at time ¢, given planning
time k, i.e. b[Xy], and given planning time k + [, i.e. b[X;x/], while the interesting shared sections,

separated by time instances, are denoted as (i) (ii) and (iii).
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Figure 6.1.1: Horizon overlap between planning time k and planning time k+1, both with L steps horizon and same candidate actions:
(i) The shared history of both planning sessions (ii) The possibly outdated information of planning time k, since in planning time k+1 this
time span is considered as known history (iii) Although in both it represents future prediction, it is conditioned over different history
hence possibly different.

At future time t € [k + [+ 1,k + L], the belief created by the action sequence Ztk;t_l is given by

b[Xype] oc b[Xpe] -
(a)

k+1 t
H P(xs’xsfu u?—l) H ]P)(zs,g\k’xsa lg) : H ]P’(x,-]x,-,l, u?—l) H ]P)(zi,j\k’xi; l]) ) (6'1)
s=k+1 gEM i=k+1+1 JEMik

(b) (©)

where (6.1)(,) is the inference posterior at time k corresponding to the lower-bar area (i) in Fig-
ure 6.1.1, (6.1) (4 are the motion and observation factors of future times k+1 : k-1 corresponding to
the lower-bar area (ii) and (6.1) ) are the motion and observation factors of future times k4 +1: ¢
corresponding to the lower-bar area (iii). For the same future time t and the same candidate action,

the belief for planning time k + [ is given by,

b[Xijk+1]) o< b[Xpjpq] -
(a)

k+1 t
H ]P’(xslxsﬂ,u;il) H IP)(Zs,g|k-l-l|x57lg) H P(xi|xi71)u;‘il) H IP)(zi,j|k-&—l|"’ci7lj) ) (6'2)
s=k+1 ZEM it i=k+1+1 JEMijkt

(b) (©

where (6.2)(, is the inference posterior at time k corresponding to the upper-bar area (i) in Fig-
ure 6.1.1, (6.2) ;) are the motion and observation factors of past times k 41 : k4 [ corresponding to
the upper-bar area (ii) and (6.2) ) are the motion and observation factors of future times k+1+1: t
corresponding to the upper-bar area (iii).

Although seemingly conditioned on a different history (kvs k+1), (6.1) () and (6.2) (4 are identi-

9S



cal and denote the same posterior obtained at time k (see Figure 6.1.1 area (i) ), leaving the difference
between (6.1) and (6.2) restricted to (.)(;) and (.) (). While (6.1) ;) represents future actions and fu-
ture measurements predicted at time k, (6.2) () represents executed actions and previously acquired
measurements, this can can be seen more clearly using area (ii) in Figure 6.1.1. At planning time k
(ie. lower bar), area (ii) denotes future prediction for the time interval k : k + I, while at planning
time k 4 [ (i.e. upper bar), the same time interval denotes past measurements, and so (6.1) ;) and
(6.2)(p) are potentially different, depending on how accurate was the prediction at planning time k.
As thoroughly explained in Section 4.3.3, the difference between the predictions made during plan-
ning and the actual measurements obtained in present time is twofold, the difference in measurement
values (see Section 4.4) and the difference in data association (see Section 4.6).

Even-though both (6.1) () and (6.2) () refer to future actions and measurements (see area (iii) in
Figure 6.1.1) they do so with possibly different values and data association since they were sampled
from possibly different probability densities. Solving the objective (5.11), requires sampling from
(5.12) (e.g. using Alg. 2), the samples from planning time k were sampled from P(zy| Jk) , while

the samples from planning time k + [ were sampled from P(zd k+1|/H,, ;). These probabilities would

t{k+1
be identical only if conditioned on the same history, i.e. only if the predictions made for time interval
k : k + I at planning time k were accurate both in data association and measurement values.

As such, in order to mind the gap between (6.1) and (6.2), and obtain identical expressions one
must update (6.1)(;) to match (6.2)(;), and second, to adjust the samples from (6.1) ) to properly

represent the updated measurement probability density.

6.2 iX-BSP OvVErvIEW

This section presents an overview of iX-BSP at planning time k + I, whilst the relevant precur-
sory planning session occurred at planning time k, as summarized in Alg. 3. For the reader’s con-
venience all the notations of this section are summarized in Table 6.1. After executing [ steps out of
the (sub)optimal action sequence suggested by planning at time k, and performing inference over
the newly received measurements, we obtain b[XH”kH]. Performing planning at time k -+ [ under
iX-BSP, requires first deciding on the planning sub-tree from the precursory planning session to be
considered for re-use (Alg. 3 line 1). Considering belief roots of candidate planning sub-trees, the
selected sub-tree is the one with the "closest” belief root to b[X.; 4], i.e. the one with the minimal
distance to it while considering some appropriate probability density function distance. We denote
the closest belief root and the appropriate planning sub-tree as Z[XH” ¢| and By respectively.

In case the distance of the closest belief (denoted by Dist) is larger than some critical value ¢, i.e.

the closest prediction from the precursory planning session is too far off, iX-BSP would presumably
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have no advantage over the standard X-BSP so the latter is executed (Alg. 3 line 12). On the other
hand, if Dist is smaller than the critical value ¢,y we consider the difference between the beliefs
as insignificant and continue with re-using the precursory planning session without any additional
update (Alg. 3 line 4). We denote the aforementioned as wildfire. When the precursory planning
is close-enough (see Figure 6.3.2), we can appropriately re-use it to save valuable computation time.
While we go further and elaborate on specific methods we used in this work, e.g. determining belief
distance (see Section 6.3 ) or representative sample (see Section 6.4.2), iX-BSP is indifferent to any

specific method, as long as it serves its intended purpose.

Algorithm 3 iX-BSP: Planning time k+1

Input:
data > Calculations used for the precursory planning session
b[ Xt ikt > The up-to-date inference posterior for time k + [
useWF, ¢, . > User defined flags & thresholds
1: Dist, Byyjx < SELECTCLOSESTBRANCH (b[X 4 jj14), data) > see Section 6.3.1
2: if Dist < ¢, then > belief distance threshold ¢,
3: if useWF N (Dist < ¢,y) then > wildfire threshold ¢,
4: data < By > Reusing the entire selected branch without any update, see Section 6.7
5 else
6: data < INCUPDATEBELIEFTREE( By ) > see Section 6.4
7 end if
8: data < perform X-BSP over horizon stepsk+ L +1: k+ L+
9: Solve Eq. 5.11, for each candidate action > see Section 6.5
10: uZJri:HL'H,. < find best action
11: else
12: Uit ikt pjkgs < perform X-BSP (b[Xiije41])
13: endif

14: return uZ+i:k+L|k+i, data

The planning sub-tree By is comprised of all future beliefs, i.e. k + [ + 1 : k + L, calculated
as part of the planning session from time k, which originate in Z[XH” t]. We update these beliefs
with the information received in inference between time instances k + 1 and k + [, and selectively
re-sample predicted measurements (line 6) in an effort to maintain a representative set of samples for
the nominal distribution. In case one of the aforementioned beliefs also meets the wildfire condition
(see Section 6.7) we consider it, and all of its descendants as already updated. Once the update is
complete, we have a planning horizon of just L — [ steps, i.e. to the extent of the horizon overlap,

hence we need to calculate the rest from scratch, i.e. perform X-BSP for the final I steps (line 8).
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We are now in position to update the immediate reward function values and calculate their expected
value in search of the (sub)optimal action sequence (line 10), thus completing the planning for time

k+1.

Since we are re-using samples from different planning sessions at planning time k + [ we are re-
quired to compensate for the different measurement likelihood, through proper formulation. In the
sequel we show that our problem falls within the Multiple Importance Sampling problem (see Ap-
pendix D), so we estimate the expected reward values using importance sampling based estimator,

thus completing the planning for time k + I.

Differently from X-BSP which returns only the selected action sequence, iIX-BSP is also required

to return more data from the planning process in order to facilitate re-use (line 14).

Variable Description

Uik Of time t while current time is k
./\/lt| k Data Association at time ¢ while current time is k
b[Xy]  Deliefat time t while current time is k
b~ [Xyk] Deliefat time t — 1 propagated only with action u;_,

By The entire belief tree from planning at time k
Z[Xﬂ ]  The root of the selected branch for re-use in planning at time ¢
By The set of all beliefs from planning time k rooted in Z[Xd il

Dist The distance between b[X;;] and the corresponding posterior b[X;]
data  All available calculations from current and precursory planning session

Ui  The (sub)optimal action sequence of length L chosen in planning at time k

£ belief distance critical threshold, above it re-use has no computational advantage
Ewf wildfire threshold, bellow it distance is considered close-enough for re-use without
any update

useWF  abinary flag determining whether or not the wildfire condition is considered

D(.) belief divergence / metric

Table 6.1: Notations for Sections 6.2-6.3
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Figlll‘e 6.3.1: X-BSP performs lookahead search on a tree with depth L. Each belief tree node represents a belief. For each node, the
tree branches either for a candidate action or a sampled measurement. The corresponding belief tree for ML-BSP is marked with solid
lines, while the dashed lines represent the parts of X-BSP that relate to sampled measurements. Under iX-BSP, the gray-marked parts of
the tree are being re-used for the succeeding planning session.

6.3 SELECTING BELIEFS FOR RE-USE

This section covers an integral part of iX-BSP, dealing with how to select which beliefs to re-use,
and from where. At each step along the planning horizon, iX-BSP is required to choose beliefs for
re-use. Our goal is to minimize any required updates, i.e. the beliefs we would like to re-use should be
as “close” as possible to the beliefs we would have obtained through standard X-BSP. In iX-BSP,
as well as in X-BSP, the number of beliefs per future time step is derived from the number of sam-
ples per action per time step; in order to re-use previous calculations while avoiding a computational
load, we need to choose which beliefs to consider for re-use. The need to obtain the closest belief
for re-use entails three fairly complicated problems: Where to find it (Section 6.3.1), how to find it
(Section 6.3.2), and how to determine what is considered "close” in belief space (Section 6.3.3). For

the reader’s convenience all the notations of this section are summarized in Table 6.1.

6.3.1 SELECTING THE CANDIDATE SET FOR RE-USE

While every set of previously calculated beliefs can serve as potential candidates for re-use, in this
work we consider previous planning sessions as they are readily available. It is worth mentioning that

the problem of searching a set of candidate beliefs can be computationally expensive, thus poten-
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tially sabotaging the efforts of iX-BSP to relieve the computational load of BSP. In order to avert
from directly dealing with the aforementioned “search problem” within belief space and maximize
the chances of finding an adequate candidate for re-use, we introduce Assumptions 2-3 that are not
an integral part of iX-BSP. Following Assumption 2 we assure that the previous planning session has
some overlapping horizon with the current planning session, hence increasing the chances oflocating

a "close enough” belief for re-use.

Using Assumption 3 we can prune the full belief-tree from previous planning time k, denoted as
By, and consider only a subset of it while assuring overlapping of some candidate actions. More
specifically, we prune By to consider the sub-tree By C B, which is rooted in b[X; | such
that

b Xy = argmin D(b[Xp i), b[Xiqird]), (6.3)
b Xtk €EBi

where () is a metric ( or divergence) quantifying the difference between two beliefs (see Sec-
tion 6.3.3), b[XkJr” 1+1] is the posterior from inference at time k + I, and Z[XH” 1| is one of the beliefs
for lookahead step [ of planning at time k. This search for the closest belief is performed by Alg. 4 and
discussed in Section 6.3.2. By considering the sub-belief tree of the closest prediction from planning
at time k to the current posterior, we ensure minimal required update along the lookahead steps, i.e.

minimizing the difference between the prediction (6.1)(;) and what eventually happened (6.2) ;).

Without loss of generality, we now make use of Figure 6.3.1 to illustrate the branch selection pro-
cess, i.e. how we choose a candidate set of beliefs given an entire previous planning tree. Figure 6.3.1
illustrates a belief tree of X-BSP at planning time ¢ = 1 for a horizon of L steps, with n candidate
actions and j sampled measurements per step, resulting with (n - j)' different beliefs for future time
t=2and(n- j)L_1 for future time L. Let us assume action 4! has been determined as optimal at plan-
ning time t = 1and has been executed. After attaining new measurements for current time ¢ = 2 and
calculating the posterior belief b[X, ,], we perform planning once more. Now, under iX-BSP, instead
of calculating everything from scratch we would like to re-use previous calculations; specifically, un-
der Assumption 2 we consider the beliefs calculated at planning time t = 1. Instead of considering

the entire tree I3, for re-use, we look for some sub-tree 3,;, C B,}, rooted in b [XZ‘J such that

b[XZ‘l] = argmin D(b[th]u b[X2|2]) (6.4)
b[XZMEBI‘l

We start by considering all beliefs {b'[X,,] }, meeting Assumption 3, i.e. all beliefs marked by the
dark gray area in Figure 6.3.1 which considered the same action sequence. Now, from the remaining

j beliefs, using Alg. 4 (see Section 6.3.2) we denote the closest belief to the posterior b[X,,] as E[Xz‘l].
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Once we determined Z[th] , we define the closest branch as consisting of all the beliefs rooted in

~

b [th] ,and denote it as 13,,, marked in Figure 6.3.1 by the light gray area. In case there are no beliefs

in the set {V' [X2|1]}:21 meeting Assumption 3, we will need to search through the entire set for the

closest belief b[X,,]. In the following section we describe how the closest belief is located.

6.3.2 FINDING THE CLOSEST BELIEF

This section covers the problem of how to locate the closest belief given a set of candidate beliefs, as
required when selecting the closest branch for re-use (Section 6.3.1, Alg. 3 line 1) or when incremen-
tally updating the belief tree under iX-BSP (Alg. s line 10). As part of our problem, we have a set
of candidate beliefs for re-use, denoted as By, and some posterior b[Xi‘ 1+1] we wish to be close to.
Our goal is to find within By the closest belief to b[Xi| 111, wherei > k+ I denote some lookahead
step. Locating the closest belief requires quantifying the differences between two beliefs into a scalar
distance. We denote the distance function, whether a metric or a divergence, by D(.). Let us consider
some candidate belief b[Xi| i € By 1k, although referring to the same future time i as b[Xi‘ ki), it is
conditioned on different history, and therefore is potentially different. While Section 6.1 discussed
the reasons for such difference between b[X;| and b[X;j1], here we quantify this difference using a
belief distance. Projecting b[X; ;] into our belief distance space yields a point that suggests how differ-
ent is b[X;| from b[Xijc1]. After projecting all candidate beliefs from By into the belief distance
space in reference to b[Xi| t-+1], the problem of locating the closest belief to b[Xi|k+1] is reduced to a

problem of locating the nearest neighbor.

Algorithm 4 ClosestBelief

Input:
Bt > set of candidate beliefs for re-use from planning at time k, see Section 6.3.1
b [X,»+1| k] > The belief to check distance to, from planning at time k + [
1: Smin — 0

2: for b[X,-+1‘k] < Bk+l‘k do

3: § < D(b[Xitujk), b[Xitujrri]) > probability metric/ divergence to determine belief distance
4: if § <§,,, then > keeping track over the shortest distance
5: Smin )

6: b/ [Xi+1|k} — b[Xi+1\k]

7 end if

8: end for

!
9: return 8, b [Xij i
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While there are more efficient ways to determine the closest belief, we made use of a simple real-
ization of BeliefDist(.) in Alg. 4. Any other, more efficient realization, that provides with the same
end-result is acceptable, and would benefit the computational load reduction of iX-BSP. Alg. 4 de-
termines the closest belief given a set of beliefs By, x and a target belief b[X; 1], by simply calculating
the distance between the target belief to each beliefin the set 3, using ID(.), and picking the closest

one. The minimal distance associated with the closest belief is thus given by

Smin = min  D(b[Xy], b[Xijs]), (6.5)
b[Xik ] €Bepk
while the distinction whether §,,;, is acceptable or not, happens outside of Alg. 4 (see Alg. 3 lines 2-3

and Alg. 5 lines 11-12) as discussed next.

6.3.3 WHAT 1s CLOSE ENoUGH

Choosing a candidate belief with minimal distance is not enough, as this candidate belief could still be
very different, and thus require a substantial computational effort in order to update. In order to deal
with this issue, we need to set some criteria over the belief distance. Let us consider a belief metric
space, in-which each point is a unique projection of a candidate belief b[X;j1;| denoting the distance

between the aforementioned candidate belief and b[X,—| 1-+1). Figure 6.3.2 illustrates such space, where

Belief Metric Space

Figure 6.3.2: Tllustration of the relative belief distance space. Each point in this space represents some belief b[Xt‘ «J, where the black
dot denotes b[X; || as the origin. All beliefs b[X;|;] close to the origin up to ¢,y, i.e. in the green zone, are being re-used without any
update. All beliefs b[X,‘k] close to the origin up to ¢ but farther than ¢, i.e. in the orange zone, are being re-used with some update. All
beliefs b[Xﬂk} that are more than ¢, away from the origin, i.e. in the red zone, are considered as not close enough to make a re-use worth
while.

the black dot represents the homogeneous projection ID(b[X; 1], b[Xjx+1] ), and the rest of the points
denote D(b[Xi], b[Xjx+1]) e.g. the three white dots in Figure 6.3.2. We divide distances around the
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homogeneous projection into three areas,

D(b[ X, b[Xipkr1]) < e close enough for re-use "as is”, see Section 6.7
euf < D(b[Xi], b[Xiet]) < e close enough for re-use (6.6)
e < D(b[Xiil, b[Xiperd]) too far off for re-use

denoted respectively in green orange and red. When wildfire is not enabled, i.e. useWF = false,
the belief metric space is divided into two areas (orange and red), separated by a single parameter
¢.. The case where wildfire is enabled, i.e. use WF = true, is covered in Section 6.7. At this point
we leave the procedure of choosing ¢ and ¢, for future work, and consider it as a heuristic. In the
following we do however show analytically (see Section 6.7.3) and empirically (see Section 6.8.2)
the connection between ¢,,rand the objective value.

Each belief metric (divergence) would result with a possibly different projection onto metric space,
hence with probably different values for ¢, and ¢,s. As part of our work we considered several alter-

natives for belief distance, a DA based divergence and another based on Jeffreys divergence.

THE Dp, DISTANCE

Under Dp, we start by sorting all candidate beliefs according to data association (DA) differences,
looking for the smallest available difference. For example, the DA differences between Eq. (6.1) and
Eq. (6.2) are given by matching their DA data denoted by M. Such matching would yield three
possible differences: the DA that has been correctly predicted and need not be changed

Mtk e N Mkt (6.7)

the DA that has been wrongfully predicted and need to be removed

Mgk 1l \M skl (6.8)

and the DA that has not been predicted and need to be added

Mtttk \ Mtk (6.9)

In case there is more than a single belief with minimal DA difference, we continue to sort the remain-
ing beliefs according to the difference between values of corresponding predicted measurements and

similarly look for the minimal difference. In case there is more than a single belief with minimal mea-
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surement value difference, we select arbitrarily out of the remaining beliefs, and consider the chosen
belief as the closest one. A detailed explanation of the DA matching process can be found in Sec-
tion 4.6.2. It is worth stressing that Dp, is just a divergence and not a metric, as it does not meet the

symmetry and sub-additivity requirements.

Tue D /J DISTANCE

The D /; distance is a variant of the Jeffreys divergence presented by [31] (see Appendix E). This is
a symmetric divergence for general probabilities that also has a special form in the case of Gaussian
beliefs (for full derivation see Appendix E). For two Gaussian beliefs b[X,i] ~ N (yp, ¥,) and
b[Xy] ~ N (u o 2,), the D /; distance between them is given by,

D7 (b[Xysrr], b[Xoi]) =

i\/(yp - yq)T [Zq_‘ + Zp_l} (yp — yq) + tr (2;%) + tr <Z;‘Zq> —d, —d,, (6.10)

where d, and d, are the joint state dimension of b[Xy.4/| and b[Xj ], respectively.

