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Model-Predictive Trajectory Generation
for Autonomous Aerial Search and Coverage

Hugo Matias, Daniel Silvestre

Abstract—This paper addresses the trajectory planning prob-
lem for search and coverage missions with an Unmanned Aerial
Vehicle (UAV). The objective is to devise optimal coverage trajec-
tories based on a utility map describing prior region information,
assumed to be effectively approximated by a Gaussian Mixture
Model (GMM). We introduce a Model Predictive Control (MPC)
algorithm employing a relaxed formulation that promotes the
exploration of the map by preventing the UAV from revisiting
previously covered areas. This is achieved by penalizing inter-
sections between the UAV’s visibility regions along its trajectory.
The algorithm is assessed in MATLAB and validated in Gazebo,
as well as in outdoor experimental tests. The results demonstrate
the efficacy of the proposed strategy in generating efficient and
smooth trajectories for search and coverage missions.

Index Terms—Unmanned Aerial Vehicles, Trajectory Planning,
Model Predictive Control, Gaussian Mixture Models.

I. INTRODUCTION

DRONES, or Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs), are an
emerging technology with significant potential, offering

a range of applications across various sectors. These versatile
aerial platforms, often equipped with high-resolution cameras,
sensors, and cutting-edge technology, have the capacity to per-
form operations autonomously, reducing the need for constant
human intervention [1], [2]. Notably, drones are particularly
valuable for search and coverage missions, given their ability
to cover extensive regions with unprecedented ease and speed.
This kind of mission finds relevance in numerous applications,
including search and rescue, wildfire prevention, surveillance,
and mapping, among others [3]–[6].

In such a context, the main challenge involves devising tra-
jectories to efficiently cover a designated region. This amounts
to a complex decision-making and control problem, requiring
consideration of several factors, including mission objectives,
vehicle dynamics, and time constraints. Particularly, we focus
on the coverage problem based on a utility map describing
prior region information. Thus, the coverage mission can be
modeled as an Optimal Control Problem (OCP) that involves
planning dynamically feasible trajectories, which should max-
imize the utility volume covered by the sensor footprint within
limited flight time.
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Several approaches have been suggested in the literature,
which can be categorized into two groups [7]. The first group
comprises exhaustive strategies where the UAV systematically
covers the target region. These methods are mainly geometric,
i.e., the trajectory generation consists of generating geometric
paths and subsequently parameterizing these paths over time.
Common strategies include spiral patterns [8] and back-and-
forth movements [9]. Additionally, graph-based methods, such
as the A* algorithm [10], have also been applied to coverage
problems. However, the exhaustive strategy is evidently ineffi-
cient when there are areas of no interest since the entire region
is covered without any heuristic.

The second group aims to generate efficient coverage tra-
jectories based on prior information about the region. Typical
approaches consist of discretizing the target region into a grid
and assigning a corresponding importance value to each grid
cell. Subsequently, the trajectory generation process aims to
prioritize the most important areas and is typically based on
Bayesian-like updates. Numerous mathematical and heuristic
techniques have been proposed, including greedy algorithms
[11], probabilistic methods [12], and Mixed-Integer Program-
ming (MIP) approaches [13]. A receding horizon approach
has also been proposed in [14]. However, the trajectories are
planned based on heuristics, and the method also requires the
discretization of the space. Therefore, there is still no standard
for an optimization-based solution to the problem.

This work introduces a trajectory planning algorithm for
search and coverage missions with a UAV, based on a utility
map described by a Gaussian Mixture Model (GMM). The
proposed strategy, based on Model Predictive Control (MPC),
adopts a formulation that promotes the exploration of the map
by penalizing intersections between the visibility regions of the
drone along its trajectory. It can produce efficient and smooth
trajectories, accommodating both online and offline execution.

The remaining sections are organized as follows. We formu-
late the trajectory planning problem in Section II. Section III
presents the proposed approach to the problem, and Section IV
describes the control architecture used for implementing the
devised algorithm in a quadrotor UAV. To show the efficacy of
the proposed strategy, Section V provides illustrative examples
obtained in MATLAB, and Section VI conducts further tests
in Gazebo, along with experiments in an outdoor environment.
Section VII summarizes conclusions and future directions.

Notation: We denote the set of integers from i to j as Z[i,j].
Also, 0m×n and 1m×n denote, respectively, the matrices of
zeros and ones with dimension m× n, and In is the identity
matrix of size n. The set of positive-definite matrices of size
n is denoted as Rm×n

≻0 .
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II. PRELIMINARIES & PROBLEM FORMULATION

This section formalizes mathematically the trajectory plan-
ning problem addressed in this paper. It begins by establishing
assumptions concerning the utility map, denoted as an uncer-
tainty map, and the sensing model of the UAV. Subsequently,
we formulate the problem from an optimal control standpoint.

