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Multi-Agent Deployment for Visibility Coverage in
Polygonal Environments with Holes

Karl J. Obermeyer Anurag Ganguli Francesco Bullo

Abstract

This article presents a distributed algorithm for a grougalfotic agents with omnidirectional vision to deploy
into nonconvex polygonal environments with holes. Agergib deployment from a common point, possess no prior
knowledge of the environment, and operate only under lfrgight sensing and communication. The objective of the
deployment is for the agents to achieve full visibility coage of the environment while maintaining line-of-sight
connectivity with each other. This is achieved by increrabytpartitioning the environment into distinct regions,
each completely visible from some agent. Proofs are give(i)afonvergence, (ii) upper bounds on the time and
number of agents required, and (iii) bounds on the memorycamimunication complexity. Simulation results and

description of robust extensions are also included.

I. INTRODUCTION

Robots are increasingly being used for surveillance missioo dangerous for humans, or which require duty
cycles beyond human capacity. In this article we design tilliged algorithm for deploying a group of mobile
robotic agents with omnidirectional vision into nonconvealygonal environments with holes, e.g., an urban
or building floor plan. Agents are identical except for thamique identifiers (UIDs), begin deployment from
a common point, possess no prior knowledge of the envirohnzew operate only under line-of-sight sensing
and communication. The objective of the deployment is fa #igents to achieve full visibility coverage of the
environment while maintaining line-of-sight connectyitat any time the agents’ visibility graph consists of a
single connected component). We call this Distributed Visibility-Based Deployment Problem with @euntivity.
Once deployed, the agents may supply surveillance infeomdb an operator through the ad-hoc line-of-sight
communication network. A graphical description of our alijee is given in Fig[IL.

Approaches to visibility coverage problems can be divided two categories: those where the environment is
known a priori and those where the environment must be digeo When the environment is known a priori,

a well-known approach is thart Gallery Problemin which one seeks the smallest set of guards such that every
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Fig. 1.  This sequence (left to right, top to bottom) shows musation run of the distributed visibility-based deploymhealgorithm

described in Sed_VI. Agents (black disks) initially are amalted in the lower left corner of the environment. As thenégespread out,
they claim areas of responsibility (green) which correspdo cells of the incremental partition trégp. Blue lines show line-of-sight
connections between agents responsible for neighborinice® of 7. Once agents have settled to their final positions, everptpoi the

environment is visibile to some agent and the agents formeadi-sight connected network. An animation of this sirtiatacan be viewed at

http://motion.me.ucsb.edu/~karl/movies/dwh.mov .

point in a polygon is visible to some guard. This problem hasrbshown both NP-hard![1] and APX-hard [2] in
the number of verticea representing the environment. The best known approximatigorithms offer solutions
only within a factor ofO(log g), whereg is the optimum number of agents| [3]. THet Gallery Problem with
Connectivityis the same as the Art Gallery Problem, but with the additi@oastraint that the guards’ visibility
graph must consist of a single connected component, ie.gtlards must form a connected network by line of
sight. This problem is also NP-hard in[4]. Many other variations on the Art Gallery Problem are heeirveyed

in [5], [6], [7]. The classicalArt Gallery Theoremproven first in[[8] by induction and in ][9] by a beautiful caiag
argument, states that; | vertex guarﬁ are always sufficient and sometimes necessary to cover gquohyith n
vertices and no holes. Tha&t Gallery Theorem with Holedater proven independently by [10] arid [11], states that
L”T“lj point guar(ﬂ are always sufficient and sometimes necessary to cover gqolyithn vertices andh holes.

If guard connectivity is required[ [12] proved by inductiand [13] by a coloring argument, that52| vertex

*A vertex guardis a guard which is located at a vertex of the polygonal envirent.

TA point guardis a guard which may be located anywhere in the interior orhenbioundary of a polygonal environment.
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guards are always sufficient and occasionally necessamydiggons without holes. We are not aware of any such
bound for connected coverage of polygons with holes. Foygmial environments with holes, centralized camera-
placement algorithms described in_[14] and][15] take intoocant practical imaging limitations such as camera
range and angle-of-incidence, but at the expense of beilggtalobtain worst-case bounds as in the Art Gallery
Theorems. The constructive proofs of the Art Gallery Theweely on global knowledge of the environment and
thus are not amenable to emulation by distributed algothm

One approach to visibiliy coverage when the environmentegliscovered is to first use SLAM (Simultaneous
Localization And Mapping) techniques [16] to explore andidwa map of the entire environment, then use a
centralized procedure to decide where to send agent5s. |nfiir7example, deployment locations are chosen by a
human user after an initial map has been built. Waiting foomglete map of the entire environment to be built
before placing agents may not be desirable.[In [18] ager#s fiensor data to build only a map of the portion
of the environment covered so far, then heuristics are usedieploy agents onto the frontier of the this map,
thus repeating this procedure incrementally expands tivered region. For any techniques relying heavily on
SLAM, however, synchronization and data fusion can poseiféignt challenges under communication bandwidth
limitations. In [19] agents discover and achieve visifilitoverage of an environment not by building a geometric
map, but instead by sharing only combinatorial informatdout the environment, however, the strategy focuses on
the theoretical limits of what can be achieved with minirstédi sensing, thus the amount of robot motion required
becomes impractical.

Most relevant to and the inspiration for the present worklaeedistributed visibility-based deployment algorithms,
for polygonal environments without holes, developed régdyy Ganguli et al[[20],[[211],[[2R]. These algorithms are
simple, require only limited impact-based communicatiang offer worst-case optimal bounds on the number of
agents required. The basic strategy is to incrementallgtcoct a so-calledagivation treehrough the environment.
To each vertex in the navigation tree corresponds a regigheothe environment which is completely visible from
that vertex. As agents move through the environment, theptenally settle on certain nodes of the navigation tree
such that the entire environment is covered.

The contribution of this article is the first distributed dmpment algorithm which solves, with provable per-
formance, the Distributed Visibility-Based DeploymenbBlem with Connectivity in polygonal environments with
holes. Our algorithm operates using line-of-sight comroation and a so-callegartition treedata structure similar
to the navigation treeused by Ganguli et al as described above. The algorithms n§@iaet al fail in polygonal
environments with holes because branches of the navigatenconflict when they wrap around one or more
holes. Our algorithm, however, is able to handle such “tmacmnflicts”. Given at least 2+22=1 | agents in an
environment withn vertices andh holes, the deployment is guaranteed to achieve full vigibdoverage of the
environment in timeO(n? + nh), or time O(n + h) under certain technical conditions. We also prove bounds on
the memory and communication complexity. The deploymehtises in simulations as predicted by the theory and
can be extended to achieve robustness to agent arrivalt &gleme, packet loss, removal of an environment edge

(such as an opening door), or deployment from multiple roots



This article is organized as follows. We begin with some técdl definitions in Sed_ll, then a precise statement
of the problem and assumptions in SEc] Ill. Details on then&jesensing, dynamics, and communication are
given in Sec[ V. Algorithm descriptions, including pseadde and simulation results, are presented in Skc. V and
Sec[V]. We conclude in Sectidn VII.

II. NOTATION AND PRELIMINARIES

We begin by introducing some basic notation. The real numbes represented . Given a set, say, the
interior of A is denoted byint(A), the boundary by A, and the cardinality byA|. Two setsA and B areopenly
disjointif int(A)Nint(B) = (). Given two pointsz, b € R?, [a, b] is theclosed segmertetween: andb. Similarly,
la,b[ is the open segmenbetweena and b. The number of robotic agents i§ and each of these agents has a
unique identifier (UID) taking a value if0,..., N — 1}. Agent positions are? = (pl° ... p!V=1), a tuple of
points inRR2. Just aspl’) represents the position of agehtwe use such superscripted square brackets with any
variable associated with ageite.g., as in Tablg_IV.

We turn our attention to the environment, visibility, anéygi theoretic concepts. The environméns polygonal
with vertex setlz, edge seffg, total vertex count: = |Vg| = |E¢|, and hole count. Given any polygore C &,
the vertex set of: is V.. and the edge set i&.. A segmenta, b] is adiagonalof £ if (i) « andb are vertices of
&, and (ii) Ja, b[C int(£). Let e be any point in€. The pointe is visible fromanother point’ € £ if [e,e'] C £.
The visibility polygonV(e) C £ of ¢ is the set of points irf visible from e (Fig.[2). Thevertex-limited visibility
polygonV(e) C V is the visibility polygonV(e) modified by deleting every vertex which does not coincidehwit
an environment vertex (Fif] 2). #ap edgeof V(e) (resp.V(e)) is defined as any line segmefat b] such that
Ja, b[C int(E), [a,b] C V(e) (resp.[a,b] C HV(e)), and it is maximal in the sense thath € €. Note that a gap
edge off)(e) is also a diagonal of. For short, we refer to the gap edgesWik) as thevisibility gapsof e. A set

Fig. 2. In a simple nonconvex polygonal environment are shemamples of the visibility polygon (red, left) of a points#vver (black disk),
and the vertex-limited visibility polygon (red, right) ofi¢ same point.

R C & is star-convexf there exists a point € R such thatk C V(e). Thekernelof a star-convex seR, is the set
{e € &]R C V(e)}, i.e., all points inR from which all of R is visible. Thevisibility graph G,is ¢(P) of a set of
points P in environment is the undirected graph witl® as the set of vertices and an edge between two vertices

if and only if they are (mutually) visible. Aree is a connected graph with no simple cyclesrdbted treeis a



tree with a special vertex designated as ih@t. The depthof a vertex in a rooted tree is the minimum number of
edges which must be treversed to reach the root from thatxe@iven a tre€l, V- is its set of vertices and'~

its set of edges.