6.4 INCREMENTAL UPDATE OF BELIEF-TREE

In Section 6.3.1 we determined the candidate set By, and using Section 6.3.2 have the ability to
locate for each posterior belief b[X,-|k+l] the closest belief in By . Now, we can focus on one of our
main contributions, incrementally creating a belief tree, through the re-use of previously calculated
beliefs, while accounting for all information differences. To this end we supply Alg. 5, tasked with cre-
ating the belief tree of planning time k + I through selective re-use of beliefs from By, . The process
starts with the posterior b [Xk+l| k+1], and continues with every new belief b* [Xi“@rl] thatis added to the
new belief tree up to future time k + L, where s accommodates all different sampled beliefs at future
time i. For the reader’s convenience all the notations of this section are summarized in Table 6.1.
We will now describe a single iteration of Alg. 5, in which we have reached the s, belief (line 2)
at the iy, lookahead step (line 1), and already handled all previous steps and beliefs. First, we check
whether the belief b* [X,-| 111 has been created under the wildfire condition (line 3), i.e. directly taken
from By without any update (see Section 6.7). In case it did, we continue to take its descendants
directly from the appropriate beliefs in By, without any update (line 5) and mark them as created

under the wildfire condition (line 6). For the case where the belief b* [Xi‘ 111 has not been created
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Algorithm s IncUpdateBelief Tree

Input:
Btk > The selected branch, see Section 6.3.1
b[ Xtk > The posterior from precursory inference
1: for eachi € [k+1,k+ L —1] do > each overlapping horizon step
2 for eachs € [1,n,(n,- nz)i_k_l] do > each belief in the iy, horizon step
3: if useWF N 1SWILDFIRE(b*[Xij4]) then
4 ro—(s—1)-n, - (n,-n)
5 {0 [Xigajiesl] }:":t:il("”'m) < all first order children of b*' [X;;] > see Section 6.7
6: mark all {b"[X; 4] }:":—t:lil("”.nz) as wildfire
7 else
8: for each candidate action a € [1,n,] do
9: b5 [Xipakti] < propagate b°[X;j1] with candidate action a
10: dist, b7~ [Xipajk] < CLOSESTBELIER(B ik, b5 [Xipyiq1]) D see Section 6.3.2
11 if dist < ¢, then > re-use condition
12: if useWF N (dist < ¢,¢) then > wildfire condition
13: {05 [Xitsjk1] }izr= <= all first order children of b~ [Xitae] >
see Section 6.7
14: mark {b,[ Xy, 1] e as wildfire
15: Continue with next candidate action (i.e. jump to line 8)
16: else
17: samples <— all samples taken from bS ~ [Xitae]
18: {repSamples}**, data < IsSREPSAMPLE(samples, b5 [X;1,k1]) >
see Section 6.4.2
19: end if
20: else > not computationally effective to re-use, resample all
21: {repSamples}*", data < (n, - n,) fresh samples based on b5 [Xi.\,j1]>
see Alg. 2
22: end if
23: data <— UppaTeBELIEF(dist, {repSamples}’, data) > see Section 6.4.3
24: data <— update reward(cost) values for action a > see Section 6.4.4
25: end for
26: end if
27 end for
28: end for

29: return data
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Figure 6.4.1: The belief update process of iX-BSP presented in a belief tree, where each node represents a belief that branches either
for one of n candidate actions or j sampled measurements. The selected branch for re-use from Figure 6.3.1, denoted by Bz‘ 1y is presented
in (a) and as a water mark in (b). The succeeding iX-BSP planning session at time ¢ = 2 is illustrated in (b), where the re-used sampled
measurements and succeeding beliefs are marked in light blue.

under the wildfire condition we propagate it with the a candidate action, where a € [1,n,] and n, de-
notes the number of candidate actions per time step (line 9); this propagation yeilds b}~ [X;4,x-1]. We
then consider all propagated beliefs b~ [X,—+1| e Byt 1jk, and search for the closest one to b, [Xi+1\k+l]
in the sense of belief distance, as discussed in Section 6.3.2. Once found, we denote the closest prop-

agated belief as b¢ ~ [Xitje) (line 10).

In case there is no such belief close enough to make the update worthwhile, i.e. dist> ¢, for
this candidate action we continue as if using X-BSP (line 21). In case the distance of the closest
belief meets the wildfire condition ¢,y we consider all beliefs b[X,—+1|k] C By that are rooted
in b*~ [Xi1.j]. Otherwise we continue and check whether the samples generated using b~ (Xt
constitute an adequate representation for P(zm‘ k+1|H,-|k+1, u;."l ¢ +1) , and re-sample if needed (line 18,
see Section 6.4.2). Once we obtain the updated set of samples {repSamples}™", whether all were
freshly sampled, entirely re-used or somewhere in between, we can acquire the set of posterior beliefs
for look ahead step i + 1 {ba[Xi k1] 7" (line 23) through an update, as discussed subsequently
(see Section 6.4.3). Once we have all updated beliefs for future time i + 1, we can update the reward
values of each of which (see Section 6.4.4). We repeat the entire process for the newly acquired beliefs

{b, [Xiﬂ‘kﬂ] }mn= and so forth up to k + L.

Withoutloss of generality in the supplied formulation of Alg. 5, the candidate beliefs are considered
only to the extent of the planning horizon overlap, i.e. k + I 41 : k 4 L, whereas beliefs for the rest
of the horizon k + L + 1 : k + L + I, are obtained by performing X-BSP (Alg. 3, line 8).
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Variable Description
Oy Of time t while current time is k
b Xy belief at time ¢ while current time is k
b [ Xil belief at time t — 1 propagated only with action u;_,;
Z[Xt‘k] The root of the selected branch for re-use from planning time k
By The set of all beliefs from planning time k rooted in Z[Xt| i)
b [ Xyji1] The s, sampled belief representing b[X;]

bfzi [Xt+1|k+l]

{b: Xyl H

bfz/_ [Xtpiie]
dist

b [Xe] 11

The sampled belief b*[X;;.,,] propagated with the a candidate action

A set of n sampled beliefs that are first order children of b} [Xj.;] and are
representing b[X ]

A propagated belief from By closest to b5~ [ Xy ji.]

The distance between b° ~ [ X) and b5 [Xiepd]

A set of n sampled beliefs representing b|[X ]

1y number of candidate actions per step
(ny - ny) number of samples for each candidate action
data All available calculations from current and precursory planning session
£ belief distance critical threshold, max distance for re-use computational
advantage
Euf wildfire threshold, max distance to be considered as close-enough for re-use
without any update
use WF a binary flag determining whether or not the wildfire condition is considered
ﬂa 0 acceptance range parameter, for considering measurements as representative
D ;(p,q) The distance between distributions p and g according to the D_;; distance
Dpa(p, q) The divergence between distributions p and g according to the data association

difference

Table 6.1: Notations for Section 6.4

Next, we provide a walk-through example for Alg. 5 (Section 6.4.1)elaborate on belief distance
(Section 6.3.2), and continue with covering key aspects required by Alg. 5: determining whether
samples are representative or not (Section 6.4.2), the process of belief update given the representa-
tive set of samples {repSamples}” (Section 6.4.3) and the incremental calculation of the immediate

reward values per sampled belief (Section 6.4.4).
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6.4.1 ALG. 5§ WALK-THROUGH EXAMPLE

We will now demonstrate Alg. 5 using Figure 6.4.1. Figure 6.4.1a illustrates the selected branch for
re-use from a precursory planning session at time t = 1,i.e. B, (see Figure 6.3.1), we have n candi-
date actions each step, and for each candidate action we have j sampled measurements. Figure 6.4.1b
illustrates a part of the belief tree at time t = 2, where the top of the tree is the posterior belief of
current time t = 2, i.e. b[X,),], from which we start the algorithm. Since b[X,},] is the posterior of
current time ¢t = 2, it was not created under the wildfire condition, so we jump directly to line 8. We
propagate b[X,,] with each of the n candidate actions starting with u}, and obtain the left most belief
in the second level of the tree, b~ [X;),] (line 9). Using BeliefDist(.) we obtain the closest belief from
B,), to b~ [X;),] as well as their distance dist. For our example the closest belief turns out to be the
one which has been also propagated by the same candidate action, i.e. the left most b~ [X;,] in the
second level of Bzh. Since the distance suggests re-use is worthwhile but does not meet the wildfire

condition, i.e. &,r < dist < ¢, we proceed to line 17 in Alg, s.
We denote the set (of sets) of all j sampled measurements as samples, i.e.

samples < {{z,,}', ..., {z3|1}j}.

Using IsRepSample(.) we obtain a representative set for the measurement likelihood P(z,|,|H,,, 1)
(see Section 6.4.2). As we can see in Figure 6.4.1b, other than {z3|1}‘, which has been re-sampled,
all other samples are re-used (denoted by blue arrows). Once we have a representative set of mea-
surements, which in our case all but one are re-used from planning time t = 1, we can update the
appropriate beliefs using UpdateBelief(.) (see Section 6.4.3). The belief resulting from the newly
sampled measurement {z,|, }" is calculated from scratch by adding the measurement to b~ [X;,] and
performing inference, while the re-used samples allow us to incrementally update the appropriate

beliefs from B, ,, rather than calculate them from scratch (see Section 6.4.3).

We now have an updated set of beliefs for future time t = 3, that considers the candidate action
u’. For each of the aforementioned beliefs we incrementally calculate the appropriate reward value
(see Section 6.4.4) thus completing the incremental update for candidate action u.. We repeat the
aforementioned for the rest of the candidate actions, thus completing the third level of the belief tree
presented in Figure 6.4.1b. In a similar manner we continue to incrementally calculate the deeper

levels of the belief tree up to future time t = L, thus concluding Alg. 5.
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6.4.2 REPRESENTATIVE SAMPLE

This section covers the problem of obtaining a set of measurement samples that are representative of
the measurement likelihood distribution we should have sampled from. The motivation for re-using
previously sampled measurements lies within the desire to refrain from performing inference by re-
using previously calculated beliefs. As explained in Section 6.1, assuming the differences between
(6.1) () and (6.2) () have been resolved (the predicted factors and their counterparts that already have
been obtained respectively), the difference between Eq. (6.1) to Eq. (6.2) is limited to the difference
between (6.1) () and (6.2)(,). Assuming both use the same action sequence, the difference between
(6.1)(¢) and (6.2) ) is limited to the predicted measurements being considered by each. While the
field of representative sampling is a rich research area on its own, in order to facilitate iX-BSP, we
chose a straightforward approach that can be easily substituted with a more sophisticated one in due
time. Under the sampling paradigm presented in Alg. 2, it is sufficient to determine the representa-
tiveness of a measurement sample based on the state sample y which should be sampled from the

propagated belief b~ [ X4

Algorithm 6 IsRepSample

Input:
samples > set of candidate sampled measurements, see Alg s line 17
b [ Xijerd] > The belief from planning time k + [ the samples should be representing

1: Givenf =1.5 > User determined Heuristic, in direct proportion to acceptance
stateSamples <— the sampled states that created samples > see Alg. 2
for each sample € stateSamples do
if sample C +p_-o of b™ [Xjjc4.] then > The sample falls within 4= _- ¢ range
{repSamples}” < all measurement samples € samples that were crated by sample
else > The sample falls outside the &=f3 - o range, hence rejected

R

N e N . N

{repSamples}! < re-sample n, measurements using b~ [Xj{y.] >
freshly sampled, see Alg. 2
8: end if
9: end for
10: return {repSamples}’, {q(.)}’ >{q(.)}" denote the distributions {repSamples}”" were
sampled from

Considering the known (stochastic) measurement model, the space of measurement model dis-
tributions is uniquely defined by the set of state samples. So, in order to simplify the selection of
representative measurement samples, we consider only the set of sampled states and assume that a

set of sampled states that are representative of the propagated belief they should have been sampled
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Figure 6.4.2: Tllustration for adequate and inadequate representation of a belief by samples. (a) Illustrates a belief (denoted by an
ellipse) over the propagated joint state at future time k + 3 calculated as part of planning at time k, and the twenty two samples (denoted
by green ”+” signs) taken from it. (b) Illustrates two instantiations of belief over the propagated joint state at future time k + 3 calculated
as part of planning at time k + 1 (denoted in red and blue), overlapping the belief of precursory planning time and its samples. While the

samples of (a) can be considered as adequate representation for the blue belief, they can also be considered as inadequate representation of
the red belief.

from, yields a set of representative sampled measurements. Following the aforementioned, the prob-
lem of determining a set of representative measurement samples, turns into a problem of determining

a set of state samples representative of some propagated belief.

Let us consider samples and b~ [X;j1] denoting respectively the candidate measurements for re-
use and the propagated belief from planning time k + I. Due to the fact that samples were sampled
from distributions different from ]P’(z,—+1| kil |Hl.jr1| L +1) , we need to assure they constitute an adequate
representation of it. In Alg. 6 we consider the sampled states that led to the acquired sampled mea-
surements (Alg. 6 line 2), and denote it as stateSamples. We consider each sampled state separately,
and determine sample € stateSamples as representative if it falls within a predetermined o range of
the distribution it should have been sampled from. It is worth stressing that in order to facilitate the
use of importance sampling in solving the expected reward value (as discussed later in Section 6.5)

one should have access to the importance sampling distributions denoted by {q(.) }” in Alg. 6.

We conclude this section with a toy example for the aforementioned method for determining a
representative set of samples. Figure 6.4.2a illustrates a set of states y (denoted by green "+” signs)
used in future time k 4 3 under planning time k, where Figure 6.4.2b illustrates how well the same
samples represents two instantiations of the same future time k + 3 in succeeding planning at time
k + 1. By considering some £f_ - o range of each instantiation of b~ [X1,|r+,| we can determine
which of the available samples can be considered as representative. Following Alg. 6, for a value of
B, = 1, under the blue belief instantiation in Figure 6.4.2b, all but the left most sample will be con-
sidered as representative of b™ [ Xy, x,] since they are within the covariance ellipsoid, representing
the =10 range. While under the red belief instantiation only the three samples within the red covari-
ance ellipsoid will be considered as representative where the rest will be re-sampled from the nominal

distribution.



6.4.3 BELIEF UPDATE AS PART OF IMMEDIATE REWARD CALCULATIONS

Once we determined a set of n samples we wish to use (Alg. s line 18), whether newly sampled, re-
used or a mixture of both, we can update the appropriate beliefs in order to obtain {b"[ X, je14] }1,,
required for calculating the reward function values at the look ahead step i 4 1. In this section we go
through the belief update process, which is case sensitive to whether a sample was newly sampled or
re-used. We start with the standard belief update for newly sampled measurements; continue with
recalling the difference between some belief b[X;,x+], and its counterpart from planning time k,

ie. b[X,-Jﬂ‘k] ; and conclude with belief update for a re-used measurement.

NEwWLY SAMPLED MEASUREMENT

For a newly sampled measurement z;, 1, we follow the standard belief update of incorporating the

measurement factors to the propagated belief b~ (X, ¢/ asin

b[Xipappert] 0 b [Xigajiq] - H]P)(zi+1|k+l’xi+1a L), (6.11)

JEMipajkt

and then performing inference; hence no re-use of calculations from planning time k.

RE-USED MEASUREMENT

Asmentioned earlier, the motivation for re-using samples is to evert from the costly computation time
of performing inference over a belief. Since we already performed inference over beliefs at planning
time k, if we re-use the same samples, we can evert from performing standard belief update (6.11),
and utilize beliefs from planning time k. As discussed in Section 6.1, the factors of two beliefs over
the same future time but different planning sessions could be divided into three groups as illustrated
in Figure 6.1.1: (i) representing shared history which is by definition identical between the two; (ii)
representing potentially different factors since they are predicted for time k and given for time k + [;
(iii) represents future time for both, but each is conditioned over different history subject to (ii), so
also potentially different.

Let us consider the measurement z;,,x C {repSamples}”, marked for re-use. The belief we are

required to adjust is the one resulted from z; ., at planning time k, i.e.
b[XH-l‘k] XX ]P<Xo:i+1|H;_l|k7 Zi+1|k). (6.12)

Although b[X; ] is given to us from precursory planning, it might require an update to match the

new information received up to time k + L. In contrary to (6.11), we update b[X;,, ] using our novel



approach for inference update - RUB Inference (see Chapter 4), which enables us to incrementally
update the belief solution without performing inference once more. The process of incrementally
updating a belief, as thoroughly described in Section 4.6, can be divided into two general steps: first
updating the DA (Section 4.6.2) and then the measurement values (Section 4.4). Let us consider the
belief we wish to re-use from planning time k (6.12).

In order to update the measurement factors of (6.12) to match (6.1 1) we start with matching their
data association (DA). As described in Alg. 1, this DA matching will provide us with the indices of the
factors that their DA should be updated, as well as factors that should be added or removed. The DA
update process is being done over the graphical representation of the belief, i.e. the factor graph and
bayes-tree. Once the DA update is complete we are left with updating the values of all the consistent
DA factors. For the special case of Gaussian beliefs, Section 4.4 provides few methods to efficiently
update the aforementioned. Once the update is complete we obtain n beliefs representing b[X; 1,
each corresponding to one of our n samples {repSamples}”.

At this point it is worth reiterating the importance of ¢, (Section 6.3.3), the computational effort

of updating a candidate belief is with direct correlation to the distance between the beliefs.

6.4.4 RE-USING / CALCULATING IMMEDIATE REWARD VALUES

As part of solving the planning problem (5.5) we need to get the objective value for various action
sequences. The objective value for some action sequence (5.6) is given by the sum of expected re-
wards along the planning horizon. The expected reward value is a weighted average of immediate
rewards over future belief realizations (5.14). This section deals with the calculation of those imme-
diate rewards. Since in the general case those immediate rewards are functions of belief and action, we
need to perform inference over the beliefs before we can obtain the immediate reward values. Once
we have a set of beliefs representing the possible futures of executing some action u; at future time
i + 1 (Alg. 5 line 23), we can calculate the immediate rewards resulting from each such belief (Alg. s
line 24).

Given a reward function for the i + 1lookahead step 7,1, (b, u), a posterior future belief b° [X,uﬂ‘kﬂ] ,

and the corresponding action /i, the immediate reward 7; ikt 18 given by

rts'+1|k+l = tin (bs[XiJrllkJrl]’ ”i|k+1) . (6.13)

In this work, depending on the origin of b* [X,v+1‘k+l] , the immediate reward value is either calculated
according to Eq. (6.13), i.e. from scratch, or being taken directly from a precursory planning session.

Under iX-BSP, any future belief is obtained by one of three ways: calculated from scratch us-
ing freshly sampled measurements (6.11); through updating a previously calculated belief with the



appropriate information; or by one of our main contributions in this work, completely re-using a
previously calculated belief without any update (denoted as wildfire, Section 6.7). In this work, for
the first two cases, the immediate reward value r;,_, |, is obtained through simply solving Eq. (6.13),
where for the third case the reward value 7; ket
previously calculated immediate reward value.

,is not calculated, but approximated by considering a

Between calculating the immediate reward directly from Eq. (6.13), and approximating it without
any calculation based on wildfire (see Section 6.7) there is the middle ground, not used in this work

and left for future work, incrementally updating a previously calculated reward value.

6.5 INCREMENTAL EXPECTATION WITH IMPORTANCE SAMPLING

This section describes one of our main contributions, incorporating Multiple Importance Sampling
(MIS) into the objective estimator in order to account for selective re-use of previously calculated
future beliefs. For the reader’s convenience all the notations of this section are summarized in Ta-
ble 6.1. Once we obtain immediate reward values for candidate actions along the planning horizon
(Alg. 3, lines 6-8), we use them to estimate (5.17). However, because we are selectively re-using
samples from precursory planning sessions, we estimate (5.17) using samples not necessarily taken
from P<Zk+l+1:i|k+l‘H];_1|k s Wkt L 1-+1), thus the formulation should be adjusted accordingly. In the
following, we recall the standard general formulation for the objective function, we consider an as-
sumption simplifying the objective weighting scheme, we then relax this simplifying assumption and
characterize our problem under the MIS problem and formulate it accordingly, and finally using a
simple example we demonstrate objective calculation under iX-BSP.