A. Uncertainty Map
The uncertainty map is a nonnegative function h : R2 → R+

0

that describes the prior significance of each point p ∈ R2 to
be analyzed by the vehicle. Since the original structure of the
uncertainty map typically may not follow common and well-
known models, we assume that the uncertainty function can be
arbitrarily well approximated by a GMM, which is a weighted
sum of Gaussian components. More specifically, for a model
with M components, the uncertainty map is given by

h(p) =

M∑
i=1

wi N (p;µi,Σi), ∀p ∈ R2, (1)

where each component N is a conventional two-dimensional
Gaussian distribution. The parameters wi ∈ R+

0 , µi ∈ R2, and
Σi ∈ R2×2

≻0 are, respectively, the weight, the mean vector, and
the covariance matrix of the ith Gaussian component. Addi-
tionally, we highlight that the uncertainty map is not required
to be a Probability Density Function (PDF). Nevertheless, for
convenience, we assume that the map is normalized, meaning
that the prior uncertainty volume is one and, therefore, the
weights verify

∑M
i=1 wi = 1. Fig. 1 illustrates a plausible

instance of an uncertainty map.

B. Sensing Model
This work assumes that the drone flies at a constant altitude

and features a gimbal camera, which remains directed down-
wards even when the vehicle performs pitch or roll maneuvers.
Moreover, at each time instant t, we assume the camera covers
a circular region, Br(pc), defined by

Br(pc) ≜
{
p ∈ R2 : ∥p− pc∥ < r

}
, (2)

where pc ∈ R2 is the vehicle’s horizontal position and r is
the observation radius, which depends on the camera’s Field
of View (FOV) and the altitude, as displayed in Fig. 2. In
addition, the vehicle is assumed to have a perfect quality of
exploration, meaning that after it analyzes a given area, the
uncertainty reduces to zero for all points inside the observation
radius and there is no reward for revisiting the same region.

(a) Graph (b) Level curves

Fig. 1: Example of an uncertainty map comprising five Gaussian components.

FOV

Fig. 2: Sensor FOV and visibility region.

C. Optimal Control Problem
The problem addressed in this letter amounts to generating

optimal trajectories that guide the UAV. The trajectories should
maximize an objective functional regarding the mission goals
while satisfying constraints accounting for their dynamic fea-
sibility. Consequently, this problem can be formulated as the
following OCP

maximize
x,u

J(x,u)

subject to x(0) = x0,

ẋ(t) = F(x(t),u(t)), ∀t ∈ [0, T ],

x(t) ∈ X , ∀t ∈ [0, T ],

u(t) ∈ U , ∀t ∈ [0, T ],

(3)

where T denotes the total flight duration, x : [0, T ] → Rnx

and u : [0, T ] → Rnu designate the state and input signals
of the vehicle’s model described by an Ordinary Differential
Equation (ODE), and x0 is the initial state. Furthermore, the
sets X and U constitute the admissible states and inputs for
the vehicle, which are derived from limits imposed by vehicle
dynamics and the surrounding environment.

Let γ : [0, T ] → R2 denote the vehicle’s trajectory, related
to the state through an auxiliary matrix Cγ ∈ R2×nx ,

γ(t) = Cγx(t), ∀t ∈ [0, T ]. (4)

The objective is to maximize the uncertainty reduction, i.e., the
difference between the uncertainty volume in the map before
and after the autonomous mission. Therefore, considering the
previous assumptions, the objective functional J is given by

J(γ) =

∫
Cr(γ)

h(p) dp, (5)

where the set Cr(γ) is defined as the union of all observation
circles along the trajectory of the vehicle,

Cr(γ) ≜
T⋃

t=0

Br(γ(t)), (6)

as illustrated in Fig. 3. The usefulness of the set Cr(γ) arises
from the fact that each position is only integrated once since
we assume the vehicle has a perfect quality of exploration.

Fig. 3: Illustration of the set Cr(γ).
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Solving the optimal control problem in (3) is very complex
since the objective functional J , as defined in (5), does not
have a closed-form expression. Therefore, a relaxed formula-
tion needs to be considered. In addition, to make the problem
computationally tractable, it needs to be discretized as well.
However, even after relaxing and discretizing the problem,
solving the problem globally for a relatively large flight time
T is computationally challenging. Consequently, we consider
a local approach based on MPC with a relaxed formulation to
approximate the solutions of (3) while adding the possibility
for feedback to the control law.

III. MODEL-PREDICTIVE APPROACH WITH
RELAXED FORMULATION

To tackle the problem outlined in the previous section, we
employ a local approximation based on MPC with a relaxed
formulation of the objective function. MPC consists in solving
a discrete-time OCP at each sampling time. Each optimization
results in a sequence of future optimal control actions and a
corresponding sequence of future states. Only the first sample
from the predicted optimal control sequence is applied to the
vehicle, and then the process repeats at the next sampling time.