IIl. PROBLEM DESCRIPTION ANDASSUMPTIONS

The Distributed Visibility-Based Deployment Problem with @entivity which we solve in the present work is
formally stated as follows:
Design a distributed algorithm for a network of autonomauisotic agents to deploy into an unmapped
environment such that from their final positions every pairthe environment is visible from some agent.
The agents begin deployment from a common point, their Nitsilgraph G5 ¢ (P) is to remain connected,
and they are to operate using only information from localsg®mand line-of-sight communication.
By local sensing we intend that each agent is able to senssiidlity gaps and relative positions of objects within

line of sight. Additionally, we make the followingain assumptions

(i) The environment is static and consists of a simple polygonal outer boundaggther with disjoint simple
polygonal holes. By simple we mean that each polygon hasgesboundary component, its boundary does

not intersect itself, and the number of edges is finite.
(i) Agents are identical except for their UID§,( .., N — 1).
(iif) Agents do not obstruct visibility or movement of othagents.
(iv) Agents are able to locally establish a common referdrame.

(v) There are no communication errors nor packet losses.

Later, in Sec[VI-F we will describe how our nominal deployrhalgorithm can be extended to relax some

assumptions.

IV. NETWORK OFVISUALLY-GUIDED AGENTS

In this section we lay down the sensing, dynamic, and comaatioin model for the agents. Each agent has
“omnidirectional vision” meaning an agent possesses soavicel or combination of devices which allows it to
sense within line of sight (i) the relative position of anmthagent, (ii) the relative position of a point on the
boundary of the environment, and (iii) the gap edges of isibility polygon.

For simplicity, we model the agents as point masses with dirder dynamics, i.e., agentmay move through

£ according to the continuous time control system
pl =l 1)

where the controkl! is bounded in magnitude by,,... The control action depends on time, values of variables

stored in local memory, and the information obtained frormomunication and sensing. Although we present our



algorithms using these first order dynamics, the cruciaberty for convergence is only that an agent is able
to navigate along any (unobstructed) straight line segnbetiveen two points in the environmeft thus the
deployment algorithm we describe is valid also for highetesrdynamics.

The agents’ communication graph is precisely their vigipigraph G.:s ¢ (P), i.e., anyvisibility neighbors
(mutually visible agents) may communicate with each otdgrents may send their messages using, e.g., UDP
(User Datagram Protocol). Each agent(0,..., N — 1) stores received messages in a FIFO (First-In-First-Out)
buffer In_Bufferl’ until they can be processed. Messages are sent only upor¢herence of certain asynchronous
events and the agents’ processors need not be synchrotiizesdthe agents form aavent-driven asynchronous
robotic networksimilar to that described, e.g., in_[23]. In order for twoikity neighbors to establish a common
reference frame, we assume agents are able to solveatiespondence problenthe ability to associate the
messages they receive with the corresponding robots thegea This may be accomplished, e.g., by the robots
performing localization, however, as mentioned in $echik might use up limited communication bandwidth and
processing power. Simpler solutions include having agdgplay different colors, “license plates”, or periodic
patterns from LEDs[[24].

V. INCREMENTAL PARTITION ALGORITHM

We introduce a centralized algorithm to incrementally itiart the environment into a finite set of openly
disjoint star-convex polygonal cells. Roughly, the altfuri operates by choosing at each step a mantage point
on the frontier of the uncovered region of the environmemntcomputing a cell to be covered by that vantage
point (each vantage point is in the kernel of its correspogdiell). The frontier is pushed as more and more
vantage point - cell pairs are added until eventually the@environment is covered. The vantage point - cell pairs
form a directed rooted tree structure called gagtition tree 7». This algorithm is a variation and extension of an
incremental partition algorithm used in_[22], the main eliinces being that we have added a protocol for handling
holes and adapted the notation to better fit the added coihptEhhandling holes. The deployment algorithm to be
described in Se¢._VI is a distributed emulation of the cdizied incremental partition algorithm we present here.

Before examining the precise pseudocode THble |, we inflyratep through the incremental partition algorithm
for the simple example of Fidl] 3a-f. This sequence shows tvirament partition together with corresponding
abstract representations of the partition tfge Each vertex of7p is a vantage point - cell pair and edges are
based on cell adjacency. Given any vertexTef, say (pe, ce), £ is the PTVUID (Partition Tree Vertex Unique
IDentifier). The PTVUID of a vertex at depth is a d-tuple, e.g., (1), (2,1), or (1,1,1). The symbbls used as
the root’s PTVUID. The algorithm begins with the root vargggpintpy. The cell ofpy is the grey shaded region
cp in Fig.[3a, which is the vertex-limited visibility polygoﬁ(p@). According to certain technical criteria, made
precise later, child vantage points are chosen on the entdpwii the unexplored gap edges. In Fi. 3a, dashed lines
show the unexplored gap edgescpf Selectingp(;) as the next vantage point, the corresponding ¢gjl becomes
the portion off/(p(l)) which is across the parent gap edge and extends away fromateatjs cell. The vantage

point p(;y and its cellc(;) are generated in the same way. There are now three vertiggsy), (p1),cq)), and



TABLE |
CENTRALIZED INCREMENTAL PARTITION ALGORITHM

INCREMENTAL_PARTITION(E, pg)

1: {Compute and Insert Root Vertex infe}
2: cp < V(po);

3: for each gap edge of ¢y do

»

label g asunexplored in cp;

5: insert (pg, cy) into Tp;

6: {Main Loop}

7: while any cell in7p hasunexplored gap edgesdo

8 c¢c < any cell in7p with unexplored gap edges;

9: g < anyunexplored gap edge ot;

10:  (pe,ce) < CHILD(E,T», ¢, g); {See Tabll}

11:  {Check for Branch Conflicls

12: if there exists any celt;; in 7» which is inbranch conflictwith ¢ then

13: discard(pe, c¢);

14: label g asphantom_wall in c¢;
15.  dse

16: insert (pe, c¢) into Tp;

17: label g aschild in c¢;

18: return 7Tp;

(P2)s ¢(2)) In Tp (Fig.[3b). In a similar manner, two more vertic€gys 1), ¢(2,1)) and (p(2,1,1), ¢(2,1,1)), have been
added in Fig[Bc. An intersection of positive area is fountiieen cellc(, ; 1) and the cell of another branch of
Tp, namelyc(). To solve thisbranch conflict the cellc(, ;1) is discarded and a special marker callegh@antom
wall (thick dashed line in Fid.13d) is placed where its parent gigeevas. A phantom wall serves to indicate that
no branch of7p should cross a particular gap edge. The ve(igx »), c(1,2)) added in Fig[Be thus can have no
children. Finally, Fig[Bf shows the remaining vertiogs, 1), c(1,1)) and (p(1,1,1), ¢(1,1,1)) added td7p so that the
entire environment is covered and the algorithm terminates

Now we turn our attention to the pseudocode Table | for a peediescription of the algorithm. The input is the
environment and a single poinpy € Ve. The output is the partition treB-. We have seen that each vertex of the
partition tree is a vantage point - cell pair. In particukacell is a data structure which stores not only a polygonal
boundary, but also a label on each of the polygon’s gap edggsap edge label takes one of four possible values:
parent, child, unexplored, Of phantom wall. These labels allow the following exact definition of the
partition tree.

Definition 5.1 (Partition Tre€7p): The directed rooted partition tréB> has

(i) vertex set consisting of vantage point - cell pairs proehliby the incremental partition algorithm of Tafle |,
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Fig. 3. This simple example shows how the incremental pamtialgorithm of Tabld]l progresses (a)-(f). Cell vantagénfsoare shown by
black disks. The portion of the environmefitcovered at each stage is shown in grey (left) along with aesponding abstract depiction of
the partition tree (right). A phantom wall (thick dashedelinshown first in (d), comes about when there igranch conflict i.e., when cells
from different branches of the partition tr§g are not openly disjoint. The final partition can be used tangulate the environment as shown

in Fig.[.
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(d)

Pe1,1,1) €(1,1,1)

Fig. 3.  (continuation)

and
(i) a directed edge from vertep:, cc) to vertex(pe, c¢) if and only if ¢, has achild gap edge which coincides

with a parent gap edge of:.
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TABLE Il
INCREMENTAL PARTITION SUBROUTINE

CHILD(&,77,¢, g)
1: & < successor((, i), whereg is theith nonparent gap edge of counterclockwise fronpc;
2:if |Ve.| > 3 then
3:  enumerate.’s verticesl, 2, 3, ... counterclockwise fronpc;
4: else
5. enumerate:'s vertices so thap. is assigned and the remaining vertices of are assigned and3
such that the vertex assigngds on theparent gap edge otg;
: pe < vertex ong assigned an odd integer in the enumeration;
D ce = V(pe);
: truncatece at g such that only the portion remains which is acrgsgom p;

© o N O

: delete fromee any vertices which lie across a phantom wall fregm
10: for each gap edge’ of c¢ do
11: if ¢ ==g then

12: label " asparent in cg;

13: dseif g’ coincides with an existing phantom wathen
14: label g’ asphantom_wall in cg;

15.  dse

16: label g’ asunexplored in c;

17: return (pe, ce);

Stepping through the pseudocode Téble I, lines 1-5 commatésert the root vertefpy, c) into 7. Upon entering
the main loop at line 7, line 8 selects a cell arbitrarily from the set of cells i¥» which haveunexplored
gap edges. Line 9 selects an arbitraityexplored gap edgey of c.. The next vantage point candidate will be
placed on an endpoint af by a call on line 10 to the CHILD function of Table Il. The PTVDIS is computed
by the successor function on line 1 of Tablk Il. For ahtuple ¢ and positive integef, successor(¢, ) is simply
the (d 4 1)-tuple which is the concatenation ¢fandi, e.g.,successor((2,1),1)) = (2,1,1). The CHILD function
constructs a candidate vantage pgiptnd cellce as follows. In the typical case, when the parent eglhas more
than three edges,’s vertices are enumerated counterclockwise figme.g., ascy’s vertices in Fig[Ba or Fid.]6.
In the special case af being a triangle, e.g., as the triangular cells in Elg:& vertices are enumerated such that
the 3 lands onc¢’s parent gap edge. The vertex @fvhich is odd in the enumeration is selectedbasOccasionally
there may bedouble vantage pointgcolocated), e.g., ag(;) andps) in Fig.[6. We will see in Sed.V-A that this
parity-based vantage point selection schamanportant for obtaining a special subset of the vantagetpaalled
the sparse vantage point seReturning to Tablél I, the final portion of the main loop, Bnkl-17, checks whether
c¢ is in branch conflictor (pe, c¢) should be added permanentlyTg. A cell ¢, is in branch conflict with another

cell ce if and only if ¢. andce: are not openly disjoint (see Figl 5). The main algorithm ieates when there are
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Fig. 4. The partition tree produced by the centralized imametal partition algorithm of Tablg | or the distributed tgmnent algorithm of
Table[V] can be used to triangulate an environment, as shamnflor the simple example of Figl 3. The triangulation isstarcted by drawing

diagonals (dashed lines) from each vantage point (bladispi® the visible environment vertices in its cell.

no more unexplored gap edgesin.