First let us recall the standard formulation for Eq. (5.17), for sampling (1, - n,) measurements per

candidate step following Alg. 2,

K+HIHL
JW') = Z Mestrnd @t | oo | 7 Z O -1 (0" Xty thagers) | oo || (6.14)
i=k+14+1 {Zk+l+1\k+1} {Zi\lﬂ-l}

where w! denotes the weight of the ny, measurement sample for future time i, 7, denotes the normal-

Ny Ny

izer of the weights at time isuch that ;" = > " w}, and b" [Xjj.| is the belief considering a specific

n=1

set of samples up to future time i, i.e.
V" [Xijkgt) = PG Hip ity thtimalkrts 1Zkialkti s - - > 12ifkst})- (6.15)

In iX-BSP we are potentially forcing samples from previous planning sessions; this type of prob-
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lems that involve expressing one distribution using samples taken from another is referred to as im-
portance sampling (see Appendix D). It is worth stressing that unlike [50] which uses importance
sampling to sample sets of future states actions and measurements, we make use of importance sam-

pling to incorporate re-used beliefs within the objective estimation.

Let us temporarily consider an assumption that would simplify the weighting scheme required for
iX-BSP under importance sampling. Assume we are at planning time k + I, considering planning
session at time k for re-use under iX-BSP. At each lookahead stepi € [k+1+1 : k+ L] we conclude
that all candidate measurements from planning at time k form a representative set of P(z;j.4, ‘H,|_1< n
so we decide to re-use them all. Moreover, all of these samples from lookahead step i at planning time
k were sampled from the same distribution denoted as g;¢(.), whether they were all freshly sampled
at planning time k or have been entirely re-used themselves from some past time in-which they were
freshly sampled. Under this scenario, we have a set of representative measurements, all sampled from

the same distribution that is not the nominal one, thus Eq. (6.14) can be written as

k+ l+L n;

J(W') ~ Z iz 0i(ZE 1) - 1 (B[ K] i) | (6.16)

1

n
i=k-+141 =1

where n; denotes the number of samples used in the i — k — Ilookahead step, and the weights are given
by a simple probability ratio, which under importance sampling is usually referred to as the likelihood

ratio (see Appendix D),

P(z,,. |H Uirr
w,—(z‘iHJrl:i) — ( k+l+1.z| kt1|k+-15 YkA-L:i 1|k+1>

’ 6.
9(Z14) (6.17)

where P(.) denotes the measurement likelihood we should have sampled the measurements from,
and ¢;(.) denotes the probability distribution we actually sampled from. For example, assuming we

re-used measurements from planning at time k, the likelihood ratio will be given by

A o P(zi+z+1;i‘Hk+l\k+l, uk+l:i—1|k+l)
0i(Z 1 0a) = P(Z (6.18)
(2Zy 1 rei Hke s i)

While this formulation under the simplified assumption allows one to easily re-use previous plan-
ning sessions, it is only under an "all or nothing” approach, which cripples the full potential of i X-BSP
for selective re-use of previous planning sessions. Our problem as part of iX-BSP is more specific:
at each look-ahead step we can potentially force samples from M different measurement likelihood

distributions (e.g. Section 6.5.1), which none of them is necessarily the nominal one. The possible
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number of distributions from which measurements are being sampled in every look-ahead step i is
bounded by

1< M<n. (6.19)

The lower bound in (6.19) would occur either when there are no re-used samples, or when all samples
are re-used and were originally sampled from the same distribution e.g. from a specific measurement
likelihood in a previous planning session, as in (6.18). The upper bound in (6.19) would occur when
n, = 1Vmie. each sample has been obtained using a different distribution, e.g. from m different

measurement likelihoods, potentially, from different planning sessions.

This problem falls within the multiple importance sampling problem (see Appendix D), and as

such we can reformulate the estimator for (5.17) accordingly

k+I14-L M; Nm m.§
P(Zk+1+1:,'|Hk+z|k+z, uk+1:iﬂ|k+z) e ’
] Z Z Z Wm Zk+l+1z ’ (Zm,g ) i ( [Xi|k+1]7 uiﬂ\kH) )
i=k+I14+1 | m=1 4m k4141

(6.20)
where i denotes the look-ahead step, M; is the number of distributions from which measurements are
being sampled, n,, is the number of measurements sampled from the my, distribution, g,,(.) is the my,
distribution that samples were taken from, and zk +I +.; are the gy, set of future measurements at time
instances k + [ + 1 : i, sampled from the my, distribution. The my, weight is denoted by w,, where
> @, =1,and @,, > o Vm. The estimator (6.20) is unbiased under the assumption that q,,(.) > o
whenever @,,() - P(z|H) - r;(.) # o. When using previous planning sessions as candidates for re-use
under iX-BSP, g,,(.) corresponds to a measurement likelihood of those previous planning sessions

(e.g. Section 6.5.1).

In this work we made use of the unbiased nearly optimal estimator for (5.17), based on the multiple

importance sampling problem with the balance heuristic (see Appendix D)

k+I+L M;
]<ul) ~ Z Z Z Zk+l+lz i (bm’g[Xi\kH]? ul{71|k+l) ) (6-21)
i=k+14+1 " m=1 g=1

where i denotes the look-ahead step, n; are the number of samples considered, M; is the number of
distributions from which measurements are being sampled, ,, is the number of measurements sam-

pled from the my, distribution, and following the balance heuristic w;(z"#) is the likelihood ratio of
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Variable

Description

M

wi(zf:i)

w; (Z:,:g>

m,g

b8 Xjk1]

By
{b[Xu] 1,
{ri(b[Xu], w) 1,
pi()
pi()
qn()
D(.)

Of time ¢ while current time is k

belief at time ¢ while current time is k

The ny, sampled belief representing b[Xt|k+1]

the weight corresponding to the ny, measurement sample for lookahead step i

importance sampling distribution at lookahead step i, from which 2}, were

sampled

the nominal distribution at lookahead steps ¢ : i

the number of samples considered at lookahead step i

number of distributions at look ahead step i from which measurements are
being sampled

the number of measurements sampled from the my, distribution at look ahead
step i

private case of w;(z;,*) where m = 1

Balance Heuristic likelihood ratio at lookahead step i corresponding to z;.;*

the gy, set of future measurements at time instances f : i sampled from the my,
distribution
the sampled belief representing b€ [Xt| 1+1) which consider the measurements

m.g
T —

the my, marginal importance sampling distribution at lookahead step i,
m &€ [17 Mz]

belief at time t — 1 propagated only with action u,_,
The root of the selected branch for re-use from planning time k

The set of all beliefs from planning time k rooted in Z[Xd i)

j sampled beliefs representing b|[X ]

jimmediate rewards of lookahead step i

the marginal nominal distribution at lookahead step i

the nominal distribution at lookahead step i

the my, importance sampling distribution at lookahead step i, m € [1, M]

belief divergence / metric

Table 6.1: Notations for Section 6.5
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the gy sample from the my, distribution given by

P28 Hes et Wertifert)
wi(ZZigIJrl:i) = i w Jr:”’g o

—— (6.22)
er\h/L:1 %qﬁl (Zk+l+1:i) ’

where 2, ., are the gy, set of future measurements at time instances [k + [ 4 1 : i], sampled from
the my, distribution, and g;;(.) is the iy, importance sampling distribution.

The balance heuristic is considered as nearly optimal in the following sense:

Lemma 1. Letn, > 1be positive integers form = 1,..., M;. Let @,, ..., @y, be a partition of unity and

let P be the balance heuristic. Let J;, and ] be the estimates of ] under @,, and w®" respectively. Then

Varli ) < Varll,) + (- <) (623

min,, 1, Zm

Proof. This is Theorem 1. of [74]. [

When all samples being considered to estimate (5.17) are sampled from their nominal distribu-
tions, (6.21) is reduced back to Eq. (5.15), with all the weights degenerating to ones; for such a case,
M; =1Vi,and q,(.) = P(Zetipui [ Hittkt 1> Yt tiafet1), thus w; = 1Vi. When for eachlookahead step,
all samples share the same distribution that is not the nominal one, i.e. M; = 1Vi,and p(.) # q(.),
thus Eq. (6.21) is reduced back to Eq. (6.16).

6.5.1 1X-BSP WALK-THROUGH EXAMPLE

To better understand the objective value calculation under iX-BSP, let us perform iX-BSP over a
simple example. Assume we have access to all calculations from planning time k, in-which we per-
formed X-BSP (or iX-BSP) for a horizon of three steps, and with n, = 2 and n, = 1. Figure 6.5.12
illustrates a specific action sequence, u, — u, — u,, considered as part of planning at time k. Let
us assume that the optimal action decided upon as part of planning at time k, and was later executed
was u,. We are currently at time k + 1, after performing inference using the measurements we re-
ceived as a result of executing u,. We perform planning using iX-BSP with the same horizon length
and number of samples per action, for several action sequences, one of which is the action sequence
U, —> U, — U,, as illustrated in Figure 6.5.1c.

Following Alg. 3 line 1, out of the two available beliefs from planning time k shown in Figure 6.5.1a,

{b[Xk+1\ 1|}, the left one is determined as closer to b[Xk+1|k+1] , so we consider all its descendants as
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 6.5.1: Illustration of two consecutive planning sessions, each with horizon of three steps, and two sampled measurements per
action. Beliefs are denoted by solid ellipses, propagated beliefs by dotted ellipses, and beliefs that have been re-used are denoted in blue.
(a) Planning over the action sequence u, — u, — u, at time k (b) The selected branch for re-use By, from planning at time k (c) The
segment of planning at time k + 1 for the action sequence u, — u, — u, that overlaps with (b).

the set By, as illustrated in Figure 6.5.1b, and define Dist as

Dist = D (b[Xk+1|k+1]’ b[Xk+1|k]) ’ (6'24)

where D(.) denotes some belief distance. For the sake of this example let us say Dist is determined
as close enough for re-use; we can therefore continue with re-using the beliefs in the set By, (Alg. 3
line 6). First we check which of the two available sampled measurements from planning time k con-
stitutes an adequate representation for Pz, ]Hk+1| k1, 4,). One way to do so, is following Alg. 6 and
checking whether the two available state samples from planning time k constitute an adequate repre-
sentation for b~ [Xk+2| k11); since they are, we consider all measurements associated to them as a repre-
sentative set of P(zi, |Hy41[k+1, 4, ). Our representative set of measurement samples for look ahead
step k4-2 now holds two re-used measurements, so we update their corresponding beliefs {b[X;,ji] }
into {b[Xi 1, k1.) }7 (Alg. s line 23), the updated beliefs are denoted in blue in Figure 6.5.1c. After up-
dating the beliefs we can calculate/ update the immediate rewards(costs) associated with them, see

Section 6.4.4, once obtained we can proceed to the next future time step.

For the next look ahead step, we propagate {b[X, k1] }; with action u, to obtain {b™ [Xii;jkq.) }7
(Alg. 5 line 9), and check whether the four available measurement samples from planning time k con-
stitute an adequate representation for P(zjy;|Hi 14, ;) (Alg. s line 18); following Alg. 6 we find
only three of them are, so we mark the associated beliefs for re-use, and sample the forth measurement
from the original distribution P(2i1 ;| Hips/k44, ;). We then update the beliefs we marked for re-use,
{b[Xpy51¢] }? into {b[Xii5k4.) }3 (denoted by the blue colored beliefs at k + 3|k + 1in Figure 6.5.1¢),
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and b~ [Xkﬂ‘kﬂ} into b* [Xk+3| k+1) (denoted by the black colored belief at k + 3|k + 1 in Figure 6.5.1¢)
using the newly sampled measurement (Alg. 5 line 23). After obtaining the beliefs for look ahead step
k + 3, whether through updating a re-used belief or calculation from scratch, we calculate/ update
the immediate rewards(costs) of each. Since we do not have candidate beliefs to be re-used for the

next time step, the last step of the horizon k + 4|k + 11is calculated using X-BSP (Alg. 3 line 8).

At this point we have all the immediate rewards for each of the predicted beliefs along the action
sequence u, — u, — U,, so we can calculate the expected reward value for this action sequence
for planning at time k + 1. For the look ahead step k + 2 of planning session at time k + 1, i.e.
k+2|k+1, we have two reward values, {rk+2| k(b [Xk+2| k11, 4,) }2, each calculated for a different belief
b[Xk+2|k+1] considering a different sample z;,x. Calculating the expected reward value for future
time step k + 2|k + 1 would mean in this case, using measurements sampled from P(z;., |Hk+1‘k, u,)
rather then from P(zi4.,| Hifaftt4, 4, )- The use of Multiple Importance Sampling (MIS) enables us to
calculate expectation while sampling from a mixture of probabilities, where the balance heuristic is
used to calculate the weight functions. Using the formulation of MIS along with the balance heuristic
presentedin Eq. (6.21), we can write down the estimation for the expected reward value of look ahead

step k + 2|k + 1,

1P (Z;C’jqu)

A&
2 fql(zllciz\k)

E [rk+z|k+1(')} ~ ’ r1k+z|k+1(') qu(z—z,l‘) ) rk+2|k+1(')7 (6.25)
2T\ F |k

where p,(.) = P(zip, [Hetifkt1s 4) and q,(.) = P(zpy, |[Hiiifk, 4,). In the same manner, following

(6.21), we can also write down the estimation for the expected reward value at look ahead step k + 3
of planning at time k + 1, i.e. k + 3|k + 1,
1 f’l (Zlk:—z:k—i-ﬂk)
E [rk+3\k+1(')} N_i~ ( 1,1 ) 15 ( 1,1 )'/;<+3\k+1(')
4 4q7- Zk+z:k+3\k 4p’- Zk+2:k+3|k
o B
— T .
3~ 2,1 1> 2,1 k+3\k+1
4 4‘12(Zk+2:k+3\k) + 4p2(zk+z:k+3|k)
It 3,1
N 1 pl(zk+z:k+3|k)

3z 3,1 1z 3,1
4 4qz(zk+z:k+3\k>+4pz(Zk+z:k+3|k

)ﬁc+3\k+1(')

It 4,1
+ 1 p2 <Zk+2:k+3|k+1)
3 4,1 1z 4,1
4 4q2(zk+2:k+3\k+1) + 4p2 (zk+z:+3|k+1

)rz+3\k+1(‘)7 (6.26)

where p,(.) = P(zipoips [ Hialiors s, ) and 4,(.) = P(2kpoitops |[Hipafs s t4,). When consider-

ing (5.9), we can re-write the measurement likelihood from (6.26) into a product of measurement
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likelihoods per look ahead step, e.g. ﬁz(z‘kﬂ:kﬂ‘k) =p, (zlkJrz“c)p2 (z}<+3|k),

1,1 1,1

1 p1<zk+2\k)p2(zk+3|k)

420:(z0, )20 ) 50 (2000 (2
1,1 2,1

1 pl(zk+2\k)p2(zk+3|k)

4 iql(zlk7-l|-2|k)q2(zii3\k) + ipl(zlkfi-zlk)pl(zzliﬂk
2,1 3,1

1 Pl(zk+2\k)P2(zk+3|k)

4205000200 + 3 (Z 0P (F
2,1 4,1

* Pr{Zey )P (Zp) () (6.27)

4iq1(ZZi2|k)q2(ZZi3\k) + iPI(ZZiqk)Pz(ZZiﬂk) Fralkn

E [resfen()] ~ )ﬁc+3\k+1(‘)

)ri+3\k+1(')

) k+3\k+1(')

where p, (.) need not be calculated at look ahead step k + 3, since it is already given from (6.25).

6.6 REsuLrts - 1IX-BSP

In order to examine the effect of calculation re-use under the iX-BSP paradigm, we compare the
runtime of iX-BSP and X-BSP using Active full SLAM as a test-bed under Model Predictive Con-
trol (MPC) framework. To better understand the differences between X-BSP and iX-BSP, let us
consider them inside a plan-act-infer system. Figure 6.6.1a illustrates the high level algorithm for plan-
act-infer using X-BSP, marking the section of the algorithm which is being timed for comparison.
Figure 6.6.1b illustrates the high level algorithm for plan-act-infer using iX-BSP, marking the section
of the algorithm which is timed for comparison. As can easily be seen in Figure 6.6.1 all differences
between X-BSP and iX-BSP are confined within the planning block, hence the computation time
of the planning process is adequate for fair comparison. It is important to mention that no offline
calculations whatsoever, are involved in any of the comparisons. For simplicity all results consider
known motion and observation models with zero mean Gaussian noise as well as motion primitives.
Both X-BSP and iX-BSP consider a planning horizon of 3 steps, 3 candidate actions (forward, left
and right), with all the possible permutations between them - hence 27 candidate action sequences,
n, = sn, = 1,6 DOF robot pose, 3 DOF landmarks and a joint state comprised of both robot poses
and landmarks. In the following we provide a statistical comparison between X-BSP and iX-BSP
(Section 6.6.1) under a simplifying assumption that all previously sampled measurements can be
re-used in current planning time, and a statistical comparison between X-BSP and iX-BSP with

selective re-sampling (Section 6.6.2).
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Figure 6.6.1: High level algorithm for iX-BSP presented in a block diagram: (a) presents a standard plan-act-infer framework with
Bayesian inference and X-BSP; (b) presents our novel approach for incremental expectation BSP - iX-BSP. Instead of calculating plan-
ning from scratch we propose to utilize the precursory planning session.

6.6.1 RE-USING THE PRECURSORY PLANNING SESSION

In this section we examine iX-BSP with the Dp, divergence, without wildfire and under the sim-
plifying assumption that previously sampled measurements always constitute an adequate represen-
tation of the measurement likelihood, i.e. once the closest belief is selected using D, all associated

previously sampled measurements are re-used (see parameters in Table 6.1).
Moreover we continue the point made in Section 5.5 and run ML-BSP alongside for comparison.

To that end we compare ML-BSP, X-BSP and iX-BSP in the sense of planning-session compu-
tation time and the posterior estimation error upon reaching the goal. For comparison we perform
100 rollouts (entire mission run), each with a different sampled ground-truth for the prior state. For
each rollout, we time the planning sessions of all three methods. Code implemented in MATALB us-
ing iSAM2 eflicient methodologies, and executed on a MacBookPro 2017, with 2.9GHz Intel Core
i7 processor and 16GB of RAM. Figure 6.6.2a presents the scenario on which all rollouts were per-

formed. Considering the same world and same landmarks as in Section s.5. A robot equipped with
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Figure 6.6.2: (a) Testing scenario, landmarks denoted by green ”+”, prior state and uncertainty in solid purple, ML-BSP denoted
by red, X-BSP and iX-BSP denoted by black. (b) and (c) are Box plots of 100 rollouts for planning session timing (b) and posterior
estimation error (c) upon reaching the goal.

a stereo camera, is required to reach the goal whilst not crossing a covariance threshold, i.e. cost con-
sisting of distance to goal and a covariance penalty above a certain value. Figure 6.6.2a shows one of
the 100 rollouts that were calculated, in which the estimated trajectory by each method is denoted
by a solid line, the ground truth by a dashed line and the posterior covariance by a dashed ellipse.
In Figure 6.6.2a both X-BSP and iX-BSP, in black, chose the same optimal actions along the mis-
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sion, while ML-BSP, in red, chose differently. We can also see the effect of this difference over each
method’s covariance, X-BSP and iX-BSP action choice led to a smaller covariance along the entire
path.

