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We present a new application of model checking which achieves real-time multi-step planning and obstacle
avoidance on a real autonomous robot. We have developed a small, purpose-built model checking algorithm
which generates plans in situ based on “core” knowledge and attention as found in biological agents. This
is achieved in real-time using no pre-computed data on a low-powered device. Our approach is based on
chaining temporary control systems which are spawned to counteract disturbances in the local environment
that disrupt an autonomous agent from its preferred action (or resting state). A novel discretization of 2D
LiDAR data sensitive to bounded variations in the local environment is used. Multi-step planning using model
checking by forward depth-first search is applied to cul-de-sac and playground scenarios. Both empirical
results and informal proofs of two fundamental properties of our approach demonstrate that model checking
can be used to create efficient multi-step plans for local obstacle avoidance, improving on the performance of a
reactive agent which can only plan one step. Our approach is an instructional case study for the development
of safe, reliable and explainable planning in the context of autonomous vehicles.

CCS Concepts: « Computing methodologies — Robotic planning; - Software and its engineering —
Model checking; « Computer systems organization — Robotic autonomy; Real-time system specification.

Additional Key Words and Phrases: model checking, autonomous vehicles, closed-loop, real-time, planning

1 INTRODUCTION

Biological organisms are embodied agents able to form complex plans and respond flexibly to
unexpected events when navigating an environment. This is achieved in real-time without prior
experience of encountered situations in a closed-loop fashion based on sensory inputs. Similar to
biological organisms, an embodied robotic agent has an egocentric perspective on its surroundings—
observations are relative to a local frame of reference and completely dependent on in-built sensors.
On sensing an unexpected input (i.e., a “disturbance” representing an obstacle), the agent can respond
by performing an action to change its state. This action results in a change to the environment,
which is sensed by the agent and the loop repeats until the obstacle is no longer in view [8]. The
agent only requires knowledge of the relative position of the obstacle (i.e., disturbance) to perform
the action.

This represents a simple reflex response to the environment. However, biological organisms are
capable of more sophisticated behaviours, such as the prediction of many consecutive obstacles
and the generation of plans to counteract them. As a reflex is only able to react to one obstacle at
a time, a single closed-loop controller is insufficient for generating complex multi-step plans. To
achieve this, it is necessary for a robotic agent to access and interpret distal sensor information.
Indeed, there is evidence that in biological systems an innate “core" understanding of world physics
and causality allow organisms to reason about their environment and organise their behaviours in
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accordance with predicted outcomes [36, 55]. In other words, organisms have a mental model of
the world, allowing them to simulate and evaluate future actions.

One promising computational model of this process characterises “intuitive physical reasoning”
in humans as similar to inference over a physics software engine, such as those which power
games [4, 35]. According to this hypothesis, we reconstruct a perceptual scene using simplified
internal representations of objects and their relevant physical properties. These representations
are approximate and oversimplified but rich enough to support mental simulations of objects in
the immediate future. Evaluating the outcomes of actions therefore requires the ability to focus
attention on objects and their properties. Indeed, this was recently achieved in [34] using a gaming
engine on a low-powered robot. This enabled reactive reasoning about the outcomes of closed-loop
actions for an unknown scene based on discrete criteria, supporting a broad form of generalisation
[12] requiring no prior experience.

Model checking [2] is a widely used technique for automatically verifying reactive systems.
It is based on a precise mathematical and unambiguous model of possible system behaviour.
To verify that the model meets specified requirements (usually expressed in temporal logic), all
possible executions are checked systematically. If an execution failing the specification is found, the
execution path which caused the violation is returned. Model checking has been successfully used
to ensure the safety and reliability of safety-critical systems such as flight control [59], space-craft
controllers [27], and satellite positioning systems [45]. It has also been applied to many aspects of
software verification, e.g., to industrial systems [3] and operating systems [57].

In the context of autonomous robots, most research in the field has focused on simulating robotic
behaviour in an environment using various levels of abstraction [22, 24, 26, 29, 41, 43, 44, 49]. In
some cases model checking has been applied to parts of real autonomous systems [9]. It has been
used to check if sensor readings have arrived on time [23], to inspect whether messages in ROS
have been corrupted [21, 32], and detect faults in low level robotic control by comparing expected
versus actual system readings [5].

In this paper, we explore the use of model checking to generate complex multi-step plans for
obstacle avoidance on a real autonomous robot. We do this in a way which reflects the behaviour
of biological organisms by generating sequences of closed-loop controllers. The main benefit of our
approach is the ability to reason flexibly about the immediate environment based on sensory inputs
using a method which is explainable. In comparison, popular black-box Al methods for autonomous
navigation (e.g., deep reinforcement learning) make rigid decisions based on generalisations [56]
insensitive to the local environment. In safety-critical applications, such as autonomous vehicles
(AVs), this undermines the robustness and safety of Al decisions, but also system trustworthiness
in general due to the lack of transparency [18].

We focus on two fundamental challenges. As autonomous robots are hybrid systems [52], one
challenge is combining discrete control commands and interaction with a continuous environment,
which is often partially observable and unstructured [46]. Another challenge is planning in real-time.
Standard model checkers are not designed for real-time tasks, hence models are typically verified
offline prior to implementation [13, 61] for real-time applications. Online verification of robot
behaviour in its environment, however, requires model checkers which can meet hard real-time
constraints [1].

This problem was encountered in [48] (extended in [47]), where SPIN [30] and a 3D Unity
simulation of an autonomous vehicle were combined to identify paths violating temporal properties
for the planning and execution of consecutive overtaking manoeuvres on a traffic-heavy road. The
model checker received information from the (simulated) autonomous vehicle, updated its current
model, derived a safe path, then communicated the path back to the autonomous vehicle. Although
a useful proof-of-concept, the time delay due to both model compilation and communication
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between the model checker and game engine was unacceptable (approx. 3 seconds, even though
verification of the model itself only took around 20 milliseconds). For this reason, SPIN could not
be implemented directly on a robot for real-time planning.

Real-time model checking has only been achieved in a limited number of cases. In [37] model
checking was used to generate real-time action plans with formal guarantees for steerable needles
[37], however the environment was structured and fully observable. This was also the case for
[61] in which industrial robot arms were modelled. In [7] real-time enforcement of safe controls
was performed using model checking in an unstructured environment with partial observability.
However, only single trajectories were checked, there was no planning involved, and results were
validated using simulation. To the best of our knowledge, real-time planning and obstacle avoidance
on a real autonomous robot has not yet been achieved using model checking.

We therefore adapt the approach in [48] to a real autonomous agent operating under hard
real-time constraints. In the interest of developing a planning method which is also energy efficient,
we further constrain our approach by developing on a low-powered robotic platform. Our objective
is to demonstrate the effectiveness of two measures which should address the time lag issues
identified in [48]: (i) a simplified model checking algorithm whose implementation is shown to
satisfy real-time constraints, and (ii) the use of model checking situated on board a low-powered
autonomous robot. We investigate the reliability of planning using model checking and closed-loop
control for safe obstacle avoidance in a case study.

In Section 2, we motivate the limitations of closed-loop control for obstacle avoidance and formu-
late the reactive planning problem. We give the details of our low-powered platform and provide
preliminary concepts and definitions in Section 3. In Section 4, we describe our methodological
approach for real-time planning using model checking. We explain the design of our case study
and evaluate results in Section 5. In Section 6, we discuss our results and identify limitations. We
conclude and comment on future work in Section 7.

Initial findings from our approach were reported in [10]. In this much extended paper we have
included a more comprehensive explanation of the methodology and a much wider discussion. We
have also extended our experimental results and provided informal proofs of two fundamental
properties of our approach which show that it reliably avoids obstacles.

2 MOTIVATING EXAMPLE

Figure 1A shows a robot driving in a straight line until it encounters an obstacle in the environment,
represented by disturbance D. This generates an error signal which triggers the agent to output a
motor action and change its state. The motor action changes the state of the environment, which is
sensed by the robot and the loop repeats until the disturbance D is eliminated.

This simple reflex can be implemented using a closed feedback loop with a strict attentional
focus on a single disturbance, as illustrated in Figure 1B. In this paper, we call such a closed-loop
controller a “task”. The disturbance D represents an external obstacle which interrupts the “default”
state of the robot—driving in a straight line, represented by the task T. In Figure 1A, the task Ty is
initiated when the disturbance D comes into view. It has a finite lifetime. Once the disturbance
is out of sight, the task Ty is no longer required, so it is terminated and the robot returns to the
default task Tp.

A task feedback loop is a simple mechanism where only information about the disturbance at
the present moment can be encoded or retained. This means that a task is (i) memoryless and (ii)
produces stereotyped behaviour. It has no information on whether it will have to counteract future
disturbances as a consequence of its actions, hence a task can only generate a reflex in response to
obstacles. This can lead to inefficient agent behaviour.
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states actions

|Disturbance D|

Fig. 1. A: robot encountering an obstacle in its environment, represented as the disturbance D. B: negative
feedback loop for the elimination of disturbances.