An important difference between our incremental partitidgorithm and that of Ganguli et al [22] is that the set
of cells computed by our incremental partition is not unidligis is because the freedom in choosing eglnd gap
g on lines 8-9 of Tablél | allows different executions of thealthm to fill the same part of the environment with
different branches of ». This may result in different sets of phantom walls as welp#antom wall is only created
on line 14 of Tabldll when there is a branch conflict. This didtay may seem computationally wasteful because
the environment could just be made simply connected by éhgds phantom walls (one for each hole) prior to
executing the algorithm. Such an approach, however, woatdoe amenable to distributed emulation without a
priori knowledge of the environment.

The following important properties we prove for the increrta partition algorithm are similar to properties we
obtain for the distributed deployment algorithm in Sed. VI.

Lemma 5.2 (Star-Convexity of Partition Cellshny partition tree vertexXpe, c¢) constructed by the incremental

partition algorithm of Tabléll, has the properties that

(i) the cellc is star-convex, and
(i) the vantage poinpe is in the kernel ofc;.
Proof: Given a star-convex set, s&, let K be the kernel ofS. Suppose that we obtain a new s&t by
truncatingS at a single line segmentwho’s endpoints lie on the boundaf)s. It is easy so see that the kernel of
S’ containsK N S, thus S’ must be star-convex iK' N .S’ is nonempty. Indeed could not possibly block line of

sight from any point inK' N S’ to any pointp in S’, otherwisep would have been truncated. Inductively, we can
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Fig. 5. The incremental partition algorithm of Talfle | andtdbuted deployment algorithm of TadlelVI may discard d eglif it is in
branch conflictwith another cellc;, already in the partition tree, i.e., wheR andc,, and are not openly disjoint. In these three examples,
blue represents one cel}, red another celk/, and purple their intersection: N cg/. A cell can even conflict with it's own parent if they

enclose a hole as in (c).

obtain a setS’” by truncating the sef' at any finite number of line segments and the kernef’ofvill be a superset
of SN K. Now consider a partition tree vertgxe, cc). By definition, the visibility polygonV(p¢) is star-convex
andpe is in the kernel. By the above reasoning, the vertex-limitisibility polygon f)(pg) is also star-convex and
haspy in its kernel becausé’(pg) can be obtained fror(p,) by a finite number of line segment truncations (lines
8 and 9 of Tabl€]l). Likewiseg: must be star-convex with, in its kernel because; is obtained fromV(p¢) by
a finite number of line segment truncations at the parent gge end phantom walls. [ ]
Theorem 5.3 (Properties of the Incremental Partition Aljon): Suppose the incremental partition algorithm of
Table[] is executed on an environmehtvith n vertices andh holes. Then
(i) the algorithm returns in finite time a partition tr§e such that every point in the environment is visible to
some vantage point,

(ii) the visibility graph of the vantage pointis,s ({p¢|(pe, ce) € Tp}) consists of a single connected component,
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Fig. 6. The example used in Flg 3 showed a typical increnhgatdition in which there were neither double vantage moimbr any triangular
cells. This example, on the other hand, shows these speasalsc Disks, black or white, show vantage points producethéyincremental
partition algorithm of Tablé&ll. Integers show enumeratiafighe cells used for th@arity-based vantage point selection scherfiee double

vantage pointg ) andp(sy are colocated. The cellgs), c(3), ¢(2,1), ¢(3.1)s ¢(2,1,1), @ndc(s 1,1y are triangular. The vantage points colored
black are thesparse vantage poinfeund by the postprocessing algorithm of Tdblé Ill. Unde tistributed deployment algorithm of Talle] VI,
robotic agents position themselves at sparse vantagespoint

(iii) the final number of vertices iffp (and thus the total number of vantage points) is no greaserith-2h — 2,

(iv) there exist environments where the final number of eediin7» is equal to the upper bound+ 2k — 2,
and

(v) the final number of phantom walls is precisély
Proof: We prove the statements in order. The algorithm processesplored gap edges one by one and

terminates when there are no margexplored gap edges. Once ammexplored gap edge has been processed,

it is never processed again because its label changes©d@mtom_ wall or child. Gap edges of cells are

diagonals of the environment and there are no more (@Ln: "22*” possible diagonals, which is finite, therefore
the algorithm must terminate in finite time. Lemimal5.2 guaas that if the entire environment is covered by
cells of 7p, then every point is visible to some vantage point. Suppbsefinal set of cells does not cover the

entire environment. Then there must be a portion of the enmirent which is topologically isolated from the rest
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of the environment by phantom walls, otherwisewatexplored gap edge would have expanded into that region.
However, this would mean that a phantom wall was createdeap#irent gap edge of a candidate cell which

was not in branch conflict. This is not possible because atphamwall is only ever created if there is a branch
conflict (lines 12-14 Tablgl I). This completes the proof aftsment (i).

Statement (ii) follows from Lemma 3.2 together with the fiwt every vantage point is placed on the boundary
of its parent's cell. Given two vantage pointsTp, saype andp, a path througl,is < ({pe|(pe, ce) € Tp}) from
pe 10 per can be constructed as follows. Follow parent-child vigiipilinks up to the root vantage poiniy, then
follow parent-child visibility links frompg down top,,. Since such a path can always be constructed between any
pair of vantage pointj,s.c ({pe|(pe, ce) € Tp}) must consist of a single connected component.

For statement (iii), we triangulaté by triangulating the cells of» individually as in Fig[#. Each cel is
triangulated by drawing diagonals fropg to the vertices ot.. The total number of triangles in any triangulation
of a polygonal environment with holes is+ 2h — 2 (Lemma 5.2 in[[6]). Since there is at least one triangle per
cell and at most one vantage point per cell, the number ofaggnpoints cannot exceed the maximum number of
trianglesn + 2h — 2.

Statement (iv) is proven by the example in Higyj. 7a.

For statement (v), we argue topologically. Suppose the finahber of phantom walls were less thanThen
somewhere two branches of the parition tree must share a dg® with no phantom wall separating them. If
this shared gap edge is not a phantom wall, it must be eithea (@hild in branch conflict, or (2) unexplored.
Either way, the algorithm would have tried to create a cadr¢hbut then deleted it and created a phantom wall; a
contradiction. Now suppose there were more thgrhantom walls. Then a cell would be topologically isolatgd b
phantom walls from the rest of the environment. This is nasilde because phantom walls can never be created
at the parent-child gap edge between two cells. Since thérfimaber of phantom walls can be neither less nor

greater tharh, it must beh.

A. A Sparse Vantage Point Set

Suppose we were to deploy robotic agents onto the vantagésgooduced by the incremental partition algorithm
(one agent per vantage point). Then, as Thedrein 5.3 guasante would achieve our goal of complete visibility
coverage with connectivity. The number of agents requiredld/be no greater than the number of vantage points,
namelyn + 2h — 2. This upper bound, however, can be greatly improved upowrder to reduce the number of
vantage points agents must deploy to, the postprocesgiogtaim in Tabld1ll takes the partition tree output by the
incremental partition algorithm and labels a subset of dr@age points called theparse vantage point setarting
at the leaves of the partition tree and working towards tto, reantage points are labeled eithesnsparse or
sparse according to criterion on line 2 of Tablellll. As proven in Tdrem[5.5 below, the sparse vantage points

are suitable for the coverage task and their cardinalityghasuch better upper bound than the full set of vantage
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P,

Py
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Fig. 7. (a) An example of when the final number of vantage jaimt77 is equal to the upper bound+ 2k — 2 given in Theoreni 5]3. (b)
An example of when the number of points R? where at least one sparse vantage point is located is equiaé topper bounc{%J
given in TheoremBBl5 arid 6.4.

TABLE Il
POSTPROCESSING OPARTITION TREE

LABEL_VANTAGE_POINTSE, Tp)
1: while there exists a vantage poipt in 7» such thatp: has not yet been labeled
and (pg is at a leafor all child vantage points op have been Iabeleyj do
2: if |V,.| == 3 and p¢ has exactly one child vantage point labelggarse then
3 label p: asnonsparse;
4.  dse
5 label ps assparse;

points. All the vantage points in the example of Fiy. 3 arerspaFig[6 shows an example of when only a proper
subset of the vantage points is sparse.

Lemma 5.4 (Properties of a Child Vantage Point of a Triang@all): Let (pg,cc) be a partition tree vertex
constructed by the incremental partition algorithm of &bland suppose, has a parent celt, which is a
triangle. Thenp, is in the kernel ofp.. Furthermore, ifp; has a parent vantage poipt: (the grandparent o),
thenp, is visible tope.