Figure 6.6.2b presents the statistical data of the planning session running time. Since in this ex-
ample we follow an MPC framework, the last step of each horizon is required to be calculated from
scratch. Since doing so is identical to the course of action in X-BSP, we present the computation
time of the entire horizon, excluding the last horizon step. As expected, for average timing as well as
for each separate rollout, both ML-BSP and iX-BSP timings are lower than that of X-BSP. By re-
using previous planning session, instead of calculating it from scratch we save valuable computation
time, theoretically without effecting the planning solution. We examine the effect on the planning
solution in Figure 6.6.2¢, by comparing the posterior estimation error upon reaching the goal. As
expected, the statistical results of 100 rollouts presented in Figure 6.6.2¢, shows that X-BSP is sta-
tistically superior to ML-BSP: in 63% of the rollouts it has a smaller estimation error while in 10%
they are equal. Importantly, we can also see that iX-BSP is statistically similar to X-BSP, with 41%
of the rollouts with smaller estimation error and 15% equal. We note that relaxing the simplifying

assumption that all samples are adequately representative, would result with an even better match

between X-BSP and iX-BSP.

6.6.2 iX-BSP

In this section we examine iX-BSP with the D ; distance, without wildfire and without the simpli-
fying assumptions used in Section 6.6.1 (see parameters in Table 6.2).

We compare iX-BSP and X-BSP in the sense of planning-session computation time, the poste-
rior estimation error upon reaching the goal, and the covariance norm upon reaching the goal. Code
implemented in MATLAB using iSAM2 eflicient methodologies and executed on a Linux machine,
with Xeon E3-1241v3 3.5GHz processor with 64GB of memory. For comparison we perform 20
rollouts (entire mission run), each with a different sampled ground-truth for the prior state, on 10
different, randomly generated, maps presented in Figure 6.6.3a. Each map, contains two goals and
between 2 to 150 landmarks. The goals and landmarks location as well as the number of landmarks
are all randomly generated for each map. For each of the 200 rollouts, we clock the planning session
computation time of both methods for comparison. Across all randomized maps, the robot, equipped
with a stereo camera, has the same mission - reaching each one of the goals whilst maximizing infor-

mation gain and minimizing distance to goal using the reward function

r)=a- iln [(2me)" - det(A)] + (1 — a) - (D2Gy_, — D2G)), (6.28)
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where a € [o,1] is a weighting parameter, n represents the dimension of the robot’s pose, A; repre-

sents the focused information matrix at time i, D2G; represents distance-to-goal at time .

Figure 6.6.3b presents a box-plot for the timing data of all 200 rollouts, each with 6 outliers, where
the computation time advantage in favor of iX-BSP is easily noticed. The significant reduction in
computation time is originated in the fact that iX-BSP performs inference update in a more efficient
way, computation wise, compared to X-BSP. By forcing previously sampled measurements as part
of the objective estimation, iX-BSP is able to utilize previously solved beliefs from a precursory

planning session, and efficiently update them, instead of performing inference from scratch as done

in X-BSP.

Since we claim to provide a more efficient paradigm to the general problem of X-BSP, we also
verify how iX-BSP favors in estimation results. Figure 6.6.3¢ presents a box plot of the estimation
error upon reaching the goal for each of the methods. The estimation error was calculated using the

normalized distance between the last pose estimation and the last pose ground truth value, i.e.
. . A
Estimation err = H Xfinal — xﬁtm, H . (6.29)
As canbe seen in Figure 6.6.3c both methods average around an estimation error of 2, while X-BSP
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Figure 6.6.3: Statistical comparison between X-BSP and iX-BSP:(a) 10 randomly generated maps, used for the statistical compar-
ison. Each with 2 numbered goals denoted by blue dots, and between 2 to 150 landmarks denoted by green crosses. (b) (c) and (d) Box
plots of 20 rollouts for planning session timing (b), posterior estimation error upon reaching the goal (c) and the covariance norm upon
reaching the goal.

is with 5 outliers and iX-BSP is with 9 outliers. In 49.5% of the rollouts, iX-BSP provided with a
better estimation error than X-BSP. The large variance that can be seen in Figure 6.6.3¢ is probably
the result of using a small number of samples for estimating the objective. Nonetheless the empiric
estimation variance of both methods can be considered as statistically identical for all practical pur-
poses. Of course a more rigorous examination in required, by analytically comparing the estimation
variance, we leave this for future work. We push further and compare the covariance norm of the final
pose. As can be seen in Figure 6.6.3d, they average around 3.4/, for iX-BSP and 3.8, for X-BSP,
with only 2 and 3 outliers respectively, and can be considered as statistically identical for all practical
purposes. As suggested in Section 6.6.1, relaxing the simplifying assumption of adequately represen-
tative samples, in fact resulted with a better match between X-BSP and iX-BSP as can be seen from

comparing Figure 6.6.2¢ to Figure 6.6.3c.

125§



6.7 'THE WILDFIRE ASSUMPTION

One of our main contributions in this chapter is the wildfire condition, which allows one to sacri-
fice statistical accuracy in favor of reduction in computation time by re-using an entire subtree from
a previous planning session without any update. As explained in the opening of Chapter 6, at each
lookahead step instead of calculating the predicted beliefs from scratch, we locate and incrementally
update some previously calculated beliefs which are close enough. This belief update is more efficient,
in terms of computation time (see Chapter 4, than performing inference from scratch over future
measurements, hence the computation time advantage of iX-BSP over X-BSP. The wildfire con-
dition allows to refrain even from updating the belief, thus sacrificing statistical accuracy in favor of
further reduction in computation time of the planning process under iX-BSP.

The wildfire condition is a distance condition between two beliefs, used to check if one is close to
the other up to some predetermined value ¢,,. When the condition is met, the entire subtree rooted in
the considered beliefis re-used "as is” without any additional update. Under our problem of iX-BSP,
we consider previously calculated beliefs from planning at time k for re-use at time k + I by checking
the information gap between the two planning times for each planning horizoni € [k + I,k + L|.

This section covers the wildfire condition, starting with the intuition behind it and its working
principle (Section 6.7.1), how it is integrated within iX-BSP (Section 6.7.2), and concluding with
formulating bounds for the objective value error under the use of wildfire (Section 6.7.3). For the

reader’s convenience all the notations of this section are summarized in Table 6.1.

6.7.1 INTUITION AND WORKING PRINCIPLE

Let us assume we found a belief from a precursory planning session b[X; ] € Bj.y that is identical

to the belief we would like to calculate b° [Xi+1\ 1+1); these beliefs would, of course, yield zero distance,

Db, ], B[ gei]) = o (6:30)

For this case, instead of solving Eq. (6.13) in order to obtain ¢ , we can simply use the previously

i+1|k+1
calculated immediate reward associated with b[ X, ]

’”f+1\k+z = Tita (bS[Xi—‘rl\k-‘rl]a uilk-i-l) =Ttip (b[X,»+1|k], “i\k) ) (6.31)

not only we re-use this immediate reward but we can simply re-use the entire sub-tree rooted in
b[Xi1.p] as is. Under the wildfire condition we consider an approximation to the immediate reward

value r; by using the immediate reward value of a previously calculated belief b[X;., x| which is

it1|k+1

126



g,f close to b* [X,-Jrl‘ 1+1) in the D(.) sense, i.e.

’f+1\k+z = Tita (bS[Xi+1\k+l]a ui|k+l) = figa (b[X,-+1|k], “i\k) ) (6.32)

where

D(b[Xi+1|k]7 bs[Xi+1\k+l]> < Ef- (6-33)
As such the immediate reward approximation error under the use of wildfire is given by
err, =| iy, (bs [Xi+1|k+l}7 ”i|k+l) — Fits (b[XiJrllk]a “i\k) | (6.34)

and as claimed in Theorem 1, it can be bounded by our choice of ¢,y.

Theorem 1 (Bounded reward difference). Let r(b, u) be a—Holder continuous with 1, and a € (o, 1].
Let b and b’ denote two beliefs. Then the difference between r(b, u) and r(b', u) is bounded by

| #(b,u) — r(b,u) |< (4 In2)> - 2, - D% (b, ), (6.35)
where
1 1
Dyy(b.) = |/ 2D Gl1¥) + 2Dia 1) (630
and Dy (.) is the KL divergence.
Proof. See AppendixF. [

Based on Theorem 1, for a— Holder continuous reward function with parameters {1,, a}, and the

D distance, we can bound the immediate reward value error caused due to the use of wildfire
err, < (4 - lnz)g Ag Enpe (6.37)

By selecting to re-use a belief with information gap no larger than ¢, we sacrifice some of the statis-
tical accuracy of our estimate in favor of a substantial save in computation time. As explained in Sec-
tion 6.1 and illustrated by Figure 6.1.1, an information gap might occur due to inaccurate predictions
forlookahead steps k-1 : kI, unrepresentative measurements forlookahead steps k+I1+1 : k+L, or
some combination of them. Beliefs from planning at time k that are being re-used under the wildfire
condition, are not being updated to match the information of planning at time k + I, or to have rep-
resentative future measurements for lookahead steps k + I 41 : k + L. Instead, they are considered
as close enough, thus taken “as is” and the entire process of belief update (Section 6.4.3) is everted.

The wildfire condition is passed from one belief to all of its descendants along the horizon, e.g. if
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b[X;x| has been flagged as meeting the wildfire condition all beliefs originated in b[X;] would also
be flagged as meeting the wildfire condition without calculating any distances, i.e. the entire subtree
rooted at b[Xj] is taken "as is”, without any re-calculations, as discussed below.

It is worth stressing that the wildfire condition is a non-integral part of iX-BSP, and as such, it is
up to the user to decide wether to sacrifice statistical accuracy in favor of computation time or not.
Moreover it is up to the user to decide how much sacrifice he or she are willing to make by adjusting
the wildfire condition accordingly ¢,; € [0, £]. Choosing a wildfire threshold value of Euf = O
does not yield any immediate reward error, but can still save computation time in instances where an
identical belief is available from a previous planning session, e.g. BSP under MPC framework with

no new available observations from the environment.

6.7.2 Using wildfire wiTHIiN iX-BSP

We will now meticulously demonstrate how the wildfire condition is integrated within the iX-BSP
paradigm. There are two different places within iX-BSP in-which the wildfire condition is used, the
first is just after selecting the closest branch for re-use (Alg. 3 line 3), and the second is part of re-using
existing beliefs (Alg. 5 line 12).

Let us assume we have just located the closest branch for re-use from planning at time k (Alg. 3
line 1), where Dist is the distance between our last posterior b[XkH‘ 111 and its counterpart from
planning time k Z;[XH” 1], which is also the root of the selected branch. The value of Dist represents
the information gap between the current posterior belief b[ X 11, and the appropriate closest pre-
diction to it from a precursory planning session, E[Xk+l|k]. In this specific case, the information gap
represents how well were the predictions at planning time k for lookahead steps k+1 : k-, the closer
they were to what actually happened, the smaller the information gap as well as Dist value. If the in-
formation gap is not too big, i.e. Dist < ¢, (Alg. 3 line 2), we say that the selected candidate branch
is re-use worthyj; if the information gap also meets the wildfire condition, i.e. Dist < ¢,/ (Alg. 3
line 3), we say that the information gap is negligible, thus the entire selected branch can be re-used
“as is”. In case of the latter, we re-use the entire closest branch By rooted at E[XkJr”k] ,and continue
to complete the rest of the lookahead steps with X-BSP. Because the beliefs were re-used without
any update, there is no need to re-calculate the appropriate immediate reward values, available from
planning at time k.

Let us now assume that the information gap was not too big, but also did not meet the wildfire
condition, i.e. ¢, < Dist < ¢, that scenario takes us to the second use of the wildfire condition in
iX-BSP, as part of re-using existing beliefs Alg. 5. Because the wildfire condition is passed from one

belief to its descendants, we always start by checking if a candidate belief has inherited a wildfire flag

128



Variable

Description

Dt\k

bf; [Xt+1\k+l]
bi_ [Xt+i|k]
&

£wf

Of time t while current time is k
belief at time ¢ while current time is k

The sy, sampled belief representing b[X; ]
The root of the selected branch for re-use from planning time k

The set of all beliefs from planning time k rooted in Z[Xﬂ i)

The sampled belief b*[Xj;1;] propagated with the a candidate action

A propagated belief from By closest to b~ [Xt+,-| k1]

belief distance critical threshold, max distance for re-use computational advantage

wildfire threshold, max distance to be considered as close-enough for re-use

without any update

belief divergence / metric

squared D(.)

The distance between distributions p and g according to the D ; distance
the reward function a — Holder constant

the reward function a — Holder exponent

the immediate reward at lookahead step t, related to b*[ X,

The distance between Z[Xﬂk] and the corresponding posterior b[Xy]
The distance between b¢ ~ [Xi) and b [Xyep]
equals D*(b", b)) — D*(b,, b,), where b;, denotes b; propagated with motion

and measurements

Table 6.1: Notations for Section 6.7

from its ancestor (Alg. 5 line 5). In case it did, we automatically consider it as meeting the wildfire

condition, and flag its immediate children as such as well. In case a belief is not already flagged as

meeting the wildfire condition we are required to check it. We consider the sy, belief at lookahead

step t = i, i.e. b*[Xijr4], and propagate it with action a to obtain b5 [X;1, k4] (Alg. s line 9). We

locate the closest propagated belief to b$ [X;,ji41, denote it as b~ [Xi1.x] and the distance between

them as dist. In this case, the information gap represented by dist, consists of the gap represented by

Dist as well as the possibly different predicted measurements for lookahead steps (k + 1+ 1 : i), e.g.

area (iii) in Figure 6.1.1. Because the propagated belief is used to generate predicted measurements

(see Alg. 2), a small enough value of dist would improve the chances to obtain a representative set
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of samples (as discussed in Section 6.4.2).

If the information gap is not too big, i.e. dist < ¢ (Alg. 5 line 11), we consider the previously
sampled measurements associated to bf;_ [X,—+1| 1] as candidates for a representative set of measure-
ments (Alg. s lines 17-18). If the information gap also meets the wildfire condition, i.e. dist < Euf
, we consider b}~ [Xi+1|k+l] and bf;_ [Xi+1|k] as close enough such that all sampled measurements asso-
ciated with the latter are representative of the former (Alg. s line 13). Consequently, we consider all
beliefs descendant of bf,:  [Xit.j] as meeting the wildfire condition, and as such they are re-used "as

is” without any update.

6.7.3 OBJECTIVE VALUE BOUNDS UNDER wildfire

Under the use of wildfire, iX-BSP is not necessarily an exact solution of the BSP problem, but a
possible approximation. As such, we would like to get a bound over the resulting objective value. In
the following we show that under the assumption of a — Holder rewards and the use of D distance
(Appendix B) the immediate reward value under wildfire is bounded (Theorem 1) by a random vari-
able. We continue with showing that the corresponding objective value is also bounded (Theorem 2.)
by a (different) random variable, where if the distribution of this random variable is explicitly given,
a corresponding bound can be formulated (Theorem 3). We conclude with showing (Corollary 3)
that for the case of linear Gaussian models, one can explicitly calculate the moments of the afore-
mentioned random variables. For the reader’s convenience Figure 6.7.1 illustrates the workflow of
the supplied proofs as well as the dependency of each segment over the two involved assumptions,
while bolding the final results - Theorem 2, Theorem 3, and Corollary 3. It is worth reiterating that
the purpose of the supplied bounds is to reflect the direct correlation between ¢, and the objective
value. More work is required in order to make the bounds convenient enough for online usage, e.g.
dynamically updating the ¢, value - we leave this for future work.

Under the assumption of general a — Holder rewards r(b, u), we can get a bound over the differ-
ence between two immediate reward functions of the same action and different beliefs, as stated in

Theorem 1.

Corollary 1 (of Theorem 1). Let r(b, u) be a— Holder continuous with A, and a € (o, 1]. Let b and b’
denote two future beliefs. Then the bounded difference between r(b, u) and (b, u) is a random variable.

Proof. Using Theorem 1, the bound is given by
| #(byu) = (b u) |< (4 In2)> - Ay - D%(b, ), (6.38)
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The D ; distance is a function of future beliefs b and b'. The future beliefs b and b’ are a function of
future measurements. Future measurements are a random variable distributed according to the ap-
propriate measurement likelihood P(z|H™). As a function of random variables, jisalsoarandom

variable. ]

Corollary 2 (of Theorem 1). Let (b, u) be a— Holder continuous with A, and a € (o,1]. Let b and b/
denote two beliefs. Let w; denote a positive weight, such thato < w; < 1, i € {1,2}. Then the weighted
difference between r(b, u) and r(b', u) is given by

(w0, — w,)r(b') — wlianfj(b, V) < wr(b) — w,r(b) < wlianfj(b, V) + (0, — w,)r(b') (6.39)

where

Ao = Ay (4 In2) . (6.40)

[SNES

Proof. see Appendix G. ]

As the objective function is defined by the sum of expected rewards along the planning horizon, we
are now in a position to provide a bound over the difference between two objective values considering

the same action sequence yet different beliefs.

Theorem 2. Let r(bu) be a—Holder continuous with A, and a € (o, 1]. Let Jiyijc11 and Jiiyx be objective
values of the same time step k + I, calculated based on information up to time k + | and k respectively. Let
L be a planning horizon such that L > 1+ 1. Let n; be the number of samples used to estimate the expected
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reward at lookahead step i. Let W) be non-negative weights such that o < w, < 1and Z]":l w, = 1. Then
the difference (Jitii-+1 — Jetik) is bounded by

k+L n; k+L 1
Z Z i+l [ } Jeriik < Jettikrt = Ttk < Z Z i+ [ } — Jetije:
i=k+1+1 j=1 i=k+I+1 j=1
(6.41)
where
D) = A (4 - In2)* D (6 [Xpt], U X)), (6.42)
Proof. see Appendix H. [

In order to calculate the bound, we need to sample a set of future measurements, and any specific
realization of such a set may result with a different bound value altogether. In case the probability
function of the bound in Corollary 1 can be obtained, there is no call for using samples as in The-
orem 2, and the bound over the objective value can be analytically calculated as suggested by The-
orem 3. In other words, while Theorem 2 offers a sample based estimation for the objective error
bound, Theorem 3 offers the un-approximated formulation. For n; — 00, both theorems will pro-

vide exactly the same bound.

Theorem 3. Let r(bu) be a—Holder continuous with A, and a € (0, 1. Let Jiy e+ and Jiiy be objective
values of the same time step k + I, calculated based on information up to time k + [ and k respectively. Let
L be a planning horizon such that L > 1+ 1. Then the difference (]k+1|k+l — ]k+[‘k) is bounded by

@ =V < Jivtprt — Sk S @+ Y, (6.43)
where
k+L
o= Z E (@ —1)r (6.44)
imkp s T
k+L :
VvEX(4-2) |(L— Dens + Z Z E A , (6.45)

v
imkt b \jmk b D
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and

Dy (o], bXipl) = /D (b pt], bIXige]) + A, (6.46)
Ewf — D\ﬂ(b[Xk+l|k+l]7b[Xk-&-l\k])a (6-47)
P 1 H ) : -1
0 = (Zetrprktr] k1415 Wkt-Lik+-L ) A Pk-&-l‘ (6.48)
Pzt 1k [ Hiep 1]k Uitk r—1) Pk
Proof. see Appendix 1. O

We can see that in the bound suggested by Theorem 3 even for ¢, = o we are still left with a
stochastic expression, depending on the measurement likelihood probabilities, whereas for identical
measurement likelihoods, i.e. w = 1, as well as identical beliefs, we expect zero difference between

the objective values.

ASSUMING LINEAR GAUSSIAN MODELS

As discussed earlier A is a function of the future measurements and as such it is a random variable.
In the following we explicitly calculate the first moment of A required for calculating the bound of

Theorem 3, under the simplifying assumption of linear Gaussian models

X =Fx+Ju+w , w~N(o32,), (6.49)

z=Hx+v , v~N(o3Z,), (6.50)

where F and J are the motion model jacobian in respect to the state and action appropriately, # is

the measurement jacobian, and w and v are zero mean additive gaussian noises.