Figure 2 illustrates one example of a scenario where closed-loop obstacle avoidance on its own
may produce undesirable robot behaviour. In both Figures 2A and 2B, the robot starts by executing
the default task Ty. Through distal sensors, the robot receives information that the space ahead
contains the disturbance D;. Hence it must perform a control action to counteract by rotating either
left or right, represented by tasks T;, and Tg, respectively.

From the perspective of the task, either rotation can achieve the control goal of eliminating
the disturbance Dy, so there is no inherent preference. In Figure 2A, the robot initiates task T}, to
rotate left until the disturbance D; is out of view. The robot can then return to the default task
T and safely continue driving straight. However, the robot could have equally chosen to initiate
task Tg and rotate right, as shown in Figure 2B. In this case, it would immediately encounter the

Key
[ pefault task T,

[ Avoid task T

Fig. 2. Uncertainty in corner situation from the perspective of a closed task feedback loop. A and B: valid
options for eliminating the disturbance D; with varying consequences. C: behaviour tree for reasoning about
multiple disturbances to form chains of closed-loop tasks, which requires extending the scope of environment
observation.
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disturbance D, after returning to the default task Ty. Consequently, the robot must again perform
an avoidance manoeuvre. If the robot then initiates task Ty, it would escape the corner and continue
in the default task Ty undisturbed. If the robot initiates task 7;, however, yet another obstacle would
be encountered. Hence there is a chance that the robot could get trapped in the corner, which is
unwanted behaviour.

It is obvious to an external observer that the behaviour depicted in Figure 2A is more efficient
and therefore desirable. As a closed feedback loop can only encode and retain information about
an immediate disturbance, however, choosing the most efficient option for obstacle avoidance is
impossible. This requires extending the scope of reasoning beyond the present moment.

In this paper, we use model checking to explore future system states resulting from the execution
of task sequences which satisfy an invariance constraint for obstacle avoidance. Our aim is to
reason about possible chains of closed-loop tasks, as illustrated by the behaviour tree shown in
Figure 2C.

3 PRELIMINARIES

In this section, basic notions are introduced to motivate the development of our method. We give
details on our robotic research platform and sensing capabilities in Section 3.1, define the high-level
architecture of our robotic agent in Section 3.2, and provide relevant formal definitions in Section
3.3.

3.1 Robotic Platform

We developed our method on a low-powered robot shown in Figure 3. Our robot was adapted from
a widely available mobile robot development platform, AlphaBot by Waveshare!. For sensing the
environment, we equipped the robot with a low cost 360 degree 2D laser scanner, RPLIDAR A1M8
by Slamtec?, and for actuation we used two continuous rotation servos by Parallax®. The hardware
programming interface for the robot was a Raspberry Pi 3 Model B? included with the AlphaBot
development kit running a Quad Core 1.2GHz Broadcom 64bit CPU with 1GB RAM and wireless
LAN.

0.205m

o

A

wheel

wheel

0.147 m
back
front

Fig. 3. A: our robotic platform. B: schematic showing robot dimensions.

Ihttps://www.waveshare.com/alphabot-robot.htm
Zhttps://www.slamtec.com/en/LiDAR/A1/
Shttps://www.parallax.com/product/parallax-continuous-rotation-servo/
4https://www.raspberrypi.com/products/raspberry-pi-3-model-b/
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The LiDAR generates a 2D point cloud at a rate of = 5 Hz. We use a 2D vector space to model
the point cloud with the origin representing a point at the centre of the LiDAR. The robot is
oriented towards positive x by convention which corresponds to the heading 0 radians. Rotating 90
degrees left is equivalent to the heading %7{ radians, and rotating 90 degrees right is equivalent
to the heading — 1 radians. The maximum heading is r in the left direction and —r in the right,
representing a 180 degrees rotation relative to the local frame.

3.2 Agent Architecture

Figure 4 shows the agent architecture. Our focus is on planning sequences of discrete closed-loop
control tasks using in-built sensors to promote reactivity to imminent collisions. During execution,
the robot reasons about current task outcomes. When a disturbance is encountered, model checking
is used to reason about the outcomes of future tasks and possible task sequences. This separation
of concerns is reflected in the architecture shown in Figure 4. Our agent is implemented in C++
using an event-driven paradigm®.

Task Controller

input output

A 4

New plan Task Result

Running / disturbance
counteracted

New disturbance
sensed

Motors

Model Checking

states actions

Environment

Fig. 4. Agent architecture. Red indicates reasoning based on current task outcomes. Blue indicates planning
using model checking based on future task outcomes.

3.3 Model Checking as Planning

We use Linear Temporal Logic (LTL) for plan specification due to its power for planning discrete
sequential tasks. LTL formulae over the set AP of atomic propositions are formed according to the
grammar [2]:

pu=truelaloiApa| @] Oole1Up, (1)
where a is an atomic proposition and an indexed ¢; denotes some arbitrary but distinct formula
in LTL. From this basic grammar, other operators can be derived, such as O (“always”) and ¢

Shttps://zenodo.org/records/15382644
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(“eventually”), however the derivation is omitted here for brevity (see [2] for a detailed discussion).
Note that any LTL property is assumed to hold for all paths.

Our approach utilises a single regular property ¢ defined in relation to a discrete model of possible
system behaviour. In model checking, we are normally interested in verifying that a property holds
for all possible runs of a system to provide formal guarantees that the system model satisfies the
specification. If the property is violated during a run, a counterexample is returned giving the path
of states that lead to the error.

In this paper, we are interested in counterexamples as solution paths. For our property ¢, there
exists a nondeterministic finite automaton (NFA) A-, = (Q, %, 8, Qo, F) where Q is a finite set of
states, 3 = 24% is a finite alphabet defined as the the set of all subsets of AP, § : Q XX — 29isa
transition relation, Qy C Q is a set of initial states, and F C Q is a set of accepting states [2]. The
NFA can accept all finite paths that satisfy —¢.

We use a finite transition system to model the behaviour of the robot. A finite transition system
TS is a tuple (S, Act, —>,1, AP, L) where S is a finite set of states, Act is a finite set of actions,
—C S X Act X S is a transition relation, I C S is a set of initial states, AP is a finite set of atomic
propositions, and L is a labelling function that determines which atomic propositions are true at
each state.

Checking whether ¢ holds for all finite runs of a transition system TS is equivalent to checking
that the automaton formed as the product of the set of finite paths and NFA A-, has no accepting
paths. We do not give details here, but provide examples in Section 4.4.2. Note that to check for
infinite path violations of a property we would use a Biichi automaton [58] rather than an NFA,
but that is not required in this paper.

4 METHODOLOGY

In this section, we explain the details of our approach for real-time planning using model checking.
We define the action space and set of closed-loop tasks for our approach in Section 4.1. In Section
4.2, we describe how we abstract closed-loop behaviours using spatial relationships. We describe
the transition system used in our approach in Section 4.3. In Section 4.4, we explain how we use an
LTL property to specify and generate plans at runtime.

4.1 Action Space

We define the action space for our approach as the set of tasks:

Act = {To, Ts, 11, TR} (2)

introduced in Section 2. Note that in the default task Tj the robot has the expectation that it can
continue driving in a straight line for a (potentially) infinite period of time—until a disturbance D
is encountered. Consequently, the robot has the expectation that the path ahead is finite, so the
default task becomes the finite straight task Ts. This also holds for intermediary straight tasks in a
plan because the robot has reasoned that it can only drive straight for a finite period. Hence our
approach utilises two straight tasks.

4.2 Abstract Closed-Loop Sequences

As explained in Section 2, a task feedback loop has an attentional focus on an immediate disturbance,
hence it cannot predict whether it will be necessary for a robot to counteract a future disturbance
as a consequence of its execution. To achieve this, a robotic agent requires the ability to access and
interpret distal sensor information. In this paper, we abstract away the timed aspects of closed-loop
tasks and represent their continuous evolution with spatial constructions, defined in relation to
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2D LiDAR data. This makes it possible to reason about the consequences of task execution and
strategies to counteract future disturbances. We also require that the robot returns to the default task
Tp as soon as possible without executing consecutive avoid tasks, a bias which we operationalise
by ensuring that the robot prefers selecting the shortest safe sequence meeting this requirement.
In the remainder of this section, we explain how we reason about the safety of future task
execution for two, three, and four step sequences. We do this in order of sequence length. First
we reason about two step sequences, as they return to the default task T after executing a single
avoid task Ty /. If this is not possible, we then move on to reason about three step sequences. This
is a safety feature for situations where there is no lateral room for manoeuvre, however it involves
executing two consecutive avoid tasks. If a three step plan is deemed unnecessary, we then move
on reason about the safety of four step sequences, which do not involve consecutive avoid tasks.