Proof: The kernel of a triangular (and thus convex) cellis all of ¢.. By Lemma[5.2,p. is in the kernel
of ¢.. According to the parity-based vantage point selectioresth (line 5 of Tabl€]l)p; is located at a point
common tocs, c¢, andeg, thereforepg is in the kernel ofce and visible toc,. [ |

Theorem 5.5 (Properties of the Sparse Vantage Point Satpppose the incremental partition algorithm of Ta-
ble[l is executed to completion on an environméntvith n vertices andh holes and the vantage points of the

resulting partition tree are labeled by the algorithm in &8l Then

(i) every point in the environment is visible to some sparaatage point,
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(i) the visibility graph of the sparse vantage poidtss ¢ ({pe|(pe, ce) € Tp}) consists of a single connected
component,

(i) the number of points ink* where at least one sparse vantage point is located is noegtgain | 2+2=1 |,
and

(iv) there exist environments where the upper bolie2=L | in (iii) is met.

Proof:

Statements (i) and (i) follow directly from Lemnia 5.4 tolget with statements (i) and (ii) of Theordm15.3.

For statement (iii) we use a triangulation argument simiahat used in[22] for environments without holes. We
use the same triangulation as in the proof of Thedrem 5.3@igrhe total number of triangles in any triangulation
of a polygonal environment with holesiis+2h — 2 (Lemma 5.2 in[[6]). Suppose we can assign at least one unique
triangle topy wheneverpy is sparse and at least two unique triangles to all other spaastage point locations.
Let Nyparse be the number of sparse vantage point locations. SeRiidparse — 1) + 1 = 2Ngparse — 1 t0 be less
or equal to the total number of triangles+ 2k — 2 and solving forNg,..«. gives the desired bound

(n+2h2—2)+1J _ {n—f—?zh—lJ.

Nsparse < {

Indeed we can make such an assignment of triangles to spantgge point locations. Our argument relies on the
parity-based vantage point selection scheme and theioritéor labeling a vantage point aparse on line 2 of
Table[Ill. To any sparse vantage point location, sapobther than the root, we assign one triangle in the parent
cell. The triangle in the parent cell is the triangle formedits parent gap edge together with its parent’s vantage
point. To each sparse vantage point location, say¢ofincluding the root, we assign additionally one triangle in
the cellce. If ¢ has no children, then any triangle ¢a can be assigned ta:. If ¢ has children (in which case it
must have greater than one triangle) we need to check thasitrtore triangles than child vantage point locations
with odd parity. Suppose; has an even number of edges. Then this number of edges caniten®m where

m > 2. The number of triangles in, is 2m — 2 and the number of odd parity vertices da where child vantage
points could be placed ist — 1. This means at most — 1 triangles inc, are assigned to odd parity child vantage
point locations, which leave@m — 2) — (m — 1) = m — 1 > 1 triangles to be assigned to the locationpef The
case ofce having an odd number of edges is proven analogously.

Statement (iv) is proven by the example in Fig. 7.

VI. DISTRIBUTED DEPLOYMENT ALGORITHM

In this section we describe how a group of mobile robotic &gean distributedly emulate the incremental partition
and vantage point labeling algorithms of Jet. V, thus sgltire Distributed Visibility-Based Deployment Problem
with Connectivity. We first give a rough overview of the aligom, called DISTRIBUTEDDEPLOYMENT(), and
later address details with aid of the pseudocode in TebleBdth agent has a local variable moéle among

others, which takes a valuesad, proxy, or explore. For short, we call an agent inead mode aleader, an
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Agent Mode

expl ore
@

(@) (b)

Fig. 8. (@) In the distributed deployment algorithm of TallE each agent may switch betweérad, proxy, andexplore mode based
on certain asynchronous events. Leader agents are reisjeoftsi maintaining a distributed representation of thetifian tree 7, proxies help
establish communication for solving branch conflicts, axglarers systematically navigate throug@k in search of opportunities to become a
leader or proxy. The agent mode color code is used also iflB@ndIR. (b) Even if a pair of leader agents (black) are ndtatly visible,
their cells ¢. andc/) may intersect as in Fidl 5, shown here abstractly by a Veagrdin. Sending a proxy agent (yellow), oprxy tour
around one of the cell boundaries guarantees it will entercéls’ intersection so that communication between leadan be proxied. The
leaders can then establish a local common reference frache@npare cell boundaries in order to solve branch conflicts.

agent inproxy mode aproxy, and an agent ikrxplore mode anexplorer Agents may switch between modes
(see Fig[Ba) based on certain asynchronous events. Lesetdesat sparse vantage points and are responsible for
maintaining in their memory a distributed representatibthe partition tre€7» consistent with Definitiol 5]1. By
distributed representation we mean that each leadetains in its memory up to tweertices of responsibility
(p[f],c[f]) and(p[;],c[;]), and it knows which gap edges of those vertices lead to thenpand child vertices iﬁ}:H

We call (p[f],c[f]) the primary vertexof agent: and (p[;],c[;]) the secondary vertexA leader typically has only a
primary vertex in its memory and may have also a secondany ibitlis either positioned (1) at a double vantage
point, or (2) at a sparse vantage point adjacent to a norespargage point. Each cell in a leader's memory has
a status which takes the valuetracting, contending, or permanent (see Fig[B). Only when a cell has
attained statupermanent can any child7p vertices be added at its unexplored gap edges.

Remark 6.1 (3 Cell Statuseshn our system of three cell statuses, a cell must go through dteps before
attaining statuspermanent. Intuitively, the need for two steps arises from the factttha agent must first
determine the boundary of its cell before it can even knowtvattiaer cells are in branch conflict or place children
according to the parity-based vantage point selectionmsehélence, the first proxy tour allows truncation of the
cell boundary at all permanent cells. Only after that, whenkoundary is known, is the second proxy tour run and

the cell deconflicted with other contending cells. Note thatn in the centralized incremental partition algorithm

$The subscripts of a leader agentsrtices of responsibilitare not to be confused with PTVUIDs, i.eép[f]7 c[f]) and (p[;], c[;]) are not in

general the same d® (1), c¢(1)) and (p(z2), ¢(2))-
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Cell Status

retracting
v
cont endi ng
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per manent .+ deleted i

(b) (© (d)

Fig. 9. (a) In the distributed deployment algorithm of Tdiglé any cell in a leader's memory has a status which takes #heevet ract ing,
contending, Or permanent. (b) Each cell status is initialliret racting. The status of a retracting cell is advancedctantending
after the execution of a proxy tour in which the cell is truechas necessary to ensure no branch conflict with any perhasés. (c) In a
second proxy tour, a contending cell is deleted if it is fotmdbe in branch conflict with another contending cell of sera®TVUID (according
to total ordering Def_6]2), otherwise its status is advanoepermanent. (d) Only when a cell has attained stagusrmanent can any child
cells be added at its unexplored gap edges (continued iffiBjg.The cell status color code is used in Figl 10 as wellas 12.

two steps had to be taken by a newly constructed cell: thehaellto be (1) truncated at existing phantom walls,
and then (2) deleted if it was in branch conffict.

The job of a proxy agent is to assist leaders in advancingttttassof their cells towardsermanent by proxying
communication with other leaders (see Elg 8b). Any agentivis not a leader or proxy is an explorer. Explorers
merely move in depth-first order systematically ab@utin search of opportunity to serve as a proxy or leader (see
Fig.[10 and1l1). To simplify the presentation, let us assuonenbw that, as in the examples Fid. 3 and FEigl. 12,
no double vantage points or triangular cells occur. Undisr adesumption, each leader will be responsible for only
one Tp vertex, its primary vertex, and all vantage points will beuse. The deployment begins with all agents
colocated at the first vantage poipj. One agent, say ageft is initialized to 1lead mode with the first cell

c[g] = ¢p = V(pg) in its memory. All other agents are initialized texplore mode. Agent) can immediately

advance the status of to permanent because it cannot possibly be in branch conflict (no othds esen exist

yet); in general, however, cells can only transition betwsituses when a proxy tour is executed. Agesees all

SWe did attempt to simplify the distributed deployment altgn and make the cells only go through a single step, i.eingles proxy tour
to become permanent, however, there seem to be other diéficwlith such an approach, particularly with time compiexiounds.
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(@ (b) (©
(d) (e) ®

Fig. 10. Color codes correspond to those in Eig. 8[@nd 9. @rge a cell has statusermanent, arriving explorer agents can be sent to
become leaders at child gap edges. (c-f) Any remaining eaplagents continue systematically navigating the pantitree in search of leader
or proxy tasks they could perform .

!-l !-l
L2 [s8 | Lad [2]
PN AN N N
L3 JL s J[ 7 | L6 J[ 5 J[ 3 |

Fig. 11. In the distributed deployment algorithm of Tablé ¥kplorer agents search the partition tfBe depth-first for leader or proxy tasks
they could perform. An agent in a cell, say, can always order the gap edgescef e.g., counterclockwise from the parent gap edge. The
depth-first search progresses by the explorer agent alwaysngito the next unvisited child or unexplored gap edge Bt thrdering. The
agent thus moves from cell to cell deeper and deeper untiafa(ée vertex with no children) is found. Once at a leaf, thenagecktracks

to the most recent vertex with unvisited child or unexplogsp edges and the process continues. As an example, (lefeis (not to be
confused with PTVUIDs) shows the depth-first order an agemtleh visit the vertices of7p in Fig. [3f if the gap edges in each cell were
ordered couterclockwise from the parent gap edge. If thatagstead uses a gap edge ordering cyclically shifted by then (right) shows
the different resulting depth-first order. If each agentsuaedifferent gap edge ordering, e.g., cyclically shiftedthgir UID, then different
branches offp are explored in parallel and the deployment tends to coveetivironment more quickly. Cf. Fig1L0.

the explorers in its cell and assigns as many as necessagctorie leaders so that there will be one new leader
positioned on each unexplored gap edge:pfThe new leader agents move concurrently to their new réispec
vantage points while all remaining explorer agents moveatds the next cell in their depth-first ordering. When

a leader first arrives at its vantage point, gay of the cellc, it initializes c¢ to have statusgetracting and
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boundary equal to the portion (ff(pg) which is across the parent gap edge and extends away fromateatjs
cell. When an explorer agent comes to such a newly createactieig cell, the leader assigns that explorer to
become a proxy and follow a proxy tour which traverses alldhp edges of.. During the proxy tour, the proxy
agent is able to communicate with any leader of a permandirthe¢ might be in branch conflict with the:. The

cell ¢¢ is thus truncated as necessary to ensure it is not in branufiatavith any permanent cell. When this
first proxy tour is complete, the status @f is advanced t@ontending. The leader ot then assigns a second
proxy tour which again traverses all the gap edges.oDuring this second proxy tour, the leader communicates,
via proxy, with all leaders of contending cells which com#oitine of sight of the proxy. If a branch conflict is
detected betweetr and another contending cell, the agents hash@ot-out they compare PTVUIDs of the cells
and agree to delete the one which is larger according to thl@niog total ordering.