Lemma 2 (Incremental D VI distance). Letb, and b, be two Gaussian beliefs N (4,,%,)and N (,,%,),
respectively with state dimension d, and their two (differently) propagated counterparts b,, and b,, with
N (ylp, ) N (yzp, %,,) and with state dimension d,,. There exist {; and A; such that the propagated

mean and covariance are given by
b=t = (T HATA) T, e (6.51)
Then the squared D ; distance between the propagated beliefs can be written as

2 (by, by) = D% (by, b,) + A, (6.52)
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where

1 1 —1 —1
A:Z(yz_yl)T [AZA2+ATA1:| (yz_y1)+;(yz_y1)T [EIP +E2P :| (Zz_Z1>
LT [ 3 (- 8+ S (A, - ZRATI ATAD )
+ 2tr (ATAS,, — S AT+ ASAD TAS,) — = (d,—d) . (6:53)
4 2
Proof. see Appendix J. O

Next we make the observation that Eq. (6.53 ) is a quadratic form of a Multivariate Gaussian vector,

Lemma 3 (Incremental DD ; distance as Gaussian Quadratic). Let b, and b, be two Gaussian beliefs
N (u,, Z,) and N (u,, =,), respectively with state dimension d, and their two propagated counterparts b,,
and b,, with N (ylp, =) N (yzp, Y,,) and with state dimension d,. There exist {; and A; such that the

propagated mean and covariance are given by,
bp = W + Zi y Ly = (Z;l +AiTA,-)_1 , 1€ [1’ 2]' (6.54)

Then the incremental D 5 distance A £ Diﬁ (blp, bzp) — ]D)iﬁ (b, b,) is a quadratic form of a gaussian

variable.
Proof. see Appendix K. ]

We are now in position to explicitly calculate the bounds of Theorem 3 under the assumption of

linear Gaussian models,

Corollary 3 (of Theorem 3). Letr(b,u) be a—Holder continuous with A, and a € (o, 1]. Let Jii 41 and
Jit1)k be objective values of the same time step k + 1, calculated based on information up to time k + land k
respectively. Let L be a planning horizon such that L > | + 1. Let the motion and measurement models be
linear with additive Gaussian noise (6.49)-(6.50). Then the bound of (]k+1|k+1 = Jit) 1) can be explicitly

calculated.

Proof. see Appendix M. ]

6.8 RESULTS - WILDFIRE

In this section we examine the effects of wildfire over the iX-BSP paradigm. We compare iX-BSP

with and without wildfire (see Section 6.8.1) in the sense of planning-session computation time, the
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Table 6.1: Parameters for Section 6.8.1 following Alg. 3

posterior estimation error upon reaching the goal and the covariance norm upon reaching the goal.
We do so on the exact scenario used in Section 6.6.2, with the single exception of using wildfire. We
also preform a sensitivity analysis for the wildfire threshold value ¢, (see Section 6.8.2), in order to

check its effect over the objective value.

6.8.1 wildfire EFFECT ON PERFORMANCE

We compare iX-BSP with and without the use of wildfire under the same scenario asin Section 6.6.2
(see parameters in Table 6.1). We use the same code and the same Linux machine to perform 20 roll-
outs, each with a different sampled ground-truth for the prior state, on the same 10 maps presented
in Figure 6.6.32, and with the same reward function (6.28). Figure 6.8.1a presents a box-plot of the
accumulated planning time of all 200 rollouts (20 rollouts over each of the 10 maps), where the com-
putation time advantage in favor of wildfire usage is easily noticed, on average wildfire saved 90% off

iX-BSP accumulated planning time. While iX-BSP favors in computation time over X-BSP due
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to amore efficient beliefupdate, the significant reduction in computation time when using wildfire is
originated in the fact that for "close enough” beliefs we refrain from updating the belief altogether. As
previously mentioned, the use of wildfire with a non-zero threshold is an approximation of iX-BSP
and essentially of X-BSP. As such, we would expect that using wildfire will affect the estimation ac-
curacy and covariance, but as seen in Figures 6.8.1b-6.8.1¢, there is no significant toll on estimation.
The reason for this supposedly “free lunch” hides behind the choice of the wildfire threshold, as the
objective value error due to the use of wildfire is directly related to the choice of wildfire thresh-
old (as seen in Section 6.7.3). For a small enough wildfire threshold the same action is chosen, and
so the impact over the estimation is practically unnoticeable. It is worth stressing out that this will
not always be the case, as wildfire is in-fact an approximation, and one should treat it as such when
choosing to invoke it. Moreover wildfire can be seen as breaking the MPC framework, whenever the
newly obtained information of time k is "close enough” to the most relevant prediction of time k we
use the prediction rather than updating it with the new information. We continue with empirically

testing the impact of the wildfire threshold over the objective value in Section 6.8.2.

5
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Figure 6.8.1: Statistical comparison between iX-BSP with and without wildfire over the same scenario as in Figure 6.6.3 of 10
randomly generated maps each with 2 goals and between 2 to 150 landmarks. (a) (b) and (c) Box plots of 200 rollouts for planning session
timing (a), posterior estimation error upon reaching the goal (b) and the covariance norm upon reaching the goal (c).

6.8.2 wildfire THRESHOLD - SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

Complementary to the bounds provided in Section 6.7.3, we provide an empiric analysis for the im-
pact the wildfire threshold holds over the objective value, for the non-Liphschitz reward function
(6.28). Code implemented in MATLAB using iSAM2 efficient methodologies and executed on the

same Linux machine. The relevant parameters are summarized in Table 6.2.
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Figure 6.8.2: Statistical evaluation of wildfire threshold effect over Objective value. (a) The belief trees used for the statistical evalu-
ation: the shared history up to time t = s; the planning tree at time t = 5 on the right; the planning tree at time t = 6 on the left. (b)
Box plot of the objective value difference between corresponding action sequences as a function of the forced distance between b[X6|6] and

oIS, ).

In order to perform such analysis, we would like to compare the objective values resulting from

planning over two posterior beliefs, while the D ; distance between them equals different wildfire
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threshold values. The scenario used for this analysis is illustrated in Figure 6.8.2a. For six different
values of e, f = {0, 0.5,1, 2, 5,10}, and each of the 10 maps in Figure 6.6.3a we perform 20 repetitions
of the following. Starting from the same prior belief b[XO|O] , and the same ground-truth, we advance
the robot s steps forward and obtain the belief b[X;|;]. Using b[X;|;| we obtain two different beliefs,
the first by propagating b[X;|;| with the primitive action 4* and the resulting sampled measurements
{25} - denoted as b [Xy;], and the second by calculating the posterior b[X|s] resulting from advanc-
ing the robot using the same primitive action 4> along with some additive noise ¢, and obtaining the
corresponding measurements {z|s }. We now have two beliefs, b' [ Xy|;] and b[X¢|s], both representing
the belief at time t = 6 but with partially different history, the same we would get from performing
iX-BSP under MPC framework. The additive noise ¢, is chosen such that it would cause the ID J
distance between b [X6|5] and b[Xﬁ‘ﬁ] to equal the desired wildfire threshold value - ¢,5. We then
perform X-BSP over both b'[X,| and b[Xs], with the same parameters, and obtain corresponding
objective values for each of the candidate action sequences. As both planning trees share the same
action sequences we can compare the corresponding objective values per candidate action sequence.
We denote the difference between the aforementioned as the Objective Value difference, which form
the vertical axes in Figure 6.8.2b.

Figure 6.8.2b presents the results of the described analysis, the objective value difference as a func-
tion of the D ; distance between b*[X|;] and b[X¢|s| denoted as . We can clearly see the variance
of the different objective value differences increasing with the wildfire threshold values, thus reflect-
ing a connection between the objective value difference and the wildfire threshold value over non-
Liphschitz reward. Moreover, for the results in Figure 6.8.2b, the relation between the objective value
difference variance and the wildfire threshold values appears to be somewhat linear, but more work

is needed before anything can be concretely deduced.

6.9 SOME BROADER PERSPECTIVE

In this section we briefly discuss the motivation for iX-BSP and provide some broader perspective to
possible future usage. As mentioned earlier, the iX-BSP paradigm deals with incrementally calculat-
ing the current belief space planning session through the selective re-use of sampled measurements
from previous planning sessions. By re-using sampled measurements, we can re-use the appropri-
ate future beliefs already calculated in said previous planning session and update them with current
information, thus averting from the time consuming standard inference over these future beliefs.

In our work we considered assumptions 1-3, and based on them validated our theoretical work
empirically while comparing the performance of iX-BSP to the extent of the horizon overlap.

As discussed earlier, decision making under uncertainty in high dimensional state space is com-
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putationally intractable, and as such the majority of the plan-act-infer computation time can be as-
cribed to it. While saving computation time without effecting the solution accuracy, as well as having
a controlled mechanism to sacrifice accuracy in favor of performance is of great importance, the afore-
mentioned assumptions might paint a picture of a case sensitive formulation in which iX-BSP can
function, is it truly so? Moreover, when considering the entire planning session computation time,
i.e. beyond the extent of the horizon overlap, the advantage of iX-BSP without wildfire, i.e. un-
approximated formulation, over X-BSP might feel somewhat marginal, can it be further improved
without resorting to approximations?

In the following we answer those questions starting with discussing the source of assumptions 1-3.

In its general form, iX-BSP requires a set of candidate beliefs for re-use (Alg. 3 line 1), and a
method of choosing the closest belief from this set (Section 6.3.2). In this work we use a previous
planning session as a candidate set (assumption 1) and use assumptions 2-3 to further prune it into
a smaller candidate set. Removing assumptions 2-3 would entail the use of an efficient method to
store and search the set of candidate beliefs for the closest one. So while access to a candidate set for
re-use (assumption 1), whether it is some previous planning session or a tailor-made set of candidate
beliefs, is an integral part of iX-BSP, the rest of the assumptions can in-fact be omitted.

Secondly, the performance of iX-BSP can be traced back to the validity of the set of belief candi-
dates for re-use. On the one hand, if the set is too far off iX-BSP would perform like X-BSP and on
the other hand if we can always find candidate beliefs that are identical to the current posterior the
computation time of iX-BSP would be reduced to a bare minimum - locating the candidate belief.
Under the "basic” scenario we chose to address, where the candidate set is of previous planning ses-
sion, the the map is previously unknown, there is no available mechanism for predicting new states
and the use of a simple naive mechanism for predicting existing states, the performance of iX-BSP is
bounded by the number of factors the planning process could properly predict. For example, let us as-
sume that 50% of the factors from last inference are related to new states, it means that even in the best
case scenario, where previous planning session correctly predicted all existing states, iX-BSP would
still need to update 50% of posterior factors for each future belief along the planning tree. More-
over, the use of a naive mechanism for predicting existing states can (and in-fact do) cause a "bad”
prediction with factors related to existing states needed to be updated or even removed, resulting in
increasing the computation time per future belief along the planning tree.

In order to further improve the computational advantage of iX-BSP without introducing any ap-
proximations we would need to address the computational load of locating and updating candidate
beliefs. Using a more efficient way to store and search the candidate set of beliefs could reduce a
considerable amount of computation time as the search is being done for each of the future beliefs

along the planning horizon. Regarding the incremental update of future beliefs, the naive approach

139



to reduce computational load would be to use "closer” beliefs as candidates. Either by improving the
prediction mechanisms of the planning process for both existing and new states, or by considering a
bigger set of candidate beliefs or even tailor-made to allow a discretization of the belief space in a way
that we would always have a belief that is close up to some pre-determined ¢ to the current posterior.
The latter would require an extremely efficient paradigm for storing and searching the set of candidate
beliefs.

To sum up, other than requiring some set of candidate beliefs, the aforementioned assumptions
can in-fact be omitted. Furthermore, the computation time advantage of iX-BSP can be improved
without introducing any approximations by improving the handling of the set of candidate beliefs,
and reducing its distance from the current posterior. It is worth reiterating that iX-BSP is not limited
to using previous planning session as candidate for re-use, although it is readily available on a plan-

act-infer system and relieve the user from dealing with concocting a tailor-made set of candidates.

6.10 CoONCLUDING 1X-BSP

State of the art approaches under X-BSP paradigm (BSP with expectation) calculate each planning
session from scratch. In this chapter we suggested to re-formulate the general problem of BSP using
expectation, X-BSP. We presented iX-BSP, incrementally calculating the expectation by utilizing
previous planning sessions in order to solve the current planning session with a reduced computa-
tional effort and without affecting the solution accuracy.

By selectively re-using sampled measurements from previous planning sessions, we are able to avert
from standard Bayesian inference as part of reward(cost) values thus reducing the computational ef-
fort. Asthe expectation in iX-BSP is potentially considered over a set of samples taken from multiple
different measurement likelihood distributions, we reformulate X-BSP as a Multiple Importance
Sampling (MIS) problem, thus statistically maintaining the solution accuracy. Considering their
stochastic nature, we evaluate iX-BSP against X-BSP in simulation considering active-SLAM as
application, comparing both cumulative planning computation time and estimation accuracy upon
reaching the goal. By considering different sampled ground-truth prior states we are able to show that
iX-BSP is statistically equal to X-BSP whilst providing shorter computation time.

In addition to providing with the full formulation of iX-BSP, we introduce a non-integral ap-
proximation denoted as wildfire, enabling one to trade accuracy for computation time by putting a
threshold defining beliefs as "close enough” to be considered as identical. We also analyze, analyti-
cally and empirically, the effect wildfire holds over the resulting objective value, as well as demon-
strate using wildfire in iX-BSP. Because iX-BSP changes the solution approach of the original,

un-approximated, problem (X-BSP), we believe it can be utilized to also reduce computation time
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of existing approximations of X-BSP. To support this claim we push further and show how it can be
utilized to benefit an existing common approximation of X-BSP. In Chapter 7 we presentiML-BSP
which provides reduced computation time compared to ML-BSP, while obtaining the same esti-
mation accuracy. We demonstrate the performance advantage iML-BSP holds over ML-BSP in
both simulation and real-world experiments considering vision-based active-SLAM in previously un-
known uncertain environment and high dimensional state space.

In contrast to common research directions dealing with approximations of the X-BSP problem,
we tackled the un-approximated formulation of X-BSP and suggested to improve it by considering
calculation re-use across planning sessions, thus enabling to reduce X-BSP computation time with-
out affecting accuracy. As iX-BSP is equivalent to X-BSP, we claim that existing approximations
of X-BSP could benefit from the iX-BSP formulation, as demonstrated by considering the ML ap-
proximation ML-BSP and the resulting iML-BSP. While demonstrated here only on data from a
precursory planning session, using the same formulation it can be easily shown that iX-BSP can se-
lectively re-use any supplied data, from a set of offline calculated beliefs to planning sessions of other
agents, all while maintaining the same estimation accuracy as well as the computational advantage.
The performance of iX-BSP can be further improved without introducing any approximations, e.g.
by using a more sophisticated prediction mechanism to reduce the number of removed factors, or by

using a mechanism to predict factors related to new states.
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Expert:

a man who makes three correct guesses consecutively.

Laurence J. Peter

iML-BSP

SEEING THAT OUR NOVEL iX-BSP APPROACH CHANGES THE SOLUTION PARADIGM FOR THE ORIG-
INAL, UN-APPROXIMATED, PROBLEM (X-BSP), WE CLAIM IT COULD BE UTILIZED TO ALSO REDUCE
COMPUTATION TIME OF EXISTING APPROXIMATIONS OF X-BSP. To support our claim, in this
chapter we present the implementation of iX-BSP principles over a commonly used approximation,
ML-BSP, and denote it as iML-BSP. We provide the formulation for the iML-BSP problem (Sec-
tion 7.1), and provide both statistical analysis over synthetic data (Section 7.2) and live experiments

(Section 7.3), comparing iML-BSP to ML-BSP.

7.1 IML-BSP FORMULATION

Under the ML assumption we consider just the most likely measurements, rather than sampling mul-
tiple measurements; hence, there is a single importance sampling distribution at each planning step

i.e. M; = 1Vi, because a single measurement is considered for each action at each time step. Consid-
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ering the aforementioned, for the case of iIML-BSP, Eq. (6.21) is reduced to
k4L
TML(“I) ~ Z [Wi 1 (b[Xi|k+l]7 “L;\Hz)] ) (7.1)

i=k+I141

and Eq. (6.22), representing the weight at time i is reduced to

P (2t taei [ Hie s tictii—i k1) (7.2)

W, pr—
l Q(Zk+l+1:i) ’

where g(.) is the importance sampling distribution related to the ML measurement set z;;1+,.;, and
IP(z|H, u) is the nominal distribution from which the ML measurement set z; ;1 ,.; should have been
taken from. When we take the ML measurements from the nominal distribution, i.e. as in ML-BSP,
w; = 1, Vi,and Eq. (7.1) isidentical to Eq. (5.16). More specifically without loosing generality, when
considering the planning tree from planning at time k as candidate for re-use, the possible values of

the importance sampling distribution are

P (2t Hic 1) Yot i) Db~ [Xi), b~ [Xiped]) < e
q<zk+l+1:i) = , (7-3)
P(Ztrpsi  Hi ety e ki) € < D07 [Xipe], b7 [Xijera))

were b[X,-|k] is the belief from planning at time k considered for re-use, P(zk+z+1;,»|Hk+” ks Uklii| L) is
the measurement likelihood probability used to sample future measurements considered in b[Xj],
P(zk+l+1:i’Hk+l|k+la uk+l:i_1|k+l) is the nominal measurement likelihood probability used to sample
future measurements considered in b[X;x1), & is the re-use threshold (see Section 6.3.3), and ID(.)
denote some belief distance.

By considering an iML-BSP session as a single rollout, it can be extended to rollout-based plan-
ners with a belief dependent reward in a straightforward manner, we leave this for future work.

The reader can use the same algorithm provided for iX-BSP (see Alg. 3) with parameters appro-
priate to iML-BSP, e.g. n, = n, = 1.

7.2 SIMULATION RESULTS - IML-BSP

In this section we compare ML-BSP and iML-BSP (see parameters in Table 7.1) in the sense of
planning-session computation time, the posterior estimation error upon reaching the goal, and the
covariance norm upon reaching the goal. For comparison we performed 1000 rollouts (entire mis-

sion run), each with a different sampled ground-truth for the prior state. Figure 7.2.1a presents the
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scenario on which all rollouts were performed, along with the estimation results of an arbitrary roll-

out.
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Table 7.1: Parameters for Section 7.2 following Alg. 3 under iML-BSP

A robot equipped with a stereo camera, is tasked with reaching two goals, numbered and de-
noted by blue dots in Figure 7.2.1a, in a world with 45 randomly placed landmarks, denoted by green
crosses in Figure 7.2.12, while considering the reward function (6.28). Same as in Section 6.6.2, both
ML-BSP and iML-BSP consider 6 DOF robot pose, 3 DOF landmarks, a joint state comprised of
both robot pose and landmarks and three candidate actions for each step (left, right, forward), hence
for the considered horizon of 3 look ahead steps, there are 27 candidate action sequences for each
planning session. Under the ML assumption, both methods, ML-BSP and iML-BSP, consider a
single measurement per action per look ahead step. While for ML-BSP, this action is always the
most likely measurement, hence zero innovation, for iML-BSP this measurement is usually not the
most likely measurement, hence we retain some innovation along the look ahead steps.

Similarly to X-BSP and iX-BSP, when considering a plan-act-infer system, all differences be-
tween ML-BSP and iML-BSP are confined within the planning block, hence the computation time
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of the planning process is adequate for fair comparison.