4.2.1 Two Step Sequences. The shortest possible sequence of tasks is two steps. This represents a
situation where the robot encounters a disturbance, executes a single avoid task T /g then returns
to the default task Ty because no future disturbance has been predicted as a consequence of driving
straight in the lateral dimension, as illustrated by the motivational example in Figure 2A for a left
turn.

Note that to determine whether a straight task is a success or failure, we define partitions in
front of the robot. As shown in Figure 5A, there are two partitions, Pjoox and Pgpjerq. If the robot is
in the default task Ty, it is a success during execution. However, if a disturbance is witnessed in
Piook, then the task Ty is a failure. This triggers the generation of a new plan. If the robot is in the
straight task T, the task is again a success during execution. The task is a failure if a disturbance is
witnessed in partition Pgp;e;4 Which triggers the next task in a plan, or stops the robot if the plan is
empty.

Based on the example in Figure 2A, we first explain reasoning about safety for two step sequences,
in this case for a left turn where no second disturbance prevents the robot from returning to the
default task Tp. A detailed example of this is shown in Figure 5A where the robot encounters
disturbance D* after successfully driving straight in the default task Ty. The robot then witnesses a
disturbance in the partition Pj,ox (not shown) which indicates that the task is a failure and triggers
the generation of a new plan, the sequence T;, — Tp. As the robot has information that there is a
disturbance straight ahead, it now has the expectation that the future path is finite, so continues
driving straight in task Ts until the disturbance D" is witnessed in partition Pgpjerq. This indicates
that task Ts is a failure which triggers the first task in the plan. In our example, this is the avoid
task T;.

To ensure an avoid task (i.e., rotation) is safe in our approach, we construct an egocentric safe zone
around the robot (dotted circle in Figure 5A) defined by the radius dsqf. No object is allowed inside
the safe zone. During execution, we consider an avoid task a failure until the absolute difference
between the current and initial angles of the disturbance is greater than 3. Consequently, the task
is a success which triggers the next task in the plan.

For reasoning about the safety of future straight tasks in the lateral dimension we construct lateral
partitions of the state space. We iterate over the set of observations O and subtract a longitudinal
offset A* = D} — dy,f. from the x-coordinate to simulate witnessing D" as a proximal disturbance
in the future. (Note that in this paper we use the subscript D} to denote the x-coordinate of a
disturbance and the subscript Dy, to denote the y-coordinate.) We then construct a lateral partition
for the left direction:

Pp={0€0]|ox| < dsafe AO < min(oy) < dmax } (3)
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Fig. 5. A: closed-loop execution of the two step sequence T;, — Tj. B: spatial abstraction of the closed-loop
sequence in A which in this case witnesses no disturbances.

where d,4 . is a bound on the longitudinal dimension to respect the combined safe zone and outer
shield r + dspje1q, 0 is a lower bound on the lateral dimension, and dj,,4x is an upper bound indicating
a maximum lateral look ahead distance for witnessing distal disturbances. As shown in Figure 5B,
the partition Py is empty, so returning to the default task Tj is possible.

However, there could have been a second disturbance preventing the robot from returning to the
default task, as illustrated by the example in Figure 2B for a right turn. Figure 6A shows a detailed
example of the robot executing a right turn in response to D*, i.e., the sequence of tasks T — Tp.
In this case, the robot encounters the disturbance DX in the right direction as a consequence of
executing the avoid task T which is again safe due to construction of the safe zone. It is therefore
only necessary to reason about the safety of driving straight in the lateral dimension. As the
geometry of task execution is symmetrical to the previous sequence, we can iterate over the set of
observations and construct the negative reflection of Equation 3:

Pr={0€ 0| ox| < dsafe A ~lmax < max(oy) < 0} (4)

where d, . is a bound on the longitudinal dimension respecting the combined safe zone and outer
shield, 0 is an upper bound on the lateral dimension, and —d,,4x is a lower bound indicating a
maximum look ahead distance for witnessing distal disturbances in the right direction. As shown
in Figure 6B, the partition P is not empty, so returning to the task Ty is not possible.

Table 1 summarises outcomes for two step sequences in terms of the left and right lateral
partitions defined in Equations 3 and 4, respectively.

Table 1. Possible outcomes for two step sequences.

Sequence Success Failure

TL—>T0 PL=® PL:/:Q)
T — Ty Pr=10 Pr#0
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Fig. 6. A: closed-loop execution of the two step sequence T — Tj. B: spatial abstraction of the closed-loop
sequence in A which in this case witnesses disturbance Dg.

Success or failure for either sequence (i.e., whether the robot is able to return to the default task Tp)
can therefore be expressed as satisfaction of an existential condition in first order logic over the
relevant partition:

Pr |= EID(IDxl < dsafe AO < Dy < dmax) (5)

Pg £ AD(IDx| < dsafe A —dmax < Dy < 0) (6)

The procedure for constructing lateral partitions is provided in Algorithm 1.

4.2.2 Three Step Sequences. In the event that a two step sequence it not possible, we check whether
the robot is in a situation where it is “boxed in” (i.e., it does not have sufficient space in either lateral
direction to drive straight for a minimum distance d,,;, without encountering a second disturbance).
In this case, the robot can execute either the sequence T — T; — Tj or sequence Tg — Tg — T
to turn around and go back the way it came, otherwise a three step plan is unnecessary and we
move on to consider a four step plan (see Section 4.2.3). Options for three step plans are restricted
by our model (details provided in Section 4.3). As we restrict our attention to static environments,
we can assume that returning to the default task Ty after turning around is safe.

We use the lateral dimension to reason about whether the robot can move distance d,;;, in
either direction. If the robot is boxed in, Equations 5 and 6 are both satisfied, so the union Py U Pg
models the disjunction. Hence Equations 5 and 6 together form independently necessary but jointly
sufficient conditions for reasoning about whether the robot has enough room to manoeuvre. As P
and Py are disjoint, we then construct a third partition:

Pmin:{DEPLUPR|_dminSDySdmin} (7)

which is a proper subset of P;, U Pr. Hence the intersection Py,;, N (P, U Pg) overlaps both partitions
by definition and includes all disturbances relevant for deciding if a three step plan is necessary.
We can then define the set:

E = {(D",D®y | D" € Ppin N Pp A DR € Pppin N PR} 8)
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Algorithm 1: Construct Lateral Partition

Input :Simulated observations O, parameter dg, ., parameter dy,qx, and boolean flag left
indicating whether the partition should be in the left or right lateral direction.
Output:The left or right lateral partition P.

1 Procedure ConstructPY (O, dsafe, dmax. left)
P20
foro € Odo
if [ox| < dsaf then
if left A0 < 0y < dpax then

/* positive partition %/
L addotoP
7 else if —left A —d;ax < 04 < 0 then

/* negative partition */

L addoto P

aos W N

9 P « FilterNearest (P, dmax)
10 return P

11 Procedure FilterNearest (P, dmax)

12 P 0

13 D« 0

14 min «— dpax

15 foro € Pdo

16 if |oy| < min then
17 min « |oy|

18 L D<o

19 add D to P’
20 return P’

where D' is a disturbance in partition P; and DR is a disturbance in partition Pg. We then use the
set to reason whether the robot can move in at least lateral direction. If the set E is non-empty,
there is a disturbance at most distance d,,;,, in both lateral directions, hence we can reason that the
robot is boxed in and a sequence of length three is generated to turn around and evade. If the set E
is empty, then a three step plan is unnecessary.

4.2.3  Four Step Sequences. The final sequence length is four steps, which is required in a situation
where there is a disturbance in some lateral direction but the distance is greater than d,;,. Hence
the robot can drive safely in some lateral direction for a while but then must counteract a second
disturbance. For example, the robot can execute the sequence Ty — Ts — T — Ty which includes
an intermediate straight task. As we reason about the safety of sequences in order of increasing
length, we have already reasoned that the first subsequence T; — Ts is safe. Hence we only need
to consider whether T; — T; would be safe to execute after the initial two steps.

We first simulate the lateral displacement of the robot. We calculate the lateral offset AF =
DL —d,, fe and subtract this from the y-coordinates of observations to simulate the expected state

y
change from executing the subsequence T;, — T while respecting the safe zone. Note that as we
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are reasoning about spatial abstractions, lateral translation of the state space is sufficient, so it is
unnecessary to simulate rotations. It is now possible to reason about the final subsequence T, — Ty
in the longitudinal dimension by constructing longitudinal partitions. The procedure is the same
whether we have simulated driving straight in either the left or right direction.