Definition 6.2 (PTVUID Total Ordering)iet &, and &, be distinct PTVUIDs. If¢; and &, do not have equal
depth, therg; < & if and only if the depth of; is less than the depth a@b. If £&; andé; do have equal depth,
then&; < & if and only if & is lexicographically smaller thagy
When a cellce with parentc. is deleted, two things happen: (1) The leadercpfmarks a phantom wall at its
child gap edge leading te:, and (2) all agents that were iz become explorers, move back intg, and resume
depth-first searching for new tasks as in Higl 12e. If the seéquoxy tour of a cell, is completed without,
being deleted, then the status«gfis advanced tpermanent and its leader may then assign explorers to become
leaders of child7p» vertices atce’s unexplored gap edges. Agents in different branche$otreate new cells in
parallel and run proxy tours in an effort to advance thosks ¢elstatupermanent. New 7 vertices can in turn
be created at the unexplored gap edges of the new permarisrarng the process continues until, provided there
are enough agents, the entire environment is covered andethleyment is complete.

We now turn our attention to pseudocode Tablk VI to descrit®TRIBUTED_DEPLOYMENT() more precisely.
The algorithm consists of three threads which run conctlgré@meach agent: communication (lines 1-6), navigation
(lines 7-13), and internal state transition (lines 14-24).outline of the local variables used for these threads is
shown in Tableg TV andV. The communication thread tracksriternal states of all an agent’s visibility neighbors.
One could design a custom communication protocol for thdayepent which would make more efficient use of
communication bandwidth, however, we find it simplifies thegentation to assume agents have direct access to
their visibility neighbors’ internal states via the dateusture NeighborDatd”. The navigation thread has the agent
follow, at maximum velocityu,.x, a queue of waypoints called Roliteas long as the internal state component

(2]

c
gproxie

Section VI-B). The waypoints can be represented in a locatdinate system established by the agent every time

,-Wait_Set is empty (it is only ever nonempty for a proxy agent andrtsaning is discussed further in

it enters a new cell, e.g., a polar coordinate system withimrat the cell's vantage point. In the internal state
transition thread, an agent switches betwéemd, proxy, andexplore modes. The agent reacts to different

asynchronous events depending on what mode it is in. We tineatletails of the different mode behaviors and

9 For example(1) < (2) and(1,3) < (3,2), but (3,2) < (1,3,1).
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TABLE IV

AGENTLOCAL VARIABLES FORDISTRIBUTED DEPLOYMENT

Use Name Brief Description
uIDld = ¢ agent Unique IDentifier
In_Bufferldl FIFO queue of messages received from other agents
Communication Neighbor Datd?! data structure which tracks relevant state informationisibility neighbors
state changeinterrupt?] boolean,t rue if and only if internal state has changed between the last jand

current iteration of the communication thread

new visible_agentinterrupt?] boolean,t rue if and only if a new agent became visible between the last and
current iteration of the communication thread

Routd! FIFO queue of waypoints
Navigation
plil, plil o position, velocity, and velocity input
modd?] agent mode takes a valueead, proxy, Or explore
Vantage Pointd? := (p,[;l] , pg) vantage points used ihead mode for distributed representation 6%; may

Internal State have size 0, 1, or 2; eagh: may be labeled eithesparse or nonsparse

Celld?! := (CZ] , cg) cells used inlead mode for distributed representation 9% ; may have size
0, 1, or 2; cell fields shown in TablV

]

 ied used inproxy mode as local copy of cell being proxied
proxie

Cc

f[i] 51[” PTVUIDs of current and lasfp vertices visited in depth-first search; used in

current’ Slast

explore mode to navigate/p

corresponding subroutines in the following Sectibns VA&:B] and[VI-C.

A. Leader Behavior

The lead portion of the internal state transition thread (lines B6ai TabldV]) consists of three subroutines: AT-
TEMPT_CELL_CONSTRUCTION(), LEAD(), and PROPAGATESPARSE VANTAGE _POINT_INFORMATION().
In ATTEMPT_CELL_CONSTRUCTION() (Tabl€VIl), the leader agent attempts tastauct a cell, say,, when-
ever it first arrives ap,. In order to guarantee an upper bound on the number of agemiged by the deployment
(Theoren 6.14), the leader must enforce that any cell it ad@%tcontains at least one unique triangle which is not
in any other cell of the distribute@ representation. This can be accomplished by the leadelddioking at its
Neighbor Data to see if the parent gap edge, cal},its contained in the cell of any neighbor other than the paren
If not, then the existence of a unique triangle is guaranbesxhuse cell vertices always coincide with environment
vertices. In that case the agent safely initializes the feltet ract ing status and waits for a proxy agent to
help it advance the cell’'s status towargsisrmanent. If, however,g is contained in a neighbor cell other than the

parent, then the leader may have to either switch to proxyentogroxy for another leader in line of sight (if the
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TABLE V
CELL DATA FIELDS FORDISTRIBUTEDDEPLOYMENT

Name Brief Description

£ PTVUID (Partition Tree Vertex Unique IDentifier)

ce.Boundary | polygonal boundary with each gap edge labeled eithepaasent, child,
unexplored, of phantom_wall; child gap edges may be additionall
labeled with an agent UID if that agent has been assignedaderef that gap
edge

ce .status cell status may take a valuget racting, contending, Or permanent
ce.proxy_uid | UID of agent assigned to proxy; takes value) if no proxy has been assigned

ce.Wait_Set | set of PTVUIDs used by proxy agents to decide when they shwald for
another cell's proxy tour to complete before deconflicticain coccur, thus

preventing race conditions

candidate cell is primary), or else wait for the other celb® proxied (if the candidate cell is secondary). If the
agent determines that a contending or permanent cell dilaerthe parent containg then it deletes the cell and
a phantom wall is labeled.

In LEAD() (Table[VII), the agent already has initializedli§s) in its memory. Being responsible for cells means
that the leader agent may have to assign tasks. The assigmmagnbe of an explorer to become a leader of a
child vertex, of an explorer to become a proxy, of a leaderdoome a proxy, of itself to lead a secondgry
vertex which is the child of its primary vertex (this happevisen the primary vertex is a triangle), or of another
leader to a secondary vertex at a double vantage point. Natein making the assignments, all vantage points
are selected according to the saperity-based vantage point selection schemsed in the incremental partition
algorithm of Sec[V. So that the distributed representatibfi> remains consistent, a leader must also react to
several deconfliction events. If a proxy truncates the baondf a retracting cell, deletes a contending cell, advance
the status of a cell, or adds/removes PTVUIDs to a cell's V&t then the corresponding leader of that cell must
do the same. In fact, whenever two agents (either proxiesaddrs) communicate and their contending cells are
in branch conflict, the cell with lower PTVUID will be deleteBvery such cell deletion results in a phantom wall
being marked in the parent cell. Although it is not statedlieikply in the pseudocode, note that when a cell is
deleted the leader must wait briefly at the cell's vantagatpantil any agent that was proxying comes back to the
parent cell; otherwise the proxy could lose line of sighthwtite rest of the network. If a proxy tour is completed
successfully without cell deletion, then the cell statuadsanced towardsermanent.

By settling only to sparse vantage points, fewer agentseedex to guarantee full coverage. This is accomplished
by the behavior in PROPAGATESPARSE VANTAGE_POINT_INFORMATION() (Table[IX) where agents swap

permanent cells with other leaders in such a way that thernmtion about which vantage points are sparse is



23

TABLE VI
DISTRIBUTEDDEPLOYMENTALGORITHM

DISTRIBUTED _DEPLOYMENT()

1: { Communication Thread

2: while true do

3: in_message— In_Buffer?.PopFirst();

4:  update NeighboDatd” according to inmessage;

5. if statechangeinterrupt! or visible agentinterrupf! then
6 broadcast internal state information;

~

: { Navigation Thread:
: while true do

© o

while Routd? is nonemptyand p!! £ Routé’..First() and c‘[;}]mxied .Wait_Set is empty do
10: ul < velocity with magnitudeuma, and direction towards RouteFirst();

11: wll —0;

12:  if p!¥ == Routé”.First() then

13: Routd?.PopFirst();

14: { Internal State Transition Thregd

15: while true do
16: if modé’ == 1ead then

17: ATTEMPT_CELL_CONSTRUCTION();{ See Tab["VII}

18: LEAD(); { See Tab[_VIII}

19: PROPAGATE SPARSEVANTAGE_POINT_INFORMATION(); { See TabTX}
20:  eseif modé! == proxy then

21: if Cproxiea.Status ==retracting then

22: PROXY_RETRACTING CELL(); { See Tab X}

23: else if cproxiea.Status ==contending then

24: PROXY_CONTENDING_CELL(); { See TabXI}

25 elseif modé! == explore then

26: EXPLORE(); { See TabXll}

propagated uf» whenever a leaf is discovered. Each cell swap involves anisitign by one agent (lines 7-9)

and a corresponding surrender by another (lines 10-12).