Figure 7.2.1b presents a box-plot for the timing data of all 1000 rollouts, with 3 and 2 outliers for
ML-BSP and iML-BSP respectively, where the computation time advantage is in favor of iML-BSP
by a factor of 5. The significant reduction in computation time is originated in the fact that iML-BSP
performs inference update in a more efficient way, computation wise, compared to ML-BSP. By
considering previously calculated beliefs, and utilizing one of which for efficient inference update

instead of performing inference from scratch as done in ML-BSP.

Since we claim to provide a more efficient paradigm than ML-BSP, we also verify how iML-BSP
favors in estimation results. Figure 6.6.3¢ presents a box plot of the estimation error upon reaching

the goal for each of the methods. The estimation error was calculated using (6.29).

As can be seen in Figure 7.2.1c both methods average around an estimation error of 3.5, while
only ML-BSP is with a single outlier. In 51.0% of the rollouts, iML-BSP provided with a better
estimation error than ML-BSP. The large estimation variance that can be seen in Figure 7.2.1c¢ is
similar to the one obtained in Figure 6.6.3¢, so it provides some assurance regarding the assumption
it is the result of using a small number of samples for estimating the objective. Nonetheless, also
here, the empiric estimation variance of both methods can be considered as statistically identical for
all practical purposes. Of course a more rigorous examination in required, by analytically comparing
the estimation variance, we leave this for future work as well. We push further and compare the co-
variance norm of the final pose. As can be seen in Figure 7.2.1d, they average around 5.0, without

any outliers, and can be clearly considered as statistically identical for all practical purposes.
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Figure 7.2.1¢ Statistical comparison between ML-BSP and iML-BSP:(a) The scenario used for the statistical comparison, with 2
numbered goals denoted by blue dots, and 45 landmarks denoted by green crosses. Showcasing the estimation results for one of the 1000
performed rollouts. (b) (c) and (d) Box plots of 1000 rollouts for planning session timing (b), posterior estimation error upon reaching the
goal (c) and the covariance norm upon reaching the goal.
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Table 7.1% Parameters for Section 7.3 following Alg. 3 under iIML-BSP

7.3 REAL WORLD EXPERIMENTS - IML-BSP

In this section we compare ML-BSP and iML-BSP in a real-world setting. In the following we de-
scribe the scenario on which we ran these experiments (Section 7.3.1), as well as the results of the two
live experiments (Section 7.3.2). All relevant parameters used for these experiments are summarized

in Table 7.1.

7.3.1 THE SCENARIO

For these experiment we used the Pioneer 3AT robot, equipped with a ZED stereo camera, Hokuyo
UTM-30LX Lidar, and a Linux machine with octa-core i7-6820HQ 2.7GHz processor and 32GB of

memory (see Figure 7.3.1).
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Figure 7.3.1: Pioneer 3AT robot used for the live experiments. The robot is equipped with a ZED stereo camera, Hokuyo UTM-30LX
Lidar, and a Linux machine with octa-core i7-6820HQ_2.7GHz processor and 32GB of memory.

The robot received a number of goals, his mission - reaching each one of the goals while maximiz-
ing information gain and minimizing distance to goal using the reward function (6.28). The robot
state was comprised of both its own poses and environment landmarks. The robot did not possess
any prior information over the environment, nor did it make use of any offline calculations. The robot
did receive a prior over its initial pose (as stated in Table 7.1). The environment used for these exper-
iments was the surrounding garden and path-way of a cottage house, laced with both still obstacles
(e.g. cars, trees, rocks, children toys, garden furniture) and dynamic obstacles (e.g. people, children,
dogs).

The robot uses a plan-act-infer architecture, similar to the one presented in Figure 6.6.1. The plan-
ner is the exact same MATLAB code used for the aforementioned simulations where the rest of the
code is C++ based. The Hokuyo UTM-30LX Lidar was used for collision avoidance and odometry
while the ZED camera was used strictly for its rectified stereo images output. We also made use of
ORBSLAM2 as the vision pipeline, feeding the rectified stereo images to ORBSLAM2 and extracting
the appropriate factors created by ORBSLAM2 as output.

Future landmark observations are generated by considering only landmarks projected within the
camera field of view using posterior estimates for landmark positions and camera pose. As in this work
the planning phase considers only the already-mapped landmarks, without reasoning about expected
new landmarks, each new landmark observation in inference would essentially mean facing a factor
that can not be re-used.

As this is not a simulated environment, where the uncertainties can be replicated, in order to pro-

vide a fair comparison between ML-BSP and iML-BSP each planning session the robot performs
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both ML-BSP and iML-BSP sequentially, using the same posterior information. The planning du-
ration is timed for comparison, the optimal action given by iML-BSP is being used as the next action,

and the optimal action given by ML-BSP is matched against former for comparison.

7.3.2 REAL WORLD RESULTS

In this section we cover the results of live experiments done over two different sets of goals follow-
ing the scenario described above. Differently than the simulation related results presented so far, we
compare the computation time of the entire planning horizon and do not omit the last horizon step.
Figure 7.3.2 presents the estimated route of the first experiment, coursing through 4 goals along 35
meters for under both ML-BSP and iML-BSP. As the two methods chose the same optimal action
sequences throughout the mission, they have an identical estimation (up to some machine noise).
Figure 7.3.3a presents a bar plot of the cumulative planning time for the entire mission for both meth-
ods, where each bar is divided into the contribution of the first three horizon steps (denoted in gray)
and the contribution of the last horizon step (denoted in black). This division is meant to help the
reader compare the live experiment to the simulation results which omitted the shared last horizon
step computation time, while still assessing the overall reduction in computation time. The percent-
age in Figure 7.3.3a represents the relative contribution of the two segments to each of the cumulative
planning times. Although the last horizon remains unchanged, we can clearly see the computation
time reduction in iML-BSP when compared to ML-BSP from forming 50% of the computation
time to only 23%. Figure 7.3.3b presents the planning time per planning session. As expected, in the
first planning session considering a new goal iML-BSP performs a regular ML-BSP planning hence
both computation times are identical and no factors are re-used.

Figure 7.3.4 suggests some insight on the timing result of iML-BSP by comparing the number
of factors involved in the computation of each method. Figure 7.3.4a the sum of added factors per
planning session. In blue the number of factors added at time k + 1|k + 1 as part of standard Bayesian
inference update. In red the portion of aforementioned factors that are already part of the state prior
to the inference update, and as in this work we do not make use of any mechanism to predict new
states it also represents the upper bound for the number of factors we can hope to re-use. In orange
the number of factors that were originally calculated in a previous planning session and where reused.
The difference between the orange and blue lines represents the number of factors needed to be added
to the re-used planning tree in order to match the posterior at k + 1 and the black line in Figure 7.3.4b
represents the number of factors needed to be removed from the re-used planning tree. While the
orange line is quite close to the red upper bound, there are still alot of factors needed to be removed in

order to match the posterior at k+1, which contributes to DA update computation time in iML-BSP.
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Using a more sophisticated prediction mechanism for future factors might reduce this overhead in
removed factors and save more valuable computation time without introducing an approximation,

we leave this for future work.

Figure 7.3.2¢ The first live experiment stretching across a 35 meter course, where the Pioneer robot was given 4 goals (numbered and
denoted in purple) to reach. The state estimation of the robot in the form of keyframes (denoted in blue frames), robot trajectory (denoted
in green) landmarks (denoted in black and red), and few snapshots along the rout containing the selected features.
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Figure 7.3.3¢ Planning time results of the first live experiment using the Pioneer robot (a) The cumulative planning time of both
ML-BSP and iML-BSP, divided into relative contributions of the first three planning horizon steps (denoted in gray) and the last
planning horizon step (denoted in black). (b) Per planning session comparison of the computation time. The goals are marked over the
planning session performed after reaching them.
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Figure 7.3+4: Number of factors involved in each planning session of the first live experiment. (a) The number of factors added in
the last inference update at k + 1|k + 1, denoted in blue. The portion of aforementioned factors which relate to existing states, denoted
in red. The number of factors re-used from previously calculated planning tree, denoted in orange. (b) The number of factors re-used
from previously calculated planning tree, denoted in orange. The number of factors removed from the previously calculated planning tree,
denoted in black.

Figure 7.3.5 presents the estimated route of the second experiment, coursing through 3 goals along
148 metersunder both ML-BSP and iML-BSP. In this experiment, like in the former, both ML-BSP
and iML-BSP chose the same optimal action sequence at each planning session. Similar to Fig-

ure 7.3.3, Figure 7.3.6 presents the timing results for the second experiment. Same as before we can
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see that while the computation time related to the last horizon step is identical between ML-BSP
and iML-BSP, there is a considerable time reduction in the computation time related to the first

three horizon steps, from constituting 54% of the cumulative planning time in ML-BSP to just 25%
in iML-BSP.

In a similar manner Figure 7.3.7, like Figure 7.3.4, presents the sum of factors related to the second
experiment. As before, we can see that the orange line is quite close to the red line (i.e. upper bound
for factor re-use), but there is a considerable number of factor to remove each planning step (blackline
in Figure 7.3.7b). As the second experiment provides us with the same insights over the comparison
between ML-BSP and iML-BSP it essentially validates the results of the first experiment as well as
the insights derived from it.

Figure 7.3.5¢ The second live experiment stretching across a 148 meter course, where the Pioneer robot was given 3 goals (numbered
and denoted in purple) to reach. The state estimation of the robot in the form of keyframes (denoted in blue frames), robot trajectory
(denoted in green) landmarks (denoted in black and red), and few snapshots along the rout containing the selected features.
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Figure 77.3.6: Planning time results of the second live experiment using the Pioneer robot (a) The cumulative planning time of both
ML-BSP and iML-BSP, divided into relative contributions of the first three planning horizon steps (denoted in gray) and the last plan-
ning horizon step (denoted in black). (b) Per planning session comparison of the computation time. The goals are marked over the plan-
ning session performed after reaching them.
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Figure 7.3.7¢ Number of factors involved in each planning session of the second live experiment. (a) The number of factors added in
the last inference update at k + 1|k + 1, denoted in blue. The portion of aforementioned factors which relate to existing states, denoted
in red. The number of factors re-used from previously calculated planning tree, denoted in orange. (b) The number of factors re-used
from previously calculated planning tree, denoted in orange. The number of factors removed from the previously calculated planning tree,
denoted in black.
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The Cure for Boredom Is Curiosity.
There Is No Cure for Curiosity.

Ellen Parr

Closing Remarks

IF FORCED TO SUMMARIZE OUR ENTIRE RESEARCH WITH A SINGLE CRYPTIC SENTENCE, ONE COULD
SAY THAT WE STARTED WITH TEARING DOWN A WALL AND ENDED UP WITH BUILDING TWO NEW
BRIDGES.

Inference and decision making under uncertainty or inference and BSP are core processes in both
AS and AL In-spite of the obvious similarities between inference and BSP, several research efforts in
the field, and the fact that in the human brain they are tightly entwined, they are still being treated as
two separate processes. Our research tears down the wall between inference and BSP by introducing
the joint inference and BSP framework - JIP. Under JIP both inference and planning are considered
as part of the same plan-act-infer process, thus enabling to share similar calculations between them.
JIP incapsulates the standard un-approximated Bayesian inference and BSP as well as enabling new
symbiotic connections between the two.

The first symbiotic connection our work offered might seem as a paradigm shift from Bayesian
inference, instead of updating the last available posterior belief with new information we update a
future belief from a previous planning session. Given a future belief from precursory planning and
newly acquired data, we appropriately update the former with the latter while taking into considera-

tion data association inconsistencies which might occur. The resulting approach, RUB Inference,
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saves valuable computation time in inference without affecting the estimation accuracy.

The second symbiotic connection our work offered allows to incrementally calculate the expecta-
tion of X-BSP through the selective re-use of previous planning sessions. The resulting approach,
iX-BSP, saves valuable computation time in the creation of the planning tree without statistically
affecting the solution accuracy. We also introduced a non-integral addition to iX-BSP, denoted as
wildfire, allowing one to controllably trade accuracy for computational performance. As iX-BSP
is equivalent to X-BSP, we believe that the existing approximations of X-BSP can benefit from the
iX-BSP paradigm. To support our claim we introduced the common maximum likelihood approx-
imation of X-BSP- ML-BSP, the iX-BSP paradigm. The resulting approach, iML-BSP, showed
improved computation time when compared to the standard ML-BSP.

In addition to the formulation of our proposed methods, we compared each of them to the current
top of the line, using both simulative and real-world data, thus demonstrating the claimed computa-

tional advantage as well as the accuracy performance.

Our research enables calculation re-use across inference and decision making under uncertainty,
thus improving computation time without affecting accuracy. We strongly believe that both iX-BSP
and RUB Inference can be further improved, by better utilizing the newly acquired connectivity
enabled through JIP. We also believe that JIP has probably more to offer than just RUB Inference

and iX-BSP, and we hope our work will pave the way to even more new symbiotic connections

within JIP.

FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTIONS

Although we can never predict all the possible future research that can be done based on our work, we
can summarize the issues we encountered and would have chosen to address in case we had the time.
All these future research directions will better improve RUB Inference and iX-BSP. Although non
of them is directly suggesting a new connection in JIP, perhaps some of them will become the re-

quired inspiration for such connection.

« Reducing factor eliminations by anticipating required ordering: By predicting the re-
quired ordering and incrementally adjusting the joint state accordingly one can reduce the

computational load of belief update both in inference and planning.

« Integrating a more sophisticated mechanism for factor prediction: In this work we used a
straightforward mechanism for factor prediction that proved to have room for much improve-

ment in two aspects.
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— better prediction of existing states in sense of both observation and association.

- have the ability to predict new states.
Finding the Goldilocks conditions for ML-BSP with multiple actions and X-BSP
Belief dataset management, with the purpose of quickly locating the closest belief for re-use.

A procedure to analytically choose ¢.. Or in other words, find mathematical connection
between belief distance and the corresponding computational load of updating one of the to

match the other.
Find wildfire bounds that are convenient enough for online usage.
A procedure for dynamically choosing ¢, in accordance with allowable accuracy sacrifice.

Introduce smart sampling, instead of representing the distribution of the entire measure-

ment space, focus on "interesting” segments of the measurement space.

Incrementally updating a previously calculated reward value in an exact manner or con-

trolled approximation.

Analytically compare the estimation variance of i X-BSP and X-BSP

Relieve the assumption of a — Holder reward taken for wildfire bound calculation.
Extend iML-BSP to a rollout-based planner with belief dependent reward.

Extend JIP to multi-robot framework
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Progress is man's ability
to complicate simplicity.

Thor Heyerdahl

Inference as a Graphical Model

The inference problem can be naturally represented and efficiently solved using graphical models
such as factor graph (FG) [44] and Bayes tree (BT) [34]. Since FG and BT graphical models pose
key components in the suggested paradigm, the theoretical foundation is supplied next. We use Fig-
ure 4.6.1 as illustration to belief representation in graphical models. Figures 4.6.1a and 4.6.1b are FG
representations for the beliefs b(X1,c) and b(Xj.y,[x+.), respectively. BT representation of the belief
is obtained through an elimination process, Figure 4.6.1d presents the BT of b[X;.,, ] for the elimi-
nation order X - - ;=& —>x— |y, while Figure 4.6.1¢ presents the BT of b[X.,, .| for the
elimination order x,- - - =& i—=x—l—~l—x ..

AFG is a bipartite graph with two node types, factor nodes {f;} and variable nodes {6,} € @. All
nodes are connected through edges {e; }, which are always between factor nodes to variable nodes.
A factor graph defines the factorization of a certain function g(@) as

g(0) = Hﬁ(®i>a (A1)

where ©; is the set of variables {6, } connected to the factor f; through the set of edges {e; }. After sub-
stituting © with our joint state X and the factors {f; } with the conditional probabilities from Eq. (22)
we receive the definition of the belief b(X;) in a FG representation.

Through bipartite elimination game, a FG can be converted into a BN, this elimination is required
for solving the Inference problem (as shown in [36]). After eliminating all variables the BN pdf can
be defined by a product of conditional probabilities,

P(©) = [ [ P(e)$), (A2)

where §; is addressed as the separator of ©), i.e. the set of variables that are directly connected to ©;.

165



(a) (b)

x1 w2 w3 Iy

W] W]
[ [ W
Linearization | w E
] [w| [w]
@) (3 o 1o o
fﬁmination ww E
' A b
(\\ TactorizationI
Ty Ty T3y
Equiva[enr \(|V|

(&2
(© @ (d)

Figure A.1: The relations between different problem representations. (a) Factor graph (b) Jacobian matrix A with RHS vector b (c)
Bayes Tree (d) Factorized Jacobian matrix R with equivalent RHS vector d.

In order to ease optimization and marginalization, a BT can be used [36]. By converting the BN to
a directed tree, where the nodes represent cliques { C, }, we receive a directed graphical model that
encodes a factored pdf. Bayes Tree is defined using a conditional density per each node.

P(®) = [[ P(EIS.), (A3)

where S, is the separator, defined by the intersection C, [ ] I, of the clique C, and the parent clique
IT,. The complement to the variables in the clique C, is denoted as F,, the frontal variables. Each clique
is therefor written in the form C, = F, : §,.

The correspondence between matrix and graphical representation is conveniently demonstrated in
Figure A.1. The first rows of R are equivalent to the deepest cliques in the BT, when the last rows
of R equivalent to the root of the tree. The elimination order that created the BT is identical to the
ordering of R state vector, and fill-ins in R equivalent to the connectivity of the corresponding BT.
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If Iwere two-faced,
would I be wearing this one?

Abraham Lincoln

Derivation of Eq. (4.14)

In this appendix we complete the derivation of Eq. (4.14) from Eq. (4.13). Let us consider the NLS
presented in Eq. (4.13)

k
x:|220+2 ||x1_ xz 1 Uik ||2W+E| ik ]’l x,, ||2
i=1

jeEMilk

Xi = argmin ||x, —
Xk

In general, the motion model f(-) and the measurement model h(-) are non-linear functions. A stan-
dard way to solve this problem is the Gauss-Newton method, where a single iteration involves lin-
earizing about the last known estimate, calculating the delta around this linearization point, and up-
dating the latter with the former. This process should be repeated until convergence.

We start by linearizing the terms in (4.13) using first order Taylor approximation around the best
estimate we have for the joined state Xk| k—, which is the state estimate for time k before including
measurements, i.e. XZ‘ e

The prior term yields,
Xo — X = Xo + Ay — X = Ax,. (B.1)

The motion model term yields,

- = Ax;_,
X _f(xi—U uifl‘k) = X _f('xi—n ul‘*l‘k) 2 F |: Axx :| (BZ)

where ¥, * F; represents the Jacobian matrix of the motion model at time i, around the linearization
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point x;_,.;. The measurement model term yields,

. . — 1 A :
4\k — h(x, ) = Zi'|k — h(%, ) — 2o " Hy, [Aﬂ (B3)

where 3, *H,;; represents the jacobian matrix of the measurement model at time i around the lin-
_ a7
earization point [xl-, l]} .

In order to re-write (4.13) into the common form of Least Squares Ax = b, we introduce Egs. (B.1-
B.3) back to (4.13),

k
. 7% 2 7i 7 2 A.’X?,’ 7 2
AXyy, = argmin [|Zo > Axe[|* + E 12> Ax; — Fida;_, — b7 || +§ M., {Al} — b,
A% = jeMilk !

where the RHS terms l;f and lvolH are given by
v -1 _ 3 Sy —t . -
bi == EW (f(x,-,l, u,-,1|k) - x,’) y bi - Ev <Z2|k — h(x,», l;)) .

We now make use of the fact that the minimum sum of quadratic expressions is the minimum of
each quadratic expression individually and is equal to zero. Thus enabling us to stack up all equations
to form,

AXZ“( = argmin ||Ak‘kAXk - bk‘kHZ,
AX;

where the Jacobian matrix and the RHS are given by,

R 2 5 (¢}
F

Aklk = J—';;k|k ) bklk = bl:k\k
LM

H12k|k bl:k\k
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All generalizations are false,
including this one.