We iterate over the set of observations and construct the positive partition

1
P = {O €0 | dsafe <0x < dsufe +ﬁdsafe A |0y| < E(L + tOl)} (9)

where dg, . is a lower bound on the longitudinal dimension which excludes the lateral partition,
dsafe + Pdsare is an upper bound with a tunable coefficient 3, and %(L + tol) is a bound on the
lateral dimension to respect the width of the robot plus some tolerance. In our example, we assume
that a disturbance is witnessed in partition P*, hence we can conclude that it is not possible to
return to the default task Ty by driving in the positive direction.

We then iterate over the set O and construct the negative partition:

1
P ={o€0|- (dsafe +ﬁdsafe) < 0x < _dsafe A |Oy| < E(L +tol)} (10)

where —(dsqafe + Bdsafe) is alower bound on the longitudinal dimension with the tunable coefficient
B, —dsafe is an upper bound which again excludes the lateral partition, and 1 (L + tol) is again a
bound on the lateral dimension to respect the width of the robot. In our example, we assume that
the negative longitudinal partition P~ is empty, so we can conclude that driving straight in the
negative longitudinal direction has a (potentially) infinite lifetime. Hence it is possible for the robot
to return to the default task Ty.

Table 2 summarises the possible future outcomes for final subsequences in a four step sequence in
terms of the positive and negative longitudinal partitions defined in Equations 9 and 10, respectively.
While our example has focused on the left lateral direction, in practice both directions are assessed
for completeness. The same procedure applies to the right direction by a symmetrical argument.
Note that we refer to longitudinal partitions in the left lateral direction as P; and Py in the right
lateral direction, however this distinction is omitted where directionality is irrelevant.

Table 2. Possible outcomes for final subsequence of four step sequences.

Lateral Offset Subsequence Success Failure

A' =Dl —dspe Tr—To Pf=0 PH#0
T, — Ty P;=0 P, #0
AR =D¥+dspe T =T Pr=0 P, #0
T, — Ty Pr=0 Ph#0

Success and failure for either subsequence can again be expressed as satisfaction of an existential
condition in first order logic over the relevant partition:

1
p* ': 3D(dsafe <Dy < dsafe +ﬁdsafe A |Dy| < E(L + tOI)) (11)

1
P |= EID(_(dsafe +/3dsafe) < Dy < _dsafe A |Dy| < E(L + tOl)) (12)

The procedure for constructing the partitions is provided in Algorithm 2.
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Algorithm 2: Construct Longitudinal Partition

Input :Simulated observations O, lateral offset AL/R, parameter ds,f., width of the robot
plus some tolerance L + tol, boolean flag positive indicating sign of partition.
Output:The positive or negative longitudinal partition P.

1 Procedure ConstructPX (O, AL/R, dsafe, L + tol, positive)

2 P20
3 foro € Odo
4 Oy <~ 0y — Ay // simulate lateral displacement
5 if |o,| < %(L + tol) then
6 if positive A dsare < 0x < dsafe + Pdsare then
/* positive partition */
7 L addotoP
8 else if —~positive A —(dsafe + Pdsare) < 0x < —dsqfe then
/* negative partition */
9 L addoto P
10 return P

4.3 Disturbance-Focused Transition System

The abstraction approach discussed in Section 4.2 motivates the construction of an egocentric
transition system representing possible task sequences. This can be viewed as a mental model
encoding “core” knowledge [55] about the temporal evolution of closed-loop tasks and possible
disturbances which may be encountered as a consequence of their execution. Hence we maintain a
strict attentional focus on disturbances in our model, where a disturbance (i.e., obstacle) is conceived
as the cause of a task.

Our model comprises 15 states. Figures 7A and 7B show the positions of states sy, s; and s;
relative to the robot. To ensure the safe zone is respected, we offset all states in the transition
system distance d,f. from either the origin or a lateral disturbance. Hence we have one initial
state in our model sy = [dsq4fe, 0, 0] which is offset distance dsqf. from the origin of the vector
space. As our approach is egocentric, the heading 0 radians indicates the direction the robot always
faces, hence all paths in our model start from the initial state s. The states s; = [0, dsqye, %7{] and
s2 = [0, ~dsafes —%n] represent transitions Ty, and Tg, respectively, from sy and are fixed.

States s3 and s4 represent the outcome of driving straight in the lateral direction from states s;
and sy, respectively, but their valuation varies depending on the location of lateral disturbances.
As shown in Figure 7A, if there are none, then as the lateral partitions are empty, we assume that
s3 = [0, o0, lﬂ] and s4 = [0, —o0, —%7‘[], meaning that it is possible for the robot to drive in either
direction for a (potentially) infinite period of time, so the relevant transition to s3 or s4 is the default
task Ty. Hence both Equations 5 and 6 are not satisfied, meaning that a two step sequence in either
direction is possible. However, if there are lateral disturbances, both states would have a finite
valuation such that s3 = [0, Dﬁ, %ﬂ'] and s, = [0, DR, —%77.'], as shown in Figure 7B. As the lateral
partitions are not empty, the robot can only drive for a finite amount of time in either direction,
so the relevant transition is the straight task Ts. In this case, both Equations 5 and 6 are satisfied,
meaning that a two step sequence in either direction is not possible.
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Fig. 7. States for two step sequences. A: lateral partitions with no distal disturbances detected. B: lateral
partitions with distal disturbances detected.

Figure 8A shows two additional states in our transition system required for considering the
possibility of a three step plan. State s;3 = [~dsq4fe, 0, 7] is fixed in our model and represents the
execution of a second avoid task Ty /g from either state s; or s,. The state si4 = [~ (dsafe+Pdsare), 0, 7]
represents the final transition Ty which is assumed safe in our approach, as the robot should be able
to go back the way it came in static environments without encountering a disturbance. Starting
from the initial state sy, this would result in either the sequence Ty, — T — Ty or Tg — Tg — To,
which is chosen non-deterministically, as either sequence would result in the robot going back the
way it came. If Equation 8 is satisfied, then a three step sequence is possible, otherwise we move
on to consider a four step sequence.

y y
A agulg B ot R
S D;

i P+0 P # 6 S {AL \Ss‘ S7Pt:ﬂ

S P —_—
P# 0 P= sy A ; S; P 0

d,, [ S »
s, o %

Fig. 8. States for three and four step sequences. A: states for three step sequence. B: states for the final
subsequence of a four step sequence.

Figure 8B shows the positions of states for assessing longitudinal movements, representing
the final subsequence in four step sequences. States sy = [~dsqfe, Al 7] and s5 = [d, fes Al 0]
represent the transitions Ty and Tg, respectively, from state s in the left lateral direction. The
longitudinal dimension is fixed but the lateral dimension varies relative to the location of the
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left lateral disturbance D* (see Table 2 for the definition of AL). If the longitudinal partitions are
empty then s;; = [—oo, AL, 7] and s; = [0, AL, 0]. Equations 11 and 12 are therefore satisfied,
so we can assume the robot can drive in either longitudinal direction for a (potentially) infinite
period of time. If the longitudinal partitions are not empty, then s;; = [~(dsafe + Bdsare)s N
and s; = [dsafe + Pdsafes AL, 0]. Hence Equations 11 and 12 are not satisfied, so returning to the
default task Ty is not possible. Note that the same holds for the set of states {sq, s¢, Ss, S10, S12} in the
right direction by a symmetrical argument. The resulting transition system is depicted in Figure 9
and defined in Definition 1.

DEFINITION 1. [Disturbance-Focused Transition System] A disturbance-focused transition system
DTS is a tuple (S, Act, —,1, AP, L) where

o S ={s0,51,..., 514} is a set of states where the orientation of the robot is fixed, the longitudinal
and lateral dimensions are fixed for states {so, s1, S2, S13, S14}, and for the remaining states the
longitudinal or lateral dimensions vary in relation to disturbances;

o Act = {Ty, Ts, Tp, Tr} is the set of tasks defined in Section 4.1;

e —C S X Act XS is a transition relation wheres — s’ is admissible if and only if a task can
evolve the model from state s tos’;

o I ={sy = [dsafe,0,0]} is the initial state;

o AP is a set of atomic propositions;

o L:S — 24P is a labelling function which determines which elements of AP are true at each
state s.

States in our model receive a valuation (labelling) at runtime using the abstraction approach
described in Section 4.2, based on the location of disturbances. We provide examples of label
assignment in the next section.

Fig. 9. Disturbance-focused transition system.
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4.4 Planning Using Model Checking

We use the disturbance-focused transition system described in the previous section to generate plans
for negotiating multiple disturbances using distal sensor information. To do this we define an LTL
property, construct a non-deterministic finite automaton (NFA) and form the product transition
system and NFA for a valuation of state properties based on sensor data.