B. Proxy Behavior

Theproxy portion of the internal state transition thread on lines22®f Tabld' V] runs one of two subroutines de-
pending on the status of the proxied cell: PRORETRACTING_CELL() and PROXY CONTENDING_CELL().
Suppose an ageritis proxying for a cellcg in leader agenj’s memory. Then agent keeps a local copy of¢

! .., and modifies it during the proxy tour. Ageptupdatesce to matchc[;lmxicdl whenever a change occurs.

in
N Ce o
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TABLE VII
DISTRIBUTEDDEPLOYMENT SUBROUTINE

ATTEMPT_CELL_CONSTRUCTION()

1: if there is a vantage point: in Vantage Points’ for which no cell in Cell§! has yet been constructed

and pl == pe then
2. if Neighbor Datd” shows a celk, such thatc,:.proxy_uid ==i then
3 { Proxy for another leade¥
4: modeé’! «+ proxy; Routé” « tour which traverses all gap edgesqfand returns tge;
5:  elseif Neighbor Datd”! shows any contending or permanent egll which contains the gap edge associated
with &
and ¢’ is not the parent PTVUID of then
6: { Delete partition tree vertex if there is not at least one uaigriangle}
7: delete(pe, ce¢);
8: if Celld! is empty then
9: modé’ « explore; swap¢l andel
10: eseif Celld! contains exactly one celthen
11: Routé’! + straight path top}’;
12:  elseif Neighbor Datd”! shows no other agent constructing a eell where¢’ < ¢ then
13: { Compute initial cell}
14: ce < V(pe);
15: truncatece such that only the portion remains which is across its pagept edge;
16: for each gap edge’ of c¢ do
17: if ¢’ is the parent gap edgéhen
18: label g’ asparent in c;
19: else
20: label ¢’ asunexplored in cg;
21: insertce into Cells’;

In PROXY_RETRACTING_CELL() (Table[X), agent; traverses the gap edges ‘i}imx;cd while truncating the
cell boundary at any encountered permanent cells in braaofii@t. The goal is for the retracting proxied cell to
not be in branch conflict with any permanent cells by the endhefproxy tour when its status is advanced to
contending. If agenti encounters a contending cell, say, and the criteria on line 6 are satisfied, then agent
i must pause its proxy tour, i.e., pause motion ugdil becomes permanent or deleted. If the proxy were not to
pause, then it would run the risk of the contending cell beéognpermanent after the opportunity for the proxy to
perform truncation had already passed. The pausing is guigimad by adding’ to the cell fieldc,[;}]mied .Wait_Set
read by the navigation thread. Once the proxy tour is overJaéhder of the proxied cell advances the cell’s status
to contending and the proxy agent enters its previous mode, either explotead.

In PROXY_CONTENDING CELL() (Table[Xl), the goal is for the contending proxiedIdel not be in branch
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TABLE VIl
DISTRIBUTEDDEPLOYMENT SUBROUTINE

LEAD()
{ Task assignments
1: if Celld? contains only a single permanent ce[éﬂl]
and c‘[;]] is triangle with one unexplored gap edge
and g has not been assigned a leadiren

2. { Assign self a secondary vertex at child of primary verfex

3 g e pe

4:  Routé! « straight line path tq;

5. labelg on c‘[;]] aschild and as having leader

6: elseif Celld” contains celle; with double child vantage poinie = ps: where¢ < ¢’
and Neighbor Datd’ contains a leader agejtwith ¢, in Cells’!
and pe is labeledsparse
and gap edgey associated withp,/ is unexplored then

7. { Assign other leader a secondary vertex at double vantage poi

8: labelg onc. aschild and having leadey;

9: elseif Neighbor Datd®) shows explorer agent such thatc, = ¢ s permanent in Cell8 then

current

10: ¢ <« PTVUID of next vertex indepth-first ordering
11: if there is an unexplored gap edgef ¢
and ( vantage poinp,: associated witly is single vantage point
or double vantage point with colocated vantage peiahsparse in Neighbor Data’! ) then

12: { Assign explorer to become leader of child verex

13: label g in ¢ aschild and having leadey;

14: if Neighbor Datd” contains an explorer agerjt
and Cells contains a celte = c_;;;  with cc.Status# permanent
and c¢.proxy_uid ==( then e

15:  { Assign explorer as proxy

16:  ce.proxy_uid < j;

17: else if Neighbor Datd? contains a leader agefitwith Cells?! empty
and Cells’! contains a retracting cetl: and c¢.proxy_uid == then

18:  { Assign leader as proxy

19:  ce.proxy_uid < j;

20: if Neighbor Datd? contains a child gap edggwith agenti labeled as its leader
and the associated vantage pojt is not in VantagePoints? then

21:  { Accept leadership of second cell at double vantage ppint

22 p)  pe;

(continued)
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25:
26:
27:
28:
29:

30:
31:
32:
33:
34:
35:
36:

37:

: { React to deconfliction events
L, in Neighbor Datd? then
if cgmxicd has been truncated at a permanent délén
perform the same truncation eg;
if ce.Wait Set# ¢ .Wait Set then

ce.Wait_Set+ ¢V’ . Wait_Set;

Eproxi

- if acellce in Cells’ corresponds to a ceﬂgm ,

if Neighbor Datd" shows a proxy has deleted a cell corresponding tim Cells™ or ( Neighbor Datd”! shows
contending cellczjmied in branch conflictwith contending celke in Cells’ and g;[){r]oxied <¢) then
if Celld! contains exactly one celthen
delete(p?l],cgl]); modé? « explore;
eseif Celld’! contains two cellsthen
delete(pg, cg); Routd? « straight path t(p‘[;]];
if Neighbor Data’ shows a cell was deleted at gap edgef cell ¢, in Cells’ then
label g asphantom_wall in cg;
if Neighbor Datd’l shows a proxy tour was successfully completed without telefor a cell ¢ in Celld”)
then

advancec, .status;ce.proxy_uid < (;

TABLE IX
DISTRIBUTEDDEPLOYMENT SUBROUTINE

PROPAGATE SPARSEVANTAGE_POINT_INFORMATION()

N

11:

12:

: { Label a vantage point in Vantageoints’ assparse or nonsparse }
- if there is an unlabeled vantage pojntin Vantage Points’ with permanent celk; in Cells®
and ( (pe,ce) is a leafor Celld”) and NeighborDatd” show all child vantage points have been labe)ed
then
if |Ve.| == 3 and Cells" or Neighbor Datd"} shows a child vantage point labelegparse then
label p; asnonsparse;
else
label ps assparse;
: { Acquire a nonsparse vertex from an agent higher in the artitee:
if Cells” contains exactly one cefl: with p, labeledsparse and pl! == p;
and Neighbor Datd’ shows a celk:c which is the parent of¢ and p¢ is labelednonsparse then
insertc. into Celld” andp, into VantagePoints’;
: { Surrender a nonsparse vertex to an agent lower in the partitee }
if Neighbor Datd® shows a leader agenitwith pg] labeledsparse
and cg == cgj and ¢5! is the parent PTVUID o[’ then
clearpg and cg); Routd? « straight path t(p‘[;l];




TABLE X
DISTRIBUTED DEPLOYMENT SUBROUTINE

PROXY_RETRACTING_CELL()

1: if Routé? is nonempty then

2:

3
4.
5
6

©

10

{ Truncatecg ..., at permanent cel}

if Neighbor Datd”? shows permanent cefk in branch conflictwith cgm e then
xied at CE’

{ Prevent race conditions and deadldck

truncatec[g]
pro:

if Neighbor Datd” shows contending celle in branch conflictwith cg

oxied

and ce.proxy_uid # 0 and ( €)., & ceWait Setor £ < b)) then
Cg] _Wait_Set«+ c[; _,-Wait_SetU &;
proxied proxied
ese

[i] : 4] . ]
Cepromeq VAILSEL— ¢ Wait_Set)\ ;

proxi

: dseif Routd” is empty then
11:
12:
13:
14:
15:
16:

{ End proxy tour and enter previous mogle
if VantagePointd? is empty then

modé? « explore;
else

modé? + lead;

[1]
clear c

proxied

TABLE XI
DISTRIBUTED DEPLOYMENT SUBROUTINE

PROXY_CONTENDING_CELL()

1: if Routé’ is nonemptyand the parent gag edge @f}]mxie
2:
3:

~

©

10

. is not phantom wallthen

{ Shoot-out with other contending celjs
if ( Neighbor Datd? shows contending celle in branch conflictwith cgmied and

or Neighbor Datd® shows a phantom wall coinciding with parent gap edge

deletec[g] . modé? + explore;

proxie

{ Prevent race conditions and deadlock

if Neighbor Datd” shows retracting celte in branch conflictwith C‘[s?)m o

and cg.proxy_uid # 0 and (€¥ . ¢ ce.Wait_Setor € <€l ) then

pro: proxied

o - Wait_Set«+ cli . Wait Setu ¢&;

Eproxie Eproxi

else
el wait_Set+ ¢! wait_Set\ ¢&;
d Eproxied

gproxle

- elseif Routd? is empty then
11:
12:

{ End proxy tour and become explorgr

modé? « explore; clearcEpmxicd;

[i]
& < §proxied

i

gproxied

then

)

27
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TABLE XII
DISTRIBUTEDDEPLOYMENT SUBROUTINE

EXPLORE()

1: if Neighbor Datd’ shows a permanent celt where¢ == ¢l then
2. ¢ < PTVUID of next vertex indepth-first ordering

3 if gap edgey at ¢’ has already been assigned a leadken

4 { Continue exploring}

S fl[;]st A €£il]xrrent; fg]urent &

6 Route’! < local shortest path to midpoint gf throughce;

7 elseif gap edgey at ¢’ has agent labeled as its leadethen

8 { Become leade}

9 modé” «+ lead; p[gl] — per

10: Route’! < local shortest path tp,: throughce;

11: éseif Neighbor Datd’ shows a celks such thatce.proxy_uid == then

12 { Become proxy}
2]

13:  modé’ « proxy; Ce
proxied

— Cg;
14:  Routé? + tour which traverses all gap edges@fand returns to parent gap edge;
15: if Neighbor Datd? showsc

16:  { Move up partition tree in reaction to deleted cgll

has been deletedhen

€l ent

(2]

current?