Mark Twain

Non-zeros in Q Matrix

In this appendix we discuss the number of non zeros in the rotation matrix Qy /¢, in order to do so
we first cover the creation of Qy.|x., and later get to an expression for the number of non zeros and
analyze it to gain better understanding over the governing parameters. The rotation matrix Qi [k-+,
is created as part of the factorization of the Jacobian, designed to rotate the Jacobian into a square
upper triangular form (e.g. Egs. (4.17) and (4.25)). As such, we can deduce an expression for the
number of non zeros in Qg x4, as a function of the state size and the size of added factors, but first
let us review how Qg+, is being created. Figure C.1a illustrates a simple example for the Jacobian
matrix Af 1| Where the precursory factorized Jacobian is denoted by Ry, the newly added factors
by Ak+1\ 1+, and the columns denote the different states. The involved variables in Ak+1|k+1 are marked
with light blue and orange. As can be deduced from Figure C.1a, the number A} 1|4, Columns equals
x il FOWS equals the sum of the joint state

. . . . R
size plus the number of A4, rows. The purpose of factorization is to rotate A il

the joint state size at time k + 1, and the number of A

to a square

TR — T
k+1|k+1 Ak+1|k+1 - Rk+1|k+1 Rk+1|k+1'
While there are many different factorization algorithms, we would consider for simplicity without

upper triangular form without loosing information, i.e. so that Ay

affecting generality the Given’s Rotation (see [25]). Given’s rotation creates Qi1+ by a series of
simple one cell rotations. For the simple case presented in Figure C.1, two rotations are required
as presented in Figure C.1b. First the left-most non zero entry in A, 4., denoted by light blue, is
addressed. The appropriate rotation matrix, consists of two off-diagonal non zeros denoted by dark
blue, is denoted in Figure C.1b as the light blue Qi jc+,. Next we are left to address the orange non
zero entry in Ay x4, while its appropriate rotation matrix, also consists of two off-diagonal non
zeros denoted by dark red, is denoted in Figure C.1b as the orange Qi,jc+,. From Figure C.1b we
can see that each sequential rotation matrix has the same number of non zeros, diag (ka k+1) + 2,
but due to the multiplication between them we get more non zeros as seen in Figure C.1c. For some
intuition we marked the entries of the equivalent Q¢+, presented in Figure C.1c, in accordance to
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Figure C.1: (a) AJacobian matrix at time k + 1, consisting of the previously factorized Jacobian from time k and the linearized newly
added factor from time k + 1. The RHS visualize the non zeros of the aforementioned Jacobian. (b) Visualizing the factorization procedure
of the Jacobian in (a) using two Given’s rotation matrices. The light and dark colors represent the cosine and sine values respectively,
attributed to each of the original non zeros in (a). (c) Visualizing the non zeros in the rotation matrix required to factorize the Jacobian (a),
this rotation matrix is the product of the two matrices in (b), as such the non zeros are affected by the cosine and sine values in (b).

the color coding in Figure C.1b.

Now that we understand that the number of non zeros in Q[+, is affected by the size of the joint
state, the size of the newly added factors and the location of the left-most involved state, we are in
position to formulate the expression for the number of non zeros in Qg jc+,. We invite the reader to
refresh his memory regarding the notations used in this analysis using Figure 4.4.1, nevertheless all
notations are also defined here.

Let j be the column index of the left-most involved state in the newly added factors A4,y #°
be the size of the state vector (i.e. number of states multiplied by the state dimension), and / be the
number of rows of Ay, x4, (i.e. number of factors multiplied by the factors’ dimension). The number
of non zeros can be defined as the sum of three values: the number of diagonal entries equal to 1, the
contribution of the Jacobian line with the left-most state to the non zeros, and the contribution of the
rest of the Jacobian lines. We will now calculate each of them.

As can be seen from Figure C.1b, the incremental rotation matrix (i.e. colored Qg x,) created
to rotate an entry in the i column, would have i — 1 diagonal entries equal to 1. Since the left-most
state is located in the j column the number of diagonal entries equal to 1in Qy, 14, would be

j -1 (Cl)
where j is bounded by the size of the state such that
j € [1,n]. (C.2)

The rotation matrix Q for rotating an entire Jacobian row located in the i, with a left-most non zero
located in the j* column, would have non zeros in the i row from column j up to the last column and
an fully dense upper triangle of non zeros over the same columns. This means that rotating the row
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with the left-most index in column j would contribute the following number of non zeros to Qx4jx4+

n_n+n+n—1:n—+§n—1, (C.3)
2 2 2
where n is defined by
n=n4+n—j+uL (C.4)

Assuming the left-most state in the Jacobian is located in the j* column, rotating the rest of the rows
of the Jacobian will only add non zeros at the appropriate rows in Q, without adding new non zeros
to the appropriate upper triangle. The remaining n/ — 1 rows will contribute to Qy4.j¢, the following
number of non zeros

W
D (rtd—ita1)=(d 1) (n5+nf+1)—M:(J—l)(nw%fﬂ). (C.s)

i=1
Evidently, the number of non zeros in Qg+, is given by

n* n
j—1+—+én—l+<1’lf—l>(l’ls+——|—l>, (C.6)

i vV Vv
ii iii

where term (i) in Eq. (C.6) denotes the number of diagonal entries equal 1, term (ii) in Eq. (C.6)
denotes the non zeros added after factorizing the factor with the left-most state j, term (iii) in Eq. (C.6)
denotes the non zeros added after factorizing the rest of the factors. It is worth stressing that the value
of j is acutely affected by the ordering of the joint state vector. For better ordering, j would receive
larger values.

Now that we have an expression to the number of non zeros in Qy.|x4., we would like to investigate
which part of it is dominant. In the sequel we reformulate Eq. (C.6) into a sum of quadratic terms,
and then find conditions to determine which term is dominant.

We start by introducing (C.4) into Eq. (C.6) and using simple arithmetics in order to get quadratic
forms,

It P U S SR e | ¥ B (C.7)
2 2 2 2
1<n5—|—nf—j+é>z+in’a+§rtf+nsnf—l—7 (C.8)
2 2 2 2 8
1 3\ 1 3\ 2 26
L (R _) _<nf ) s 20 C.
\Z(n—i— ]+2/+\2 +21+n . (C.9)

7 I C
We have three candidates to be the dominant part of Eq. (C.9), denoted by terms (a) (b) and (c). Let
us examine them to decide which is the dominant one and under what conditions. First we can see
that term (b) in (C.9) is a special case of term (a) in (C.9) where j = n’. Subsequently we are left
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with comparing terms () and (c) in (C.9), i.e. we would like to check when
(ns—i—rtf—j—i-é) > n'n, (C.10)
2
we definea = n° —j + ¥ and get

@ +2anf + 1 — ' > 0. (C.11)
So we can say term (a) in (C.9) is bigger than term (c) in (C.9) when
(ns—j+§>\/nsnf—nf) U (ns—j+§<—\/n5nf—nf>. (C12)
2 2
Considering Eq. (C.2), we can dismiss n° — j 4 2 < —v/n’n/ — n/ because the smallest the LHS can

be is 2, which will always be greater than the non positive number —v/nn/ — #/, so the condition on
j so that term (a) is the dominant part of (C.9) is

nS—Vnsnf+rtf+§>j, (C.13)
2
which after considering Eq. (C.2) is true if and only if
—Vnnf + n]‘—i-é > o. (C.14)
2

We can now solve the aforementioned to get a condition to assure (C.13) holds,

nf+z>\/gtf (C.15)

W — (n = 3)f+ 2 >0 (C.16)
4
n—3 n* — 6n n—3 n* — 6n
(nf > + ) U (o << — , (C.17)
2 2 2 2

where "S;3 — —”1“2_6"5 is non negative Vn’, and both conditions are defined for n* > 6 which for a
6DOF problem means a single state. For a value of n° = 6, % — g = 1.5and forn’ = 7,

% — —”‘2_6" < 10 affectively this condition is irrelevant Vn® # 6, so we are left with

n' — n* — 6n
(nf > 3 4 ) U (n>e). (C.18)
2 2

Although this is the exact condition to insure term (a) is the dominant part of (C.9), in order to
provide a more convenient condition we suggest an upper bound in the simple form of /' > #’.
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different state sizes n°.

Figure C.2 illustrates the effectiveness of the suggested bound in the form of the distance

n — n** — 6n’
Error =n' — 3 + . (C.19)

2 2

Forn* = 6 the distance is 4.5, and for n°* = 8 it is already 3.5, which makes this bound very affective
for simplicity reasons.
To conclude, term (a) is the dominant part of (C.9) if and only if the following holds

(nf > it + i 6n5) N (n>6), (C.20)

2 2

or for simpler upper bound
W >n > 6. (C.21)

Otherwise, term (c) is the dominant part of (C.9), i.e. given simply the size of the state and the num-
ber of rows of the newly added factors we can determine what will be the governing expression for
determining the number of non zeros in Q.-
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Between two evils,
I always pick the one I never tried before.

Mae West

Multiple Importance Sampling

Let us assume we wish to express expectation over some function f(x) with respect to distribution
p(x), by sampling x from a different distribution g(x),

:/f(x)- dx—/f x)ds = E, (%) (D.1)

Eq. (D.1) presents the basic importance sampling problem, where E, denotes expectation for x ~
q(x). The probability ratio between the nominal distribution p and the importance sampling distri-
bution q is usually referred to as the likelihood ratio. Our problem is more complex, since our samples
are potentially taken from M different distributions while M € [1, (n,n,)"],i.e. amultiple importance
sampling problem

Euf(x) = () Z Zwm Xim) x: (’“)”") (D.2)

1m

where w,, (.) are weight functions satisfying *_ w,, (x) = 1, n,, denotes the number of samples from
the My, distribution. For g,,(x) > o whenever wn(x)p(x)f(x) # o, Eq. (D.2) forms an unbiased

estimator
S fGim ) (%im)
= ZE% Zwm (%im) ) = u(x). (D3)
Although there are numerous options for weight functions satisfying =M w,,(x) = 1, we chose to

consider the Balance Heuristic [74], considered to be nearly optimal in the sense of estimation vari-
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ance |74, Theorem 1],

Wi (%) = wh i (x) = % (D.4)

Using (D.4) in (D.2) produces the multiple importance sampling with the balance heuristic

M  ny

E,f(x) ~ %Z #m))f(xim)' (D.s)

25:1 " qs (‘xim

m=1 i=1
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I refuse to join any club
that would have me as a member.

Groucho Marx

The D JJ Distance

In this work we are required to make use of a probability density function (pdf) distance. After some
consideration we chose to use I, 5, which is a variant of the Jeftreys divergence I; first suggested in

[31])

Dy(P.Q) = /2B = 1B (PlQ) + 1Bal@) (E.1)

where P and Q are probability density functions and Dy (P||Q) is the Kullback-Leibler(KL) diver-
gence.

The Kullback-Leibler(KL) divergence, sometime referred to as relative entropy, measures how well
some distribution Q approximates distribution P, or in other words how much information will be
lost if one considers distribution Q instead of P. The KL divergence is not a metric (asymetric) and
is given by

D (P||Q) = /P . logg = Ep [logP — logQ] . (E.2)

From a view point of Bayesian Inference, as explained in [15], the Dg; (P||Q) metric can be inter-
preted as twice the expected information gain when deciding between P and Q given a uniform prior
over them.

For the special case of Gaussian distributions, we can express Dg; (P||Q) and consequently also
D (P, Q) in terms of means and covariances. Let us consider two multivariate Gaussian distribu-
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tions P ~ N(yp, ¥,)and Q ~ N(yq, ¥,)inR%

Dre (P[|Q) = Ep [logP — logQ]

1 —1 —1
= ZEp |—loglZ,| — (v — )%, (5 — ) + log =, + (5 — ) "E, (5 — )|

- g% B [ )5 )+ )R (e )]

__l %+ EP[ tr(Z, (o — ) (0 — ) + (2" (x — ) <x_”q))}
:—lg%—;t( . Zp) + EP [t”( o _nyq+yqu>>]

|2 | L —1 T T T
- ;l |Z | de—l—;tr <Zq (Zp + w4, — 24,4, —i—yqu))

- [l g| =l _ d, + tr (z;‘;,) +tr (Zq“(yp — 1) (1, — Pﬂ))]

pA

A - -
= — |logi=t —d, + tr (Zq 2p> +(u, — )" 2 (0, — ) | - (E.3)
pA

Substituting Eq. (E.3) in Eq. (E.1) we get the D ; representation for the multivariate Gaussian case,

D 4(P,Q) =

2o |2—q|—d —d +tr(2"2>—|—( )T [2 +3 }( —u)+lo 2—"|+tr(212>
4 g|2p| p 4 q “r by~ ty byt g|zq| p

1

_ _W, ) [ ) e () < (505) —d—de ()

2
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if you want a guarantee
buy a toaster.

Clint Eastwood

Proof of Theorem 1.

Lemma 4. For any two distributions P and Q, and a € (o,1] the L? distance is bounded by the KL
divergence in the following manner

IP—Qlf < [+ In2- Die (P Q)] (E1)
Proof. Following Lemma 11.6.1in [10],

1

P —Qll} < Dxe(Pl|Q), (F.2)

2 - lana

multiplying both sides by the positive constant 2 - In2 and raising to the ¢ power we get
IP— QI <[z In2 - D (P Q)] - (F3)
[

Theorem 1 (Bounded reward difference). Let (b, u) be a—Holder continuous with A, and a € (o, 1.
Let b and b’ denote two beliefs. Then the difference between r(b, u) and r(b', u) is bounded by

| #(byu) = #(b,u) |< (4- In2)> - A - D%(b, ). (F.4)

where

D (b, b") = 1ID)KL(be/) + i]D)KL(b/Hb)a (Es)
2 2
and Dy (.) is the KL divergence.

Proof. The reward function r(b, u) is a — Holder continuous with , and a so following Eq. (4.4) in

179



[23],
| r(b,u) — (b, u) |[< Ag - I = VIF, (F.6)

using Lemma 4 we can rewrite the bound as

| (b, u) — r(b,u) |< (4 In2)" - 2, - (imﬂ(bny)): , (E7)

adding a non-negative scalar to the right-most expression yields

| (b, ) — (b, u) |< (4 In2)% - Ay - (lDKL(be’) + 1]D)KL(b’Hb)>; , (E3)
2 2
and finally using Eq. (E.1) we get

| #(b,u) — r(b,u) |< (4 In2)> - 2, - D% (b, ). (F.9)
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Never put a sock
in a toaster.

Eddie Izzard

Proof of Corollary 2.

Corollary 2 (of Theorem 1). Let (b, u) be a— Holder continuous with A, and a € (o,1]. Let b and b/
denote two beliefs. Let w; denote a positive weight, such thato < w; < 1, i € {1,2}. Then the weighted
difference between r(b, u) and r(b', u) is given by

(w, — w,)r(b') — wliaID)“\/](b, b') < wr(b) — w,r(t) < wliaID)“\/](b, b)) + (w0, — w,)r(t) (G.1)

where B .
Ao 2 A (4-In2)> . (G.2)

Proof. Following Theorem 1, using the definition of (G.2)
| r(b,u) — r(b',u) |< Xan/](b, b') (G3)
—iaﬂ)i/](b, v') <r(b) —r(b) < LD"\‘[](ZJ, b') (G.4)
—wliaﬂ)i’ﬂ(b, V) < wr(b) — wr() < wliaﬂ)’iﬂ(b, v') (Gs)

—wliaﬂ)‘i‘ﬁ(b, V) < wr(b) — wr(t) + (w, — w)r(b) < w,A,D° 5(b, V) (G.6)

(w, — w,)r(b') — wliaID)“\/](b, b)) < wr(b) — w,r(t) < wd,D? ](b, b)) + (w0, — w,)r(t) (G.7)

O
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People who think they know everything
are a great annoyance to those of us who do.

Issac Asimov

Proof of Theorem 2.

Theorem 2. Let r(byu) be a—Holder continuous with A, and a € (0, 1. Let Jii k41 and Ji i be objective
values of the same time step k 4 |, calculated based on information up to time k + 1 and k respectively. Let L
be a planning horizon such that L > k+ 1+ 1. Let n; be the number of samples used to estimate the expected
reward at lookahead step i. Let w), be non-negative weights such that o < w} < 1and Z W] = 1. Then

the difference (Jiiik+1 — Jeti) is bounded by

Z Zl“’{|k+z Hk ] — Jitte < Jettirt — Jerie < Z Z el [ ] — Jeti

i=k+14+1 j=1 i=k+I14+1 j=1

(H.1)

where _
D; == Aa (4- . lnl); D‘\I/](b][Xl“C_H], U[X,‘k]) (H.Z)

Proof. By definition,
L
Jettet — Jevie = Z [E 7i(b[Xi|k+l]> u) — ]Er,-(b[X,-‘k], “)} ) (H.3)
i=k+141

assuming the measurement likelihood is not explicitly available, we approximate the expectation us-
ing samples,

L n;

Jertest = Jese =D Z et O X 1) = ol (X w) (H.4)

i=k+Il4+1 | j=1 j=1
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L n;
Z Z [w]i|k+l#i\k+l - wji|k’}i|k] : (H.s)

=kt j=1
Using Corollary 2, for specific i, j we can write

(@

ilk+1

— ) — DL < W s — W <

ilk+1 ilk+17 i+ ke <

D)+ («]

ilk+1

- a)]z:|k)1{|k (H.6)

ilk+1

where

D{: =X (4 1”2)% Di/](bj[quHL bj[Xi\k])' (H.7)
So following Eq. (H.6)

Z Z [ k41 i ’J,:|z< - “’]1:|k+zD{] < Jertpkert — Jerae

i=k+I+1 j=1
Z Z[ i+l l\k ’Jz|k “’Jt|k+zpl] (H.8)

i=k+1+1 j=1

Z Z 1\k+l[ ] Jetie < Jevtikrt — Jetile
i=k+I4+1 j=1
Z Z z\k+1[ ikt ] — Jerie- (Ho)

i=k+I14+1 j=1
Il

We can simplify this further by assuming that Ji . is estimated using samples from the nominal

measurement likelihood, so the «/ i1+1 Weights are simply given by .- v,

L 1 L i
Z iz [’Jﬂk - D{] = Jertie < Jetters = Jeie < Z niz [r{‘k + D{} — Jetie. (H.10)

! i

i=k+l4+1 ' =1 i=k+l+1 ' j=1
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You want proof 212
I'll give you proof !

Sidney Harris

Proof of Theorem 3.