We implement the underlying directed graph for the finite transition system shown in Figure 9
and compute the product at runtime when a new planning sequence is initiated. Hence planning
using model checking can be reduced to a reachability analysis on the product, which amounts
to simply deciding which states in the graph are terminal. As indicated in Section 4.2, we reason
about the transition system in order of increasing sequence length to ensure reasoning about safety
accumulates for each plan length.

4.4.1 LTL Plan Specification. To specify plans for our approach, we define a regular property in
LTL which is stated in terms of a set of two state properties, horizon and safe. Before introducing
the LTL property, we define these state properties.

DEFINITION 2. Property horizon is true at state s if and only if the valuation of either the longitudinal
or lateral dimension is infinite.

In Definition 2 an infinite dimension in the valuation of a state means that the robot can drive in
a straight line for a (potentially) infinite period of time, so it can return to the default task Tp. If the
future path of the robot seems infinite, then there is no known disturbance ahead, so by definition
it is deemed safe. Our definition of the state property safe is less straightforward.

DEFINITION 3. Property safe is true at state s if one of the following conditions hold: (i) the absolute
value of one finite dimension at s is dsage; (ii) s has a finite lateral dimension such that the absolute
distance of a lateral disturbance is greater than parameter d,,;,, and there is no longitudinal dimension;
or (iii) proposition horizon is true at s.

In Definition 3 condition (i) ensures rotations are safe due to construction of the safe zone and
outer shield for witnessing proximal disturbances. The value of one dimension is equal to dy . for
relevant states around the origin and this uniquely identifies them. Condition (ii) ensures that the
robot has space to move in the lateral direction while respecting the safe zone. The final condition
(iii) guarantees that a state is safe when the future path seems infinite. In our approach, we always
start in the initial state sy and assess each state for a possible path in order of preference, hence for
any final horizon state we always know that the path leading to state s is finite.

Based on these semantics, we use an LTL property ¢ for planning, where

¢ = —(safe U (safe A horizon)) (13)
which states that —~(safe U (safe A horizon)) holds for every path. Note that a finite path satisfies
safe U (safe A horizon) if both safe and horizon are true at some state s in the path, and safe is
true for all states in the path leading to s. As our interest is in solution paths (see Section 3.3), the
property ¢ negates the desired outcome, so that what would normally be the set of counterexamples
for a run of the system, in our case becomes a set of safe future discrete task outcomes. Consequently,
the set of solution paths is the set of paths which satisfy safe U (safe A horizon). Our property
and modelling approach is intentionally simple, primarily to ensure fast computation and minimal
resource usage for reliability on a low-powered device.

4.4.2 Checking the Product Transition System. The set of counterexamples for ¢ constitute a
language of finite words which can be recognised by an NFA. We therefore construct the NFA
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{safe, horizon}
Qo

{safe}

Fig. 10. NFA for the property safe U (safe A horizon).

A-p = (Q,%,6,Q0, F) where Q = {qo,q1} is the set of states, T = 24P is a finite alphabet, § :
Q x ¥ — 29 is a transition relation, Qy = {qo} is the initial state, and F = {q,} is the accepting
state. Figure 10 shows the NFA A-,.

When a new disturbance is encountered by the robot, we use the abstraction approach explained
in Section 4.2 to assign a valuation to the corresponding state from the set AP. We then calculate
the automaton formed as the product of TS and A-,, and generate a (finite) accepting path non-
deterministically using forward depth-first search (f-DFS). This starts in the root node of the
underlying graph (i.e., the initial state sy) and starts backtracking once a leaf node is reached, which
is appropriate as the goal state not determined a priori. From the path we can then extract the
transitions to form a plan for the scenario. Figure 11A shows an instance of our transition system
with valuation of the elements of {horizon, safe} and Figure 11B the product automaton. Note
that accepting (solution) paths are those for which the NFA part of the state in Figure 11B is the
accepting state q;.

{safe, horizon} {safe, horizon}

Fig. 11. A: instance of our transition system showing a valuation of the elements of AP. B: product transition
system and NFA resulting from the valuation in A.
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4.4.3 Runtime Generation of Plans. Algorithm 3 provides details on the runtime procedure for
computing our abstraction and generating plans. As mentioned above, we assess possible sequences
in order of length to determine a valuation of our transition system. Note that the subroutine
generatePlan() finds a solution path by f-DFS on the product transition system and NFA. Starting
from the initial state sy, it then extracts the transitions between states form a plan consisting of a
sequence of associated tasks. By default f-DFS does not return the accepting state of the product, so
the final transition is not returned. However, as the final transition in a plan is always the default
task Ty this is sufficient.

Algorithm 3: Generate Plan Using Model Checking

Input :Set of observations O and disturbance D*.
Output:Sequence of discrete control tasks plan.

1 Procedure GenerateNewPlan(O, D%)

2 term «— 0 // set of terminal states for product
3 At 0 // simulate proximal detection of D
4 if A* > dyup. then

5 L A* =D} - dsafe

6 O «0

7 foro € O do

8 0x — 0x — AF

9 add o to O’

10 P; « ConstructPY(O’, dsafes dmax, true) // asses two steps

1 Pr « ConstructPY(0’, dsafe, dmax false)
12 if P, = 0 then

13 L add s; to term

14 if Pz = 0 then

15 L add s4 to term

16 if PL =0V Pgr = 0 then

17 plan « generatePlan(term)

18 return plan // assess three steps

19 if Df/ € P < dpin A DI; € Pg > —d,in, then

20 add sy4 to term

21 plan « generatePlan(term)

22 return plan

23 Al DIB‘, - dsafe // assess four steps

24 AR D}; + dsafe

25 | P; < ConstructPX(0’, A, dygfe, L + tol, true)
26 P; « ConstructPX(0O’, AL, dsafes L +tol, false)
27 | P}« ConstructPX(0’, AR, dsape, L + tol, true)
28 | Pp « ConstructPX(0’, AR, dsape, L + tol, false)
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Algorithm 3: (continued)

6 if P/ = 0 then

7 L add s; to term

8 if P = 0 then

9 L add sq; to term

10 if P; = 0 then

11 L add sg to term
12 if Py = 0 then

13 L add sy to term
14 plan « generatePlan(term)
15 | return plan

5 DESIGN OF CASE STUDY AND EVALUATION

In this section, we address the research question:

RQ1 Does planning using model checking and closed-loop tasks reliably gener-
ate safe obstacle avoidance behaviour?

We aimed to investigate whether planning using model checking and closed-loop tasks reliably
generate safe trajectories for obstacle avoidance compared to a reactive agent which can only
generate a simple reflex in response to disturbances. In addition, we wanted to demonstrate that
multi-step planning means that our approach cannot get trapped in a corner as in single-step
planning (see Section 2 for details). We also wanted to gain insight into the reliability of real-time
performance with respect to a deadline of 100 milliseconds and investigate the memory usage of
model checking.

In Sections 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3 we discuss analysis details for two empirical studies and present
results. We provide theoretical results in Section 5.4.

5.1 Artefacts

We used two artefacts in our case study: a baseline method and planning using model checking.
Our baseline method was a simple reactive controller which can only spawn a single closed-loop
task at a time in response to disturbances, generating stereotyped behaviour for obstacle avoidance.

5.2 Scenario 1 - Cul-de-sac

We initially focused on a cul-de-sac scenario due to the prevalence of corners and parallel walls,
as reactive methods for obstacle avoidance based on a single closed-loop controller can easily get
trapped in such a situation. Our intention here was to recreate difficulties for the baseline method
and see if planning using model checking showed any improvement in behaviour.

»

5.2.1 Environment Definition. Figure 12A shows three starting positions (“Left”, “Centre”, “Right”)
with the orientation of the robot defined relative to the bottom wall. For the centre position, the
orientation of the x-axis is offset 0 degrees relative to the bottom wall, but for the left and right
starting positions it is offset 45 degrees. There were two reasons for this setup: (i) we wanted to
maximise the chances of the baseline method getting trapped, and (ii) pilot experiments revealed
that the robot had a strong right veer when driving straight, hence we balanced our study. The



20 Christopher Chandler, Bernd Porr, Giulia Lafratta, and Alice Miller

dashed blue line in Figure 12A represents a cut-off used to prepare trajectories for analysis. We
collected 15 runs for each method and starting position, resulting in a dataset consisting of 90 runs.

Left Centre Right
q [ ] 4

0 0

Fig. 12. A:idealised schematic of cul-de-sac scenario. B: actual cul-de-sac scenario.

5.2.2  Analysis of Reliability. We used trajectory length as a proxy for elapsed time to operationalise
the construct of reliability, focusing only on the portion of the trajectory in the cul-de-sac (i.e., below
the trajectory cut-off in Figure 12A). Our aim was to show statistically that our method spends less
time evading the cul-de-sac. In addition, we counted the number of collisions for each method. We
also used processing latency as a metric for reliability, defined as the time delta from initiation of
planning to completion. We aimed to describe the mean latency and estimate confidence bounds
for our method to generate insight into whether our approach can consistently meet real-time
constraints.