17:  Routé! « local shortest path towards,__,; swap&l, and¢

conflict with any other contending cells by the end of the prtour if its status is to be advancedp@rmanent.

while comparinggm q With the PTVUID of every

proxie
i]

encountered contending cell in branch conflict V\d?i\mxicd. If a contending cell with PTVUID less tha&iwxie

To this end, agent traverses the gap edges ciflmxicd
q s
encountered, then the proxied cell is deleted (signifiedabgling a phantom wall) and agenheads straight back
to the parent gap edge where it will end the proxy tour andresst@ 1 ore mode. If agent encounters a retracting
cell, saycgs, and the criteria on line 6 are satisfied, then agemust pause its proxy tour, i.e., pause motion, until
cer becomes contending or truncated out of branch conflict.dffitoxy were not to pause, then it would run the
risk of the retracting cell becoming contending after thepantunity for the proxy to perform deconfliction had
already passed. The pausing is accomplished by additmgthe cell fieldc[;imxicd.Wait_Set read by the navigation
thread. Finally, if a contending cell with PTVUID less thafﬂoxied is never encountered, then the leader of the
proxied cell advances the cell's statusgermanent and the proxy agent enteescplore mode.

Note that the use of PTVUID total ordering (Definitibn16.2) lime 6 of PROXY RETRACTING CELL() and
line 3 and 6 of PROXYCONTENDING_CELL() precludes the possibility of both (Xace conditionsn which
the status of cells is advanced before the proper branchméletions have taken place, and (@gadlock situations

where contending and retracting cells are indefinitely wgifor each other.
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C. Explorer Behavior

The explore portion of the internal state transition thread on lines2B5ef Table[V] consists of a single
subroutine EXPLORE() shown in Takdle XII. Of all agent modegplore behavior is the simplest because all
the agent has to do is navigafe in depth-first order (see Fig. 110 ahd]11) until a leader agssigas them to
become a leader at an unexplored gap edge or to perform a tasikyThe local shortest paths between cells (lines
6, 10, and 17) can be computed quickly and easily by the litgitgraph method([25]. If the current cell that an
explorer agent is visiting is ever deleted because of bratedonfliction, the explorer simply moves gp and
continues depth-first searching. By having each agent ustezetit gap edge ordering for the depth-first search,
the deployment tends to explore many partition tree braméheparallel and thus converge more quickly. In our
simulations (Sed_VI-E), we had each agent cyclically sthittir gap edge ordering by their UID, subject to the
following restriction important for proving an upper bound number of required agents in Theoren 6.4.

Remark 6.3 (Restriction on Depth-First Orderinggach agent in an execution of the distributed deployment
may search/p depth-first using any child ordering as long as every pair tofdcvertices adjacent at a double

vantage point are visited in the same order by every agent.

D. Performance Analysis

The convergence properties of the Distributed Depth-Fishnected Deployment Algorithm of TalblelVI are
captured in the following theorems.

Theorem 6.4 (Convergencefuppose thafV agents are initially colocated at a common pagigte Ve of a
polygonal environmenf with n vertices and: holes. If the agents operate according to the Depth-Firah€cted
Deployment Algorithm of Table“VI, then

(i) the agents’ visibility graptG.is.c(P) consists of a single connected component at all times,
(i) there exists a finite time*, such that for all times greater than the set of vertices in the distributed
representation of the partition trég remains fixed,
(iii) if the number of agentsvV > L%’HJ, then for all times greater thati every point in the environmerét
will be visibile to some agent, and there will be no more tihiaphantom walls, and
(iv) if N > L%’L‘lj, then for all times greater thati every cell in the distributed representation@$ will
have statupermanent and there will be precisely phantom walls.
Proof:

We prove the statements in order. Nonleader agents, as veedeéined their behavior, remain at all times within
line of sight of at least one leader agent. Leader agentwileeremain in the kernel of their cell(s) of responsibility
and within line of sight of the leader agent responsible far ¢orresponding parent cell(s). Given any two agents,
sayi andj, a path can thus be constructed by first following parentdchisibility links from agent: up to the
leader agent responsible for the root, then from the leadentaresponsible for the root down to agentThe

agents’ visibility graph must therefore consist of a singbmnected component, which is statement (i).
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For statement (ii), we argue similarly to the proof of Theo®.3(i). During the deployment, cells are constructed
only at unexplored gap edges. A cell either (1) advancesghaufinite number of status changes or (2) it is deleted
during a proxy tour. Either way, each cell is only modified @é&mumber of times and only one cell is ever created
at any particular unexplored gap edge. Since unexplorecedgps are diagonals of the environment and there are
only finitely many possible diagonals, we conclude the setesfices in the distributed representation/af must
remain fixed after some finite time.

For statement (iii), we rely on an invariant: during the disited deployment algorithm, at least two unique
triangles can be assigned to every leader agent which hasasit dne cell of responsibility, other than the root
cell, in its memory; at least one unique triangle can be assigo the leader agent which has the root cell in
its memory. One of the triangles is in a leader’s own cellrfiany or secondary) and its existence is ensured by
the leader behavior in Table_VII. The second triangle is inaaept cell of a cell in the agent's memory. The
existence of this second triangle is ensured by the depmhdider restriction stipulated in Remdrk]6.3 together
with the parity-based vantage point selection scheme. R#ragng that the maximum number of triangles in any
triangulation isn + 2h — 2 and arguing precisely as we did for the sparse vantage pméatibns in the proof of
Theoren{5.b(iii), we find the number of agents required fdirdaverage can be no greater thpﬁ’%} As in
the proof of Theore 513(v), the number of phantom walls camd greater thah because if it where then some
cell would be topologically isolated.

Proof of statement (iv) is as for statement (iii), but beeathere is one extra agent and depth-first is systematic,
the extra agent is guaranteed to eventually proxy any réngaimonpermanent cells intpermanent status and
create phantom walls to separate all conflicting partitiee toranches. [ ]

Remark 6.5 (Near Optimality without Holesks mentioned in Sel [n—2)/2 guards are always sufficient and
occasionally necessary for visibility coverage of any galyal environment without holes. This means that when
h = 0, the bound on the number of sufficient agents in Thedref @t#ersent (i) differs from the worst-case
optimal bound by at most one.

Theorem 6.6 (Time to Convergencékt £ be an environment as in Theorém]6.4. Assume time for comraunic
tion and processing are negligible compared with agenetrame and tha€ has uniformly bounded diameter as
n — oo. Then the time to convergen¢ein Theoren{ 614 statement (ii) ©(n? + nh). Moreover, if the maximum
perimeter length of any vertex-limited visibility polygam £ is uniformly bounded as — oo, thent* is O(n+h).

Proof: As in the proof of Theoreri 6.4, every cell which is never dadehas at least one unique triangle and
there are at most + 2h — 2 triangles total, therefore there are at mast 2h — 2 cells which are never deleted.
The maximum number of phantom walls ever createtl (Theoreni 6.4). Since cells are only ever deleted when
a phantom wall is created, at mdstcells are ever deleted. Summing the bounds on the numberwhith are
and are not deleted, we see the total number of cells any agestt ever visit during the distributed deployment
isn+2h—2+h=n+3h—2. Letly be the maximum diameter of any vertex-limited visibilitylygon in £.
Then, neglecting time for proxy tours, an agent executingtudirst search orffp will visit every vertex of 75 in

time at mosumaxla(n + 3h —2). Now Letl, be the maximum perimeter length of any vertex-limited vl&ib
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polygon in £. Then the total amount of time agents spend on proxy tounsntowy two tours for each cell, is
2umaxlp(n + 3h — 2). Exploring and leading agents operate in parallel and att reesry agent waits for every
proxy tour, so it must be that

t* < 2umax(lp + la)(n + 3h — 2).

While the diameter of being uniformly bounded implieg; is uniform boundedi, may beO(n). ]

The performance of a distributed algorithm can also be nredsoy agent memory requirements and the size of
messages which must be communicated.

Lemma 6.7 (Memory and Communication Complexitygt £ be the maximum number of vertices of any vertex-
limited visibility polygon in the environmerfi and suppos€ is represented with fixed resolution. Then the required
memory size for an agent to run the distributed deploymegdrghm isO(Nk) bits and the message size(qk)
bits.

Proof: The memory required by an agent for its internal state is dated by its cell(s) of responsibility (of
which there are at most two) and proxy cell (at most one). A mgjuiresO(k) bits, therefore the internal state
requiresO(k) bits. The overall amount of memory in an agent is dominatedNbighbor Datd!, which holds no
more thanN internal states, therefore the memory requirement of antage)(Nk). Agents only ever broadcast

their internal state, therefore the message siz8(is). [ |

E. Simulation Results

We used C++ and the VisiLibity library [26] to simulate thesBibuted Depth-First Deployment Algorithm of
TablelV1. An example simulation run is shown in Hig. 1 for awieonment withn = 41 vertices anch = 4 holes. An
animation of this simulation can be viewedttp://motion.me.ucsb.edu/~karl/movies/dwh.mov
. To reduce clutter, we have omitted from this larger exantipfeagent mode and cell status color codes used in
Fig.[8,[9,[10, and12. The environment was fully covered inditime by only 13 agents, which indeed is less
than the upper boun@%’l*lj = 24 given by Theoren 614.