Theorem 3. Let r(bu) be a—Holder continuous with A, and a € (o, 1]. Let Jitijiet1 and Jiy 1 be objective
values of the same time step k + I, calculated based on information up to time k + | and k respectively. Let

L be a planning horizon such that L > 14 1. Then the difference (]k+1|k+1 — ]k+l\k) is bounded by

where

and

=V < Jertpert — Jere S @+ Y,

k+L

o= Z Eﬂ (W —1)rk
=kt
k+L i :
Va2 (4 In2): (L= Dens+ Z Z E A, ,

v
imkt b \jmk g D

D (b[Xip], b[Xip]) = \/ D75 (b[Xipiest], BIXiie]) + Ay,
gf = D j(0[Xesiprt], b[Xiqi]),

P(ziy ks Hepterts Wertkri—) o Prt

P(zis 1kt [ Hit 1]k Ukttt 1—1) Pr
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(1.2)

(L3)

(4)
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Proof. By definition

k+L
Jittfert — Jevie = Z E r(bXpsd,u) —  E r(b[Xpl,w)|, (17)
i=k+I+1 e sk Lk e l41:k+L]k

where each expectation is over a different measurement likelihood. In order to use a single expecta-
tion over both rewards we use importance sampling (see Eq. (D.1)). For simplicity we define w as
the likelihood ratio

 Plaerrroen [Hepmprss Mertirr—) — prr (L8)
= = ,

Pz 1k | Hip ]k Uk ik1—1) P

and can now re-write the objective difference under a single expectation

kL
Jettiiert — Jerie = Z ZE [wrieer — rig] - (Lo)
i=ktlb

Following Corollary 2 we can bound the reward difference in (I.9) with

(0 = )rp — 0D; < wripy — rip < WD; + (0 — 1)ryg, (L10)
where
Di == )ta (4 . lﬂl); Dif]<b[Xi|k+l]7 b[Xl“C]) (I.l 1)
So the objective value difference is bounded by
k4L k+L
> E [(@ = )rg — D] < Jerqert = Jirip < > E |oD;+ (0 —1)r]  (L12)
imk s T imktlg E
k+L k+L
Z ZINE (0 —1)rp — ZINE wD; < Jevtjirt — Jepie < Z ZINE wD; + ZINE (@ = 1)ry, (L13)
imkpla T be imkp ¥ b
or in a more compact manner
k+L k+L
| Tttt = Jernr — Z E (0 — 1) |< Z E D (L14)
imkt 4 T imkt i T

Let us define the delta distance between two consecutive lookahead steps as,

D5 (b[Xije], b[Xii]) = \/Dzﬂ(b[xi—llkﬂ]a b[Xi—ii]) + A, (L1s)
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so two sequential yet non consecutive lookahead steps can be written as

D\/](b[XlJquJrl l+1“€ \/]D)\/] Xi— 1|k+l b[Xif1|k]> + A+ A (1'16)

We will now continue with simplifying the RHS of (L.14),

k+L k+L
> EwD= Y E wd(4-In2)> D (b[X], b[Xy)) (117)
Z~pi Z~pre
i=k+14+1 i=k+I14+1
k+L
A (4 an B Z ZEk wD\[](b[X‘k+l] b[Xz\k])a (1.18)
i=k+I14+1

using the connection given by (I.16) as well as moving back to expectation over p;,; we get

k+L i 2
= o (4-Im2)> >~ _E D2 (b, bXer]) + dooal (I19)
ik l1 Pt j=k++1
k+L i >
Ina): E |, + Al I
(4 In2) kZ o Euf ._Z y (1.20)
i=k-+1+1 j=k+1+1

where ¢ € (o, 1] so (.): is a concave function, and —(.)* is convex and following Jensen inequality

we get
k+L k+L %
E E wD; <A (4 In2)> | (L —Deye+ g E E A : (L21)
2Pk . 2P+l
i=k+I41 i=k+I+1 \ j=k+Il+1

Going back to (I.14),

k+L k+L
_ — E (w—1)ry; |< E oD,
| Tettiert = Jerile Z ZNpk(“’ rife | Z ot
i=k+-141 i=k+I1+1
k4L :
<A (4-Im2): [(L—1De, + E A ) L
<A (4-Im2)> | (L — ey Z Z s (122)

i=k+l4+1 \ j=k-+1+1

Using the definitions of ¢ and v given respectively by Eq.(I.2) and Eq.(L.3), we can reformulate (1.22)
into

=V < Jettlert — Jerip S @+ Y- (I23)

0
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For the special case where w = 1 we get

a

2

k+L

| Jestpert = Jianie [< (4-tm2)* 2 [(L=D)-eie+ > | D EA| | (I24)

i=k+l1 \ j=k+l41
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Prejudice is a great time saver.
You can form opinions without having to get the facts.

E. B. White

Proof of Lemma 2

Lemma 2 (Incremental Dpq distance). Let b, and b, be two gaussian beliefs with (y , 2,) and (u,, %,)
respectively, and their two (differently) propagated counterparts b,, and b,,, with (ylp, 2,) and (4], 2,p).
When the propagated mean and covariance are defined as

1

[’lip =Y, + Zi ) Zip - (21_1 +A1TA’)7 , 1€ [1’ 2] (Jl)

Then the squared Dpq distance between the propagated beliefs can be written as

D% (by, byy) = D% (b,,b,) + A, (J2)
where
1 1 —1 —1
A= Z(uz — )" [ATA, +ATA] (b, —p) + S - u) [ 2 (-8
+ i(Zz )" [E, T G-+ itr (AJAZ, — 'S Al T+ AZA])TAT)

+ 14 (ATAZ,, — =SAT(I+ AZA])TAS,) — - (d,—d) . (J3)

1
4 2
Proof. The Dp distance between b, and b, is thus given by

D*; (b, b,) =
(g, — )" 27427 (0, — ) +tr(Z'8) +tr(27'8,) —d, — d,], (J4)

B m

when d; represents the dimension of the un-zero-padded ;. Equivalently the distance between b,,
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and b,, is given by

\/] (blzvb ) -
1 —1 —1 —1 —1
Z |:(y2p - ylp) [ZIP + ZZP :| (l’lzp - ylp) + tr(zlp le) + tr(zlp 22}7) - dlp - dlp] (JS)

where d;" represents the dimension of the un-zero-padded =;".

We would like to show that
2 (by, by) = D% (by, b,) + A, (J.6)
We start from substituting Eq. (J.1) in the trace expression from Eq. (J.5)
tr(,'S,) = tr((2, + ATA,) (£ +ATA) )
using Woodbury matrix identity [75] we can rewrite it as
tr(Z, '2,) = tr((2" +AJA) (B, — AT +AZA])TAT)).

After some simple manipulations we get

tr(,, '2p) = tr(2,'%,) + tr (AJAS, — S S AT I+ AZA)TAT) . (J7)
In a similar manner we can get an expression for the symmetric trace expression in Eq. (J.5)

tr(Z, 'Sy) = tr(Z'2,) +tr (AJAS,, — 75,A](I+AZ,A]) AL, ) . (J.8)

We are left with the square root Mahalanobis distance expressionin Eq. (J.5). By substituting Eq. (J.1)
in the aforementioned we get

(=) [+ 27 (1, — 1)
=(p, + 8 =, — T [ETFATA I ATA) (i, + 8 w4
=(u, = )" [Z 27 (g, — ) + (4, — )" [ATA +ATA (i, — )+
(Tl D e A (A O o (A A 1 DD W K (A S (J.9)

By substituting Eqs. (J.7)-(J.9) in Eq. (J.5) we receive
2 (by, bsy) = D25 (b, b,) + A, (J.10)
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where

(4, — u)" [ATA, + ATA] (b, — ) + i(ﬂz —u)" 2,7 2,7 (G -0

1
&-0"[Zy 7+ (G -0+ Ztr (AJAS, — 'S AT(I+AZA]) AT,

A =

e

+

NE

+ 2tr (ATAS,, — ST AT( 4+ ASAN TAS,) — = (d,—d) . (Ja1)
4 2
[

When considering future beliefs, which are a function of future measurements, the belief solu-

tion is a random variable depending on the future measurement. As such A in Eq. (J.11), whichis a
function of belief solution, is in-fact a random variable.

191



192



I'm sorry, if you were right,
Id agree with you.

Robin Williams

Proof of Lemma 3.

Lemma § (state estimation increment as a random variable). Let u denote the state estimate of some
gaussian beliefb = N (u_, Z,). Let b, denote the gaussian belief resulting from propagating b with some
action u and some measurements z using the linear Gaussian models (6.49)-(6.50). Let y . denote the state
estimate by and define a new random variable { =y — y. Then

ZNNQ‘gaZZ)’ (K'l)
where

by = O (2 'u, — F'2, ' Tu) + 0, (2, Tu+ H'E(HFu, + HTu) — g, (K.2)

Y =0, H' S HF S FTH'S " Hoy, + 0, H'S ) HEHTE Hos, + 0, 'S He,, (K3)

—1 Ty —1 _ TTy—1 -1
{au alz} _ [ZO +FEIF FE (K.4)

—3 ' F S+ HIEH

o'll 022
Proof. see Appendix L. [l

Lemma 3 (Incremental D 7 distance as Gaussian Quadratic). Let b, and b, be two Gaussian beliefs
N (4,,%,) and N (u,, =,), respectively with state dimension d, and their two propagated counterparts by
and b,, with N (5 Zip) N (. Zp) and with state dimension d,. There exist {; and A; such that the
propagated mean and covariance are given by,

W=+ Zp= (I +AA)T , ie,a) (K.s)
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The-n ;?e incremental D ; distance A = ]D)i[] (blp, bzp) — ]D)Z\/] (b,, b,) is a quadratic form of a gaussian
variable.

Proof. The incremental D/ distance under the assumption of linear Gaussian models is given by
Lemma 2. Let us define a new variable S such that

S=¢-1¢. (K.6)

We can now re-write the result for A given by Lemma 2 in terms of S,

A(S8) =S8"CS + 'S +y, (K.7)
where
C :i (2,7 + 2,7 (K.8)
c :i(!‘z —u)" [zlp_l + ZZP_I} (K.9)
yzi@;ﬂQTM?h+AMJ@;—A)
+ itr (ATA,Z, — S7'SAT(I+ ASAT) A3
+ itr (ATA,,, — AT (T + A,Z,AT) A,3,) — i (d, —d). (K.10)

Eq (K.7) presents A as a quadratic form of S leaving us to find how S is distributed.
Following Lemma 5, we know the distribution of {,, thus from being a linear combination of Gaus-
sian variables we know the distribution of S to be also Gaussian

S~ N(ys. Zs) (K.11)
where
bs = Wy, — by (K.12)
X =2y + g +23¢. (K.13)
So A is a quadratic form of the Gaussian variable S. 0]
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When I eventually met Mr. Right
I had no idea that his first name was Always.

Rita Rudner

Proof of Lemma s.

Lemma 5 (state estimation increment as a random variable). Let yu denote the state estimate of some
gaussian beliefb = N (u_, =,). Let b, denote the gaussian belief resulting from propagating b with some
action u and some measurements z using the linear Gaussian models (6.49)-(6.50). Let “, denote the state
estimate b, and define a new random variable { = 4, — . Then

ZNN<V§725>7 (L'l)

where

e = 0 (24, — FI2"Tut) + 0s (2, Tu+ HE (HFu, + HTu) — p, (L.2)

S =0, H' S HF S F H'S " Hoy, + 0, H'S ) HEH' S Hoy, + 0, H'S " He,, (L3)

—1

A S+ HISH (L-4)

021 022

{cru cru} - {Zo_‘ + FIs ' F —Fry

Proof. Because the belief b, resulted from propagating the belief b with motion and measurements,
using Bayes rule we can write it as proportional to

by o b - P(«|x, u)P(2[x'), (L.s)
without affecting generality let us assume a single measurement is considered. Denoting X = Lﬂ )
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the inference solution of b, can be obtained through MAP estimation

X = argmaxb - P(x'|x, u)P(z|x), (L.6)
b'e

taking the negative log yields the following LS problem

K — Fa— Tu, + ||z — Hax

X= arg min ||x — Y, oK (L.7)
X

where (6.49)-(6.50) were used for linear motion and measurement models with zero mean Gaussian
noises

x/=.7:x+ju+w ) WNN(072W)7
z=Hx+v , v~N(oZ%,).

We can further reformulate the problem into a LS form

X = argmin [|A - X — b|]*, (L.8)
X
where . \
3 o) Zo_;yo
A= |-3F 3,° |,b= |2, Jul. (L)
0 >, H 3,z

The solution to the inference problem is given by
X~N (A", %) (L.10)

where the joint covariance matrix is given by

1 —1

s.: —FTs,: o | °
o - W (o] -1 _1
3, = (ATA) ™ = i |2 F s (L.11)
! [ o >.: HTS, ] v -
o >, H
g _ S+ FIX O F —FTs = Jon 0w (L12)
i = -3 F SUOAHIESH] [ow 0w’ '

for the readers convenience we denote the block matrices of X; by ¢, ;, where they can be calculated
explicitly through the Schur complement. So the joint state estimation is given by

X = . . 2 L.
0y 05 o D HTE, Zw_gu ’ (L13)
PIN

. . .
> |i0'11 012:| [20 : _fTZW > [e} ] 1 yo
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and we can write the state estimation of x” explicitly as
=& =0y (20, — F'ETu) + 0n (2, Tu+H'E'z) . (L.14)

Now that we have developed the state estimation, we are in position to express { in terms of the
state estimations

{=p, =ty = 00 (2, — F'2Tu) +0n (£, Tu+H'E'2) —y, (L.15)
through the measurement and motion models we know
z=HFx+HTu+Hw+v. (L.16)
Following z is a linear transformation of a gaussian variable, it is also a gaussian variable with
z~ N(HFu, + HTu, HFX, F'H + HE H +3,), (L.17)

the same result can be obtained by explicitly calculating the pdf of the measurement likelihood func-
tion as presented in Appendix N. Using (L.17) and the connection provided in (L.15) we can say
that as a linear transformation of a gaussian variable, { too is a gaussian variable with

¢~ N (g Zy) (L.18)
where

Uy = 0 (2w, — F'2, " Tu) + 0 (2, Tu+ H'E(HFu, + HTu) — g, (L.19)

3= UZZHTEV_‘H}"ZO}"THTZ;IHUH + GZZHTZI}_IHZWHTZ;IHO'H + JZZ%TEI}_IHO'Z,_ (L.20)

]
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What's right is what's left
if you do everything else wrong.

Robin Williams

Proof of Corollary 3.

Lemma 6 (Moments of Gaussian Quadratic). Let A be quadratic expression A = STCS + 'S +,
where C' = C, S ~ N (y, 2), and £ > o. Then the first two moments of A are given by

E[A] = tr(2:C2:) +p'Cu+ Tuty (M.1)
E[A] = 2tr(2:CZCZ:) + ||c + 2Cul2 (M.2)

where ||.||% is the Mahalanobis distance.
Proof. This is Theorem 3.2b.3 in [52]. O

Interestingly enough, there are specified conditions under-which a Gaussian quadratic form is dis-
tributed as a non-central y* distribution, although not required for our proof we supply these condi-
tions in Appendix O for completion.

Corollary 3 (of Theorem 3). Let r(bu) be a—Holder continuous with A, anda € (o, 1]. Let Jit1jeq1 and
Jitijk be objective values of the same time step k + 1, calculated based on information up to time k + land k
respectively. Let L be a planning horizon such that L > | + 1. Let the motion and measurement models be
linear with additive Gaussian noise (6.49)-(6.50). Then the bound of (]k+l|k+1 — Je v) can be explicitly
calculated.

Proof. Following Theorem 3, the difference ( Jetllkr1 — Ji+ijk) is bounded where the bound is given
by Eq. (L.1). In order to explicitly calculate (I.1) we are left with calculating the expected value of
A; Vj, where the rewards r; are given from previously calculated planning session, and just need to
be re-weighted using (w — 1). Following Lemma 3 we know A, to be a quadratic expression of the

Gaussian multinomial variable S; ~ N/ <y s 231.>

T T
A =S5 GS+ 65+
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where Cj, ¢; and y; are respectively given by Egs. (K.8)-(K.10). As such following Lemma 6, the first
moment of A, is readily given by

EA; = tr(zf?/czf%) + ngijj + chyS)_ +yj (M.3)

]

200



A child of five would understand this.
Send someone to fetch me a child of five.

Groucho Marx

Measurement Likelihood Under Linear Gaussian

Models.

In this section we calculate the measurement likelihood probability under the assumption of linear
gaussian models. We will show that under these assumptions the measurement likelihood is gaus-
sian. Our proof starts with introducing the state into the measurement likelihood, followed by some

manipulations to marginalize the state out and be left with a gaussian function over the measurement.

We start by introducing the state into the measurement likelihood, which allows us to get an equiv-

alent expression with the measurement and motion models,
P(o|H) = / P2 ) P (| ™ )dx

where

P(zlx) = N(Hx,Z,) , PlH ) =Ny, )
w,=Fu,+Ju , T, =%, +FIF.

PH )= [ ——e —|z—Hx|3, —illew M, g

Let us look only at the argument of the exponent (divided by —*)

lz — Hx[l3, + lx — g, [l3, = (2 — Hx)"2"(z — Hx) + (x — yp)TZ;‘(x —u,)

=2'8'z = H S 2+ & H S He + 72 ' — 22", + w3,
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(N.3)

(N.4)
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=2 (H'Z, ' H+ 2, )x — 2 (H'E, 2+ 2,0 ) + 272 2+ ) 2

Let us define

3, = (H'S,'H+3,") "' =3, - 5,H (I, + HL,H') 'HZ,
p, = (H'='H+ Z;‘)"(HTE;‘Z +3,,) = > (H'S 'z + )

now we can reformulate (N.7) as

|z — Hx[|3, + [lx — u[I3,
= xTZ;lx — 2xT2;’yx + yTZ;‘yx —u

X

2 Tw—1 Tw—1 Te—1
o _l"xzx l’lx_{—z Zv Z+ypzp l’lp'

I N

= llx — g,
Going back to (N.4) we get

P(z|H™)

_ R B O N e I (NS Y vy
(2m)% [ Z, || Z, | (2m)% | =, |

= | 2 | e_i(ZTZV_IZ'*'”zaTZP_l”p_”EZ”_l”’C)
) [ 2, % | |

We now try to reformulate the exponent argument in (N.13) into a quadratic form
Ty —1 Ty —1 Ty —1
A A TR P O
=2/ 2+ 2, — (H' 22+ 2 )) S (H 2 2+ 2,7, )
_ T —1 —1 Ty —1 Ts—1 —1 Ty —1 —1 T —1
=z [Zv — 2, HEH X ] z—22 %, HZxZP by — ypr ExZP ¢ + ypZP ¢

Let us define

—1

= [2 - 3 HE H'E| = [2;1 — 3 HH'E,'H+2,")"'H'S

s, =3, +HZ,H
u, = (=, + HZ,H") 2 HEE 'y,
now we can reformulate (N.16) as
Ty —1 Ty —1 Ty —1 Ty —1 Ty —1 —1 Ty —1
=z X z—22 3 p, X Y, Y, Y, — ypZP Z.2, b, + ypr ¢,
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(N.12)
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(N.1s)
(N.16)

(N.17)

(N.18)
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=z =y — 2w, — w2, w2
P P P’

Using (N.21) in (N.13) we get

P(z|H™) = ’ P> | (I R T ) 1

ARk (2m)% | Z, |

Now let us use the fact that P(z|H ™) is a valid pdf over z

/ (e|H)d

/ |22 | ‘ B G e e B S o N
AN Vv (2m) | 2 |
| 2 ] 2 |e—§( [0 JTIE D p‘yﬁy;z,,‘yp)/;e—;llz—yzllézdz
|2, (12, | (a7m)% | Z. |

M —i(yp 2 ’—2 2 )l‘p_l'{z z HZ) =1
12, 112

using the matrix determinant lemma over | =, | we get

RARA |, + HE,HT || 3" + HT,'H |

P 12 112

B |Z;1+HT2;1H||2P||ZV|:1
CVIZHEEPH| L (2] 7

meaning the following has to hold

by (2 = 283y, = w2,

And so
P(z|H™) = N(y,, =)

where

Y, =3, +HL,H =3, + HE,H + HFEF'H"
= (S, +HZH') 27 HE S u, = HFu, +HJu.
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Procrastination is the art
of keeping up with yesterday.
Don Marquis

Gaussian Quadratic as y*

Lemma 7. Let A be quadratic expression A = STCS + 'S + y, where C' = C,S ~ N (y, =), and
3 > o. Then the set of necessary and sufficient conditions for A to be distributed as non-central y* with
non-centrality parameter §* and degrees of freedom r is that

CSC=C (0.1)
r=tr(CT) (0.2)
c=CZc,y= STy, 8 = uCu+u'cty (03)
4
Proof. This is Theorem §.1.4in [52]. O
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