Design of Analysis. Our study had a 2 X 3 between-factors design for the statistical analysis of
trajectory lengths and reporting of collisions. The method variable had two levels, “Single” and
“Multi”, representing the baseline and planning using model checking, respectively. The starting
position variable had three levels (“Left”, “Centre”, “Right”) indicated in Figure 12A. We calculated
minimum, maximum and mean processing latency for model checking runs and estimated 95%
confidence intervals using the bootstrap method.

Data Collection and Preparation. During data collection, we used markers to indicate the correct
placement of the robot. Runs were terminated when the robot was observed to pass the threshold
of the cul-de-sac by a visibly clear margin. Processing latency was collected for each executed
planning sequence at runtime using an in-built time and date package in C++ and the number of
collisions was recorded by observation.

In practice, the variation in terminating runs was large, so it made sense to focus only on
the portion of the trajectory in the cul-de-sac for the analysis. For each run, we extracted the
trajectory from video using the optical flow method in OpenCV® and calculated the length in pixels.
Trajectories were truncated at the entrance to the cul-de-sac as shown in Figure 13B.

Results. First we compared trajectory lengths for each method while ignoring starting position.
A non-parametric Mann-Whitney U test was performed. As the shape and dispersion of the
distributions was different (see Figure 14 for boxplots), the null hypothesis was that the mean ranks

®https://opencv.org/
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Fig. 13. The experimental setup. A: the three starting positions (left, centre, right) and placement of the
trajectory cut-off. B: example trajectory and truncation according to the cut-off in A.

for each method are identical, and the alternative hypothesis was that it is lower for the model
checking group, a = .025 (one-tailed). The test revealed that the mean rank for model checking
was significantly lower, U = 251, ny/n; = 45, p < .001, with a medium effect size, r = .37.
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Fig. 14. Trajectory length grouped by method.

Next a comparison was made between starting positions. It was reasoned that this could have an
influence on the generated trajectory lengths due to differences in starting pose, specifically angle
of entry into the cul-de-sac. We performed a non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test on starting position
and trajectory length for each method individually. For the baseline, the test revealed that there
was a significant effect of starting position on trajectory length H(2) = 12.17, p = .002. Post-hoc
analysis of pairwise comparisons using Dunn’s test (Bonferroni correction applied) revealed that
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there was a significant difference between the centre starting position and both the left (p = .026)
and right (p = .002) starting positions, while the left starting position was not significantly different
from the right (p = 1.)". The results suggest the single control task produces similar trajectory
lengths when entering the cul-de-sac at an angle of ~ 45 degrees. See Figure 15A for a comparison
of the distributions for each starting position.

Ag. = B
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Trajectory Length [pixels]
I
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Fig. 15. Trajectory length grouped by starting position. A: baseline, B: model checking.

For the model checking approach, the test also revealed that there was significant effect of starting
position H(2) = 30.2,p < .001. In this case, post-hoc analysis of pairwise comparisons revealed
that there was a significant difference between the centre starting position and the right (p < .001)
but not the left (p = .872), while the left starting position for this method was significantly different
from the right (p < .001). The results suggest model checking generates different trajectory lengths
when entering the cul-de-sac at an angle of ~ 45 degrees from different starting positions, whereas
the centre and left starting positions generate similar trajectory lengths. Figure 15B shows the
distributions of trajectory lengths for each starting position.

The number of collisions was also observed for each run. For the baseline method, a total of 3
collisions was observed and 0 collisions were observed for planning using model checking. Note
that each collision was observed for a different run of the baseline method (i.e., 3 runs in total).
Table 3 shows collisions for the baseline grouped according to starting position.

Table 3. Distribution of collisions for baseline.

Starting position Collisions

Centre 1
Left 2
Right 0

The minimum processing latency for planning using model checking was 5.58 milliseconds and
the maximum was 18.76 milliseconds. The mean was 10.1 milliseconds with an estimated 95%
confidence interval of [9.33, 10.96].

5.2.3  Profiling Memory Usage. We focused on describing the memory footprint. Memory usage
was estimated for both model checking and the entire process. We also estimated process memory
usage for the baseline to indicate relative performance.

"Rounded down from > 1. as a secondary effect of the Bonferroni correction.
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Design of Analysis. We estimated the runtime memory usage of both model checking and the
entire program. Model checking memory usage was estimated by summing the compile time
memory of the stack, set and adjacency list data structures used by f-DFS and their worst case
usage at runtime, based on a state size of 4 bytes, as each state is represented by an integer.

Data Collection and Preparation. Process memory usage was collected using the Linux top utility
at a sampling rate of 1 millisecond. For runtime memory usage of model checking, we recorded the
growth of the stack and set of visited states during f-DFS execution and dumped the data to disk.

Results. Maximum memory usage for model checking at runtime was estimated at 2.9 kilobytes,
while the maximum memory usage of the process was 4.31 megabytes. However, this includes
the amount of shared memory available to a process, not all of which is typically resident to
the program (i.e., includes memory which could potentially be shared with other processes). The
maximum amount of shared memory was 3.34 megabytes, hence a lower bound on the maximum
was calculated at 992 kilobytes. Maximum model checking usage was therefore estimated to
comprise 0.06% to 0.29% of maximum process memory usage.

In comparison, maximum process memory usage for the baseline method was 4.3 megabytes
with a maximum shared memory component of 3.28 megabytes. In this case, a lower bound on
the maximum was calculated at 1.02 megabytes. While there is uncertainty, the data suggests that
memory consumption for model checking is approximately equivalent to the baseline.

5.3 Scenario 2 - Playground

We conducted two comparisons between the baseline method and planning using model checking
for a playground environment, focusing specifically on evasion of a cul-de-sac element and collisions.
Our aim here was to investigate whether our approach showed improvement in obstacle avoidance
behaviour during general operation and gain insight into its versatility. We again collected data on
real-time performance and profiled memory usage.

5.3.1 Environment Definition. We let the robot roam free in a closed environment with one free-
standing static object and a cul-de-sac, as illustrated in Figure 16. We included a cul-de-sac because
we were interested in comparing emergent behaviour for each method when negotiating the
cul-de-sac during normal operation.

A B

Fig. 16. A:idealised schematic of playground scenario. B: actual playground.

5.3.2  Analysis of Reliability. We used the overall time elapsed inside the cul-de-sac during ex-
ploration and processing latency as metrics for reliability. Our aim here was to characterise the
relationship between processing latency and plans of different lengths, as it was found in the
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previous scenario that only three step plans were generated, introducing bias to the results for
real-time performance. In addition, we counted the number of collisions for each run.

Design of Analysis. For each run, we calculated the number of times the cul-de-sac was visited,
the time elapsed inside the cul-de-sac and summed the number of collisions. We grouped processing
latency by the number of steps in the plan and calculated descriptive statistics, estimating 95%
confidence intervals for each plan length.

Data Collection and Preparation. We made two comparisons between the baseline and planing
using model checking. For each run, we let the robot explore the playground environment for 5
minutes and recorded the behaviour on video. We then extracted the trajectories using optical
flow in OpenCV and inspected the difference visually. Following this, we calculated the number
of times the robot visited the cul-de-sac and time elapsed inside the cul-de-sac, using the light on
the robot as a point of reference for consistency with analysis of the previous scenario. We also
considered the cul-de-sac visited if the robot manoeuvred to evade. Following the same protocol
of the previous scenario, we recorded the number of collisions for each run. Data collection and
preparation was the same as in the previous scenario for processing latency. We also extracted the
number of steps for each plan.

Results. Figure 17 shows extracted trajectories for the first comparison. It can be seen in Figure
17A (baseline) that the robot spends significant time in the cul-de-sac, whereas in Figure 17B
(planning using model checking) the robot spends no time in the cul-de-sac. The baseline method
visited the cul-de-sac once during the run at which point it got trapped for 89 seconds. There were
4 collisions for the baseline and 0 collisions for model checking.

Fig. 17. Comparison 1. A: baseline method. B: planning using model checking.

In Figure 18 trajectories for the second comparison are shown. Figure 18A shows that the baseline
method spends significant time in the cul-de-sac. However, in this case, the robot visited the cul-de-
sac on three separate occasions for a total elapsed time of 79 seconds. For this comparison, planning
using model checking also visited the cul-de-sac on three separate occasions but evaded rather
than enter the cul-de-sac. The total time elapsed for evasion was 12 seconds. Evasion manoeuvres
are indicated by the yellow box in Figure 18B. On one occasion, the robot had to execute three
consecutive two step plans before a successful evasion of the cul-de-sac, indicating the possibility
that there may be scenarios where the robot can still get trapped. There were 2 collisions for the
baseline and 0 collisions for model checking.
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Fig. 18. Comparison 2. A: baseline method. B: planning using model checking (yellow box indicates evasion
manoeuvres at entrance to the cul-de-sac).