F. Extensions

There are several ways that the distributed deploymentighgo can be directly extended for robustness to agent
arrival, agent failure, packet loss, and removal of an emritent edge. Robustness to agent arrival can be achieved
by having any new agents simply entetplore mode, setting([ﬂmnt to be the PTVUID of the first cell they land
in, and setting;‘l[gSt to be the parent PTVUID of...rcnt- The line-of-sight connectivity guaranteed by Theofen 6.4
allows single-agent failures to be detected and handledabynb the visibility neighbors of a failed agent move
back up the partition tree as necessary to patch the holdyethe failed agent. For robustness to packet loss,
agents could add a receipt confirmation and/or parity chectopol. If a portion of the environment were blocked
off during the beginning of the deployment but then were aée@ by an edge removal (interpreted as the “opening
of a door”), the deployment could proceed normally as lonthasdeleted edge were marked aswarexplored

gap edge in the cell it belonged to.


http://motion.me.ucsb.edu/~karl/movies/dwh.mov
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Less trivial extensions include (1) the use of distributedignment algorithms such ds [27], [28] for guiding
explorer agents to tasks faster than depth-first searct2)qudrforming the deployment from multiple roots, i.e.,
when different groups of agents begin deployment from ciffi¢ locations. Deployment from multiple roots can be
achieved by having the agents tack on a root identifier ta tARENVUID, however, it appears this would increase

the bound on number of agents required in Thedrem 6.4 by umécagent per root.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this article we have presented the first distributed dgplkent algorithm which solves, with provable per-
formance, the Distributed Visibility-Based DeploymenbBlem with Connectivity in polygonal environments with
holes. We began by designing a centralized incrementatiparalgorithm, then obtained the distributed deployment
algorithm by asynchronous distributed emulation of thetredimed algorithm. Given at Ieas*tt%h*lj agents in
an environment withn vertices andh holes, the deployment is guaranteed to achieve full visibiloverage of the
environment in time?(n2 +nh), or time O(n+ h) if the maximum perimeter length of any vertex-limited vittig
polygon in £ is uniformly bounded ass — oo. If k£ is the maximum number of vertices of any vertex-limited
visibility polygon in an environment represented with fixed resolution, then the required mensarg for an
agent to run the distributed deployment algorithn&N k) bits and message size (k) bits. The deployment
behaved in simulations as predicted by the theory and caxteaded to achieve robustness to agent arrival, agent
failure, packet loss, removal of an environment edge (sscmnaopening door), or deployment from multiple roots.

There are many interesting possibilities for future worktle area of deployment and nonconvex coverage.
Among the most prominent are: 3D environments, dynamicrenments with moving obstacles, and optimizing
different performance measures, e.g., based on contiriostgsad of binary visibility, or with minimum redundancy

requirements.

REFERENCES

[1] D. T. Lee and A. K. Lin, “Computational complexity of aratiery problems,”IJEEE Transactions on Information Theoryol. 32, no. 2,
pp. 276-282, 1986.

[2] S. Eidenbenz, C. Stamm, and P. Widmayer, “Inapproxititghiesults for guarding polygons and terraing\lgorithmica vol. 31, no. 1,
pp. 79-113, 2001.

[3] A. Efrat and S. Har-Peled, “Guarding galleries and tesa Information Processing Lettersol. 100, no. 6, pp. 238-245, 2006.

[4] B. C. Liaw, N. F. Huang, and R. C. T. Lee, “The minimum comg#&e guards problem ok-spiral polygons,” inCanadian Conference
on Computational GeometryWaterloo, Canada), pp. 97-102, 1993.

[5] J. Urrutia, “Art gallery and illumination problems,” iHandbook of Computational Geomef{; R. Sack and J. Urrutia, eds.), pp. 973-1027,
North-Holland, 2000.

[6] J. O'Rourke,Art Gallery Theorems and Algorithm®©xford University Press, 1987.

[7] T. C. Shermer, “Recent results in art gallerieBfoceedings of the IEER/0l. 80, no. 9, pp. 1384-1399, 1992.

[8] V. Chvatal, “A combinatorial theorem in plane geométryournal of Combinatorial Theory. Series Bol. 18, pp. 39-41, 1975.

[9] S. Fisk, “A short proof of Chvatal's watchman theorenigurnal of Combinatorial Theory. Series Bol. 24, p. 374, 1978.

[10] I. Bjorling-Sachs and D. Souvaine, “An efficient alghrm for guard placement in polygons with hole§iscrete and Computational
Geometry vol. 13, no. 1, pp. 77-109, 1995.



[11]

[12]

(23]

[14]

[15]

[16]
[17]

(18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]
[27]

(28]

33

F. Hoffmann, M. Kaufmann, and K. Kriegel, “The art gaitetheorem for polygons with holes,” iEEE Symposium on Foundations of
Computer Science (FOCS)San Juan, Puerto Rico), pp. 39-48, Oct. 1991.

G. Hernandez-Pefialver, “Controlling guards,”@anadian Conference on Computational GeometBaskatoon, Canada), pp. 387-392,
1994.

V. Pinciu, “A coloring algorithm for finding connectedugrds in art galleries,” ilDiscrete Mathematical and Theoretical Computer Science
vol. 2731/2003 ofLecture Notes in Computer Scieng®. 257-264, Springer, 2003.

H. Gonzalez-Bafios and J.-C. Latombe, “A randomizeeballery algorithm for sensor placement,” ACM Symposium on Computational
Geometry (Medford, MA), pp. 232-240, 2001.

U. M. Erdem and S. Sclaroff, “Automated camera layousabisfy task-specific and floor plan-specific coverage requents,"Computer
Vision and Image Understandingol. 103, no. 3, pp. 156-169, 2006.

S. Thrun, W. Burgard, and D. Fo®robabilistic Robotics MIT Press, 2005.

R. Simmons, D. Apfelbaum, D. Fox, R. Goldman, K. Haigh,Nusliner, M. Pelican, and S. Thrun, “Coordinated deplogimaf multiple
heterogenous robots,” iEEE/RSJ Int. Conf. on Intelligent Robots & Systeffakamatsu, Japan), pp. 2254—2260, 2000.

A. Howard, M. J. Matari¢, and G. S. Sukhatme, “An incetal self-deployment algorithm for mobile sensor netwgridutonomous
Robots vol. 13, no. 2, pp. 113-126, 2002.

S. Suri, E. Vicari, and P. Widmayer, “Simple robots wittinimal sensing: From local visibility to global geometrinternational Journal

of Robotics Researglvol. 27, no. 9, pp. 1055-1067, 2008.

A. Ganguli, J. Cortés, and F. Bullo, “Distributed deypment of asynchronous guards in art galleries,’American Control Conference
(Minneapolis, MN), pp. 1416-1421, June 2006.

A. Ganguli, J. Cortés, and F. Bullo, “Visibility-bademulti-agent deployment in orthogonal environments American Control Conference
(New York), pp. 3426-3431, July 2007.

A. Ganguli, Motion Coordination for Mobile Robotic Networks with Vidity Sensors PhD thesis, Electrical and Computer Engineering
Department, University of lllinois at Urbana-ChampaigmrA2007.

F. Bullo, J. Cortés, and S. MartineBjstributed Control of Robotic NetworksApplied Mathematics Series, Princeton University Press,
2009. Available at http://www.coordinationbook.info.

D. Cruz, J. McClintock, B. Perteet, O. A. A. Orqueda, Yad; and R. Fierro, “Decentralized cooperative control: Ativehicle platform
for research in networked embedded systeriSZE Control Systems Magazineol. 27, no. 3, pp. 58-78, 2007.

N. J. Nilsson, “A mobile automaton: An application oftificial intelligence techniques,” irLst International Conference on Artificial
Intelligence pp. 509-520, 1969.

K. J. Obermeyer, “The VisiLibity library’ http://www.VisiLibity.org, 2008. R-1.

B. J. Moore and K. M. Passino, “Distributed task assigninfor mobile agents,JEEE Transactions on Automatic Contralol. 52, no. 4,
pp. 749-753, 2007.

M. M. Zavlanos, L. Spesivtsev, and G. J. Pappas, “A ittiated auction algorithm for the assignment problem JBEE Conf. on Decision
and Contro) pp. 1212-1217, Dec. 2008.



34

¥

b

a (¢

b

(e) ®
S

() )

Fig. 12. With color codes from Fifl 8 ahd 9, here is a simpleveda of agents executing the distributed deployment algoriof Tabld V. (a)
Agents enter the environment and the leader initializesrdog cell to statupermanent because no branch conflicts could possibly exist yet.
Explorer agents move out to become leaders of child cel)sTKle lower child cell is initialized with statusermanent because it has no gap
edges and thus cannot be in branch conflict. The upper twd chlls are initialized tacret ract ing because they could be in branch conflict
at unexplored gap edges; indeed there is a branch conflibeatark red overlap region. The remaining explorer agenttirage moving out to
the new cells. (c) Once the explorers reach the retractifig, ¢key become proxies and run tours around the cells tokcfar branch conflict
with permanent cells. (d) After the first proxy tours, theldtgells’ statuses are advanceddentending and each proxy run a second tour.
(e) During the second proxy tours, the branch conflict is aete between contending cells and the cell with higher P/l deleted. The
agents that were in the deleted cell move back up the partitiee and continue exploring depth-first. The other proxgobees a leader of a
new child cell initialized toretracting. (f) One of the explorers arrives at the retracting cell ardifis a proxy tour to advance the cell to
contending. (g) The proxy runs a second tour and advances the celtimmanent and the partition is completed. (h) Remaining explorers
continue navigating the partition tree depth-first in skao€ tasks; this adds robustness because they will be ablé o énywhere an agent
may fail or a door may open.
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