Table 4 shows results for processing latency across both model checking runs grouped according
to the number of steps in plans. There were 42 two step plans, 32 three step plans and 18 four step
plans. Processing latency appears to increase as the length of the plan increases.

Table 4. Processing latency in milliseconds for plans consisting of 2, 3 and 4 steps.

Steps(n) Min. Max. Mean CI(95%)

2 25 1409 6.64  [5.92,7.44]
3 512 1215 7.66  [7.11, 8.35]
4 545 2161 1149  [9.6, 13.83]

5.3.3  Profiling Memory Usage. Memory usage was estimated for model checking and the entire
process. We again estimated process memory usage for the baseline method to provide an indicative
comparison of relative resource usage. Analysis design and data collection/preparation were the
same as in the previous scenario.

Results. Maximum memory usage by model checking at runtime was estimated at 2.91 kilobytes
and maximum memory usage of the process at 4.09 megabytes. Again this includes the amount of
shared memory available to a process, which could potentially be shared with other processes. The
maximum amount of shared memory was 3.03 megabytes, hence a lower bound on the maximum
was calculated at 1088 kilobytes. Maximum model checking memory usage was estimated to
comprise 0.06% to 0.26% of maximum process memory usage.

In comparison, maximum process memory usage for the baseline was 3.83 megabytes with a
maximum shared memory component of 2.95 megabytes. A lower bound on the maximum was
calculated at 900 kilobytes. As in the previous scenario, the data suggests that process memory
consumption is approximately equivalent for each method.
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5.4 Theoretical Results

In this section, we provide informal proofs of two fundamental properties of our approach. Specif-
ically, we show that for any arbitrary static environment: (i) the robot cannot get trapped in a
corner, and (ii) no disturbance can enter the safe zone, as long as the parameters for our abstraction
meet certain criteria.

5.4.1 Corner Scenarios. One of the main drawbacks of the baseline method is the potential for the
robot to get trapped in a corner, as explained in Section 2. For this reason, we compared our method
to the baseline method in a close study of a cul-de-sac scenario with two corners (see Section 5.2
for details).

A generic definition of “getting trapped” is that the robot executes a repeating sequence of tasks
which results in the robot visiting the same configurations in a loop. Getting trapped in a corner is
one specific instance of this behaviour, defined here as the robot alternating between tasks T;, and
Tgr. We now show that this cannot happen using our approach.

THEOREM 5.1. Let T = TyTi T, ... be a sequence of tasks from the set Act = {Tr, Tr, Ts, To } executed
for an infinite run of the robot. Then there is no subsequence of tasks in 7~ which alternates between
tasks Ty, and Tg.

ProOF. Assume there is a subsequence in 7~ which alternates between T; and Tg. Then 7
contains at least the ordered pair (T, Tr) or (Ig, Ty ). By definition, no path in the disturbance-
focused transition system DTS contains (Tj, Tr) or (Tr, Tr), so no subsequence of tasks generated
as a plan can contain a subsequence which alternates between tasks T;, and Tg. As the last task in a
plan is always the default task Ty, it is not possible for the last and first task of consecutive plans
to form the pair (Ty, Tr) or (Tr, Tr). There is no other way that the pairs can be formed. Hence a
subsequence in 7~ cannot alternate between T;, and Tr which contradicts our assumption. O

While it is guaranteed that our approach cannot get trapped in a corner, it is nonetheless possible
for the robot to get trapped in other ways. For example, in some environments the robot could get
stuck in a loop by always turning left/right then driving straight, either by repeatedly executing two
step or four step plans. Depending on the angle of the initial disturbance, it is also possible for the
robot to get trapped between parallel walls by executing three step plans repeatedly. However, this
is contingent on the distance between parallel walls relative to the parameters of the abstraction.
All these situations are unlikely to happen in practice but theoretically possible.

5.4.2  Safe Zone. Our use of a safe zone around the robot mitigates the need for a formal guarantee
that our abstraction preserves safety for an avoid task (i.e., a rotation), as indicated in Section 4.2.1.
The safe zone is defined as a circle around the centre of mass of the robot, however in practice we
over-approximate the safe zone using a square construction. This is defined as the partition:

Psafe={0€O|0< |0x| Sdsafe AOD < |Oy| Sdsafe} (14)
where 0 indicates the origin of the point cloud, which in the real world correlates with the centre
of mass, and dg, . is the radius of the safe zone.

As mentioned in Section 4.2.1, if the robot is executing the default task Ty and a disturbance
D™ is witnessed in partition Pjyk, then a new plan is generated using model checking. The robot
then continues driving straight in task Ts until the disturbance is witnessed in partition Pgp;e;q at
which point the first task in the plan is initiated. If the task Ts is an intermediate task in a four step
plan, then the next task in the plan is initiated when a disturbance is witnessed in Pspje;4. As an
additional fail safe, the robot stops if a disturbance is witnessed in partition Psp;e;q and no plan is
available.
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To ensure action is always taken to prevent a disturbance from entering the safe zone, we require
that the shield partition be defined as:

1
Pshieta = {0 € O | dsafe < min(ox) < vAt+e€ Aloy| < E(L +tol)} (15)

where dg,. is again the radius of the safe zone, vAt is the predicted distance the robot will travel in
one closed-loop step, € is the negative or positive error between the actual and predicted distance,
and %(L + tol) defines the width of the partition in the lateral dimension. We in addition require
that %(L + tol) = dyqf. to focus attention on relevant future disturbances.

Based on the parameters defined for Py and Pspieq, we now show that no disturbance can
enter the safe zone when executing a straight task. It is sufficient to show that this cannot happen
for a single closed-loop step. As At is around 200 milliseconds, we assume any lateral error is

negligible.

THEOREM 5.2. Let O =...0(t — 2)O(t — 1)O(t) be a time series of sets of observations for each
closed-loop step during an infinite run of the robot. Then for any set of observations O(t) during
execution of a straight task it is guaranteed that a disturbance D* cannot be witnessed in the safe zone
Psafe-

ProoF. Assume that during execution of a straight task a disturbance is witnessed in the safe
zone, hence D* € O(t) and D* € Py,¢.. Then this means that in the previous time step D™ € O(t—1)
and D* ¢ Pgpierq. As the lateral dimension of Pgpierq is equal to the width of Py, and the lateral
error is assumed zero, it is guaranteed that D; € Pgpierq for set O(t — 1). Hence the inequality
D} > dgqpe+vAt+e must hold by the definition of Pgpjeq in Equation 15. As the robot drives straight
distance vAt +€ between sets of observations, we therefore have the inequality D} —vAt+€ > dgqpe
for the set of observations O(t). By the definition of P4, in Equation 14, this means D* € O(t)
and D* ¢ Py, which contradicts our assumption. Hence a disturbance cannot be witnessed in the
safe zone during a straight task. O

In practice, this result means that the longitudinal dimension of Pp;e;4 should scale in proportion
to the velocity of the robot. However, the error term € is impossible to predict, so the most sensible
strategy is to over-approximate a positive error using a fixed tolerance vAf + tol. If the error term
€ is negative, then it is guaranteed that a disturbance will be witnessed in Pgp;e14. If it is positive,
then as long as tol is at least equal to the error term, it is also guaranteed that a disturbance will be
witnessed in Pgpjeiq-

5.5 Summary

In Scenario 1 we conducted a close study of a cul-de-sac. We compared trajectory lengths and
collisions for a baseline and planning using model checking and found evidence that model checking
reliably produces more efficient trajectories for avoiding a cul-de-sac. There were 3 collisions for
the baseline method and 0 for model checking, however we had no data on emergent behaviour
under general operation of the robot. We also collected data on the processing latency of our
approach. Processing latency was well within the 100 milliseconds real-time deadline. However,
we found that the nature of the cul-de-sac setup had side effects which restricted the generality of
our conclusions—only three step plans were generated, so we had no data on the range of plan
lengths. We also profiled memory usage. While direct comparisons were not supported by the data,
it was indicated that planning using model checking used similar memory resources to the baseline
method.

In Scenario 2 we let the robot roam free in a playground environment. We compared time spent
in the cul-de-sac and the number of collisions. In both comparisons, the robot spent a significant
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amount of time in the cul-de-sac using the baseline method but none using our approach. There
were 6 collisions for the baseline method and 0 for planning using model checking. In addition,
we collected data on processing latency and grouped it according to the plan length. We observed
an increase in mean processing latency associated with an increase in plan length, however the
maximum latency was 21.61 milliseconds, again well within the 100 milliseconds deadline. We
again profiled memory usage which was similar to the cul-de-sac scenario.

Finally, we presented two theoretical results which guarantee that with our approach (i) the
robot cannot get trapped in a corner scenario (in contrast to the baseline method) and (ii) that
collision free navigation is guaranteed.

6 DISCUSSION

We have addressed RQ1 and shown that a bespoke implementation of model checking can be used
to reliably plan sequences of closed-loop tasks for efficient obstacle avoidance on a low-powered
autonomous robot. In contrast to a baseline method, which is based on a single control loop, our
application of real-time model checking reliably avoids collisions and is not prone to getting trapped
in a cul-de-sac. Our approach achieved a processing latency within hard real-time constraints and
used minimal additional memory.

There have been notable implementations of real-time model checking for planning on au-
tonomous systems. In [37] an approach for online strategy synthesis was developed to derive action
plans with formal safety guarantees for steerable needles implemented using the UpPAAL STRATEGO
[15] model checker and Python. Plan synthesis took between 0.04 and 6.99 seconds. Our approach
was reliably faster as we did not use an off-the-shelf model checker, hence it was possible to optimise
our approach for real-time. Standard model checkers include additional functionality leading to
a bloated system appropriate for offline verification but sub-optimal for online planning tasks,
especially on a resource-constrained device. Indeed, this issue was encountered in [48], where time
lag due to model compilation (approx. 3 seconds) made using the SPIN model checker for real-time
planning on a real autonomous robot infeasible, particularly in high speed contexts [40].

In addition, the environment in [37] was structured and fully observable, however this assumption
is often unrealistic in navigation for autonomous robots [46]. Driving in the real world, for example,
is a broad activity domain in which it is impossible for developers to foresee all future situations
[12]. While a high definition map is often used in AV prototypes, they are notoriously difficult
to maintain and imprecise in complex driving conditions [62]. Hence in SAE level 5 autonomous
driving (i.e., full automation requiring no human oversight) an Al-enabled driving system should
be able to adapt to unpredictable situations based on egocentric sensory inputs. This requires
the ability to understand and interpret structural information about the environment and reason
flexibly about possible courses of action which our approach does.

In comparison, deep learning approaches for autonomous navigation in mobile robots, such
as deep reinforcement learning (DRL), learn rigid generalisations from data [56] which ignores
structural information from the immediate environment vital for reactive obstacle avoidance. While
deep neural network approaches are attractive due to the possibility of doing end-to-end learning
(i.e., learning optimal actions based on sensor data), even simple models require large amounts of
training data, and yet they are still prone to error in unstructured environments. In autonomous
driving, the generalisation error of popular DRL approaches is further compounded by the so-called
“reality gap” [11, 31]. For ethical reasons models are trained offline in simulated environments,
which generates large amounts of training data but ultimately cannot replicate real world driving
conditions. The result is a model which serves predictions in real-time but makes opaque decisions
insensitive to the local environment, increasing the risk of collisions.
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Online methods using symbolic representations, such as our approach using model checking,
can potentially offer a route to flexible general reasoning for partially observed, unstructured
environments which is safe, reliable and explainable. However, real-time performance is crucial,
particularly for high speed driving scenarios. It has been argued that even a lag of 100 milliseconds
is unacceptable [40, 42]. While real-time obstacle avoidance for a robot in partially observed and
unstructured environments was investigated in [7], the approach can only reason about the current
trajectory to ensure the robot is at rest for imminent collisions, hence no planning is involved.
Real-time performance was reported at 49 milliseconds via simulation on an average laptop. In
comparison, our approach achieves real-time planning with a processing latency less than 22
milliseconds on a low-powered robot.

The inability to plan is a general limitation of runtime verification methods, which typically
synthesise a monitor to flag unwanted behaviour during execution and potentially trigger remedial
action. In [17], for example, drones were simulated offline, plans generated by conventional means,
and runtime monitors synthesised using model checking to ensure model properties are satisfied
during execution. Both [49] and [43] synthesised a safety monitor as an extra layer between the
motion planner and trajectory tracker to check if trajectories generated by the planner violated
certain criteria. In [13] a monitor was synthesised based on verified models of a quadcopter flight
controller to trigger corrective action (e.g., emergency landing). In contrast, we perform planning
with the model checker itself instead of checking if an existing algorithm leads to a dangerous
situation [25]. We define a robot safe zone to ensure our approach does not lead to collisions during
execution.

Planning algorithms often assume that a robot moves in a global coordinate system in which
trajectories are generated as continuous or piecewise continuos curves. In this context, model
checking can be performed offline to synthesise a runtime monitor for the trajectory following error
and signal fatal deviations [41], effectively performing classical line following. However, converting
a local coordinate system into global coordinates from unreliable sensor data is non-trivial [38, 54]
and hard to achieve in real-time without precise offline map data. In [49], for example, a cleaned
and labelled global map is used to check generated trajectories for potential violations, and in [43]
the locations of pedestrians in global coordinates are simulated. In contrast, we take a constructivist
[51] approach and keep the environment partially observable by only working with sensory inputs
that are accessible from an egocentric perspective, i.e., the relative position of disturbances. We
do not need a global perspective on the robot as we do not perform precise line following along
a globally defined trajectory. Instead, closed-loop tasks have an attentional focus on a specific
disturbance which they need to counteract.

An obvious limitation of our approach is that obstacle avoidance is not target-driven. However,
any realistic task involving autonomous navigation, such as overtaking for AVs, will require target-
driven behaviour. To achieve this, some form of localisation in the environment is required, usually
through Simultaneous Localisation and Mapping techniques (SLAM) [53]. However, this approach
can be computationally expensive—performance of the localisation operation alone can impose a
lag in the order of hundreds of milliseconds [6, 39] on the planning process. While sensor fusion
techniques may achieve even more precise localisation [63], time performance is seldom measured,
and experimental validation often utilises more powerful processors than is available on a Raspberry
Pi (e.g., [50, 60]). While localisation is clearly important for a complete robotic system, our focus
is on flexible decision making. Hence we have deliberately omitted localisation from our initial
investigation into the use of model checking for real-time obstacle avoidance.

A drawback of our current approach is that the development of our real-time model checker was
for a specific hardware platform (i.e., Alphabot with 2D LiDAR and a differential drive), which could
be addressed in the future by developing a resource-efficient stand alone model checker optimised
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for real-time planning. This would allow the development of models offline using automated tools,
perhaps even using some visual syntax (e.g., similar to Traffic Sequence Charts [14] for autonomous
driving applications) to increase accessibility for developers without expertise in model checking.
Our approach is optimised for real-time as a first step in this direction.

As an explainable method, we believe our approach shows promise as an avenue for the devel-
opment of safe and reliable decision-making for AVs. In addition, formal verification techniques
for hybrid systems could potentially be integrated with our planning approach to provide safety
guarantees on behaviour at design time. In [33], for example, vehicle platooning is represented as
a multi-agent system using the GWENDOLEN agent programming language. Verification is mod-
ularised using Agent Java PathFinder (AJPF) [16] for discrete decision-making and the UppaAL
model checker [28] for continuous real-time requirements. A similar approach is used to verify
the behaviour of a rational agent acting as decision-maker for an AV in [20]. In general, verifica-
tion of hybrid systems is difficult. However, a modular approach combined with the use of “core”
knowledge may simplify the effort.

7 CONCLUSION

We have demonstrated how model checking can be used to generate sequences of closed-loop
tasks for real-time obstacle avoidance in situ on a low-powered robotic agent. Abstraction is used
to represent the temporal evolution of closed-loop tasks as static geometric relationships and
facilitate reasoning about discrete task outcomes. This motivated the definition of a finite transition
system describing possible robot behaviour which receives a valuation of atomic propositions
at runtime. We used a regular LTL property for specifying plans, where a plan is a path in the
transition system satisfying the negation of a given property. We have explained how the planning
procedure reasons about the safety of possible task sequences and implements a bias towards
selecting the shortest without consecutive avoid tasks. We have demonstrated in a case study
that our approach is able to generate efficient obstacle avoidance behaviour compared to a simple
reactive baseline, well within hard real-time constraints. In addition, we have provided informal
proofs of two fundamental properties of our approach: that the robot cannot get trapped in a corner
scenario, and that collisions are always avoided.

Our approach is a successful first step towards the use of model checking for real-time planning.
The main benefit of our approach is the ability to reason flexibly about the immediate environment
based on egocentric sensory inputs, making it reactive to structural information necessary for
avoiding imminent collisions. In future work, we intend to extend our approach to accommodate
target-driven behaviour while continuing to meet hard real-time constraints. We believe that our
approach using model checking shows promise as an avenue for the development of safe, reliable
and explainable decision-making for autonomous vehicles which is also energy efficient.
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