More specifically, at each discrete-time instant k, for a given
initial state x[k] of the vehicle, the control policy is defined
by solving an optimization problem of the form

maximize
x̂k,ûk

Jk(x̂k, ûk)

subject to x̂k[0] = x[k],

x̂k[n+ 1] = f(x̂k[n], ûk[n]), ∀n ∈ Z[0,N−1],

x̂k[n] ∈ X , ∀n ∈ Z[0,N ],

ûk[n] ∈ U , ∀n ∈ Z[0,N−1],
(7)

where N is the prediction horizon length, x̂k : Z[0,N ] → Rnx

and ûk : Z[0,N−1] → Rnu designate the predicted state and
control sequences at time instant k, and function f describes a
discretized model of the vehicle dynamics. Moreover, the sets
X and U constitute the admissible states and inputs for the
vehicle, as defined in (3). The input applied to the vehicle at
discrete-time instant k, u[k], is given by

u[k] = û∗
k[0], (8)

where û∗
k[0] is the first action of the predicted optimal control

sequence at discrete-time instant k. In a general sense, the
optimization problem defined in (7) is a structured Nonlinear
Program (NLP), which may be solved efficiently using com-
mercially available NLP solvers.

A. Objective Function
Our approach for approximating the problem described in

Section II relies on a relaxed formulation of the MPC objective
function. More precisely, the objective function is defined as
a combination of two objectives as

Jk(γ̂k) = J̃k(γ̂k)− λPk(γ̂k), (9)

where γ̂k : Z[0,N ] → R2 is the predicted sequence of vehicle
positions at discrete-time instant k, such that γ̂k[n] = Cx̂k[n],
∀n ∈ Z[0,N ], and λ ∈ R+

0 is a scaling coefficient that weighs
the relative importance of the two objectives.

The first term in (9), J̃k, expresses the objective of pri-
oritizing the regions with the highest uncertainty. Namely, it
is determined by summing the uncertainty volumes that are
predicted to be covered by the vehicle at each time instant of
the prediction horizon,

J̃k(γ̂k) =

N∑
n=0

∫
Br(γ̂k[n])

h(p) dp. (10)

Nevertheless, this term alone does not consider the previously
covered regions nor the intersections between the observation
areas within the prediction horizon. Consequently, if the ob-
jective function was defined only by such a term, the resulting
trajectories would converge to a point where the uncertainty
volume covered by the vehicle is maximum (at least locally)
and remain at that point.

To contemplate the information on the previously explored
regions along with the intersections between the observation
areas within the prediction horizon, we add a penalty term Pk

to the MPC objective function. This term penalizes intersec-
tions between all possible pairs of observation circles along
the vehicle’s trajectory. Thus, two kinds of intersections can be
distinguished: intersections between the predicted observation
circles and previously covered ones, and intersections between
the observation circles over the prediction horizon. Hence, the
penalty term can be written as

Pk(γ̂k) = PB
k (γ̂k) + PH

k (γ̂k), (11)

where PB
k penalizes intersections between the predicted ob-

servation circles and previously covered circles, and PH
k pe-

nalizes intersections within the prediction horizon. Therefore,
assuming that p : R2 ×R2 → R+

0 is a function that penalizes
the intersection between two circles and γ[i] is the vehicle’s
position at discrete-time instant i, PB

k is defined as

PB
k (γ̂k) =

N∑
n=1

k∑
i=0

p(γ̂k[n],γ[i]), (12)

and PH
k is given by

PH
k (γ̂k) =

N∑
n=2

n−1∑
i=1

p(γ̂k[n], γ̂k[i]). (13)

To clarify the proposed methodology, Fig. 4 visually represents
the previously covered regions and the regions predicted to
be covered by the vehicle at a given iteration of the MPC
algorithm. Now it remains to discuss how the penalty function
p can be defined. We delve into this matter in the following
subsection.

Fig. 4: Illustration of the observation regions at discrete-time instant k = 3
for a prediction horizon length of N = 4 (grey - previously covered circles;
white - predicted observation circles).
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Before proceeding, it is worth highlighting that the integral
evaluations in (10) still cannot be expressed in closed form.
Nevertheless, as the integrals are now computed over circular
domains, it becomes possible to approximate them through
numerical methods such as quadrature rules or by discretizing
the observation area using a grid. However, we will typically
focus on scenarios where the observation radius is small com-
pared to the structure of the uncertainty map. Consequently,
(10) can be effectively approximated by

J̃k(γ̂k) ≃ πr2
N∑

n=0

h(γ̂k[n]). (14)

B. Penalty Function
A plausible way to construct the penalty function p could be

to define it as the overlap area between two circles, which can
be computed analytically. Let c1, c2 ∈ R2 denote the centers
of two circles, both with radius r, and d = ∥c1 − c2∥ the
distance between them. The intersection area between the two
circles, a : R+

0 → R+
0 , is given by

a(d) =

{
2r2 arccos

(
d
2r

)
− d

√
r2 − d2, if d ≤ 2r,

0, if d > 2r.
(15)

However, an expression of such complexity would represent
a computational bottleneck. Furthermore, the function in (15)
is defined piecewise, posing additional implementation diffi-
culties. For instance, the logic condition could be dealt with
through the Big-M notation from YALMIP [15], which serves
to convert the logic condition into a set of constraints using
auxiliary binary variables and logic constraints.

Nevertheless, it is not necessary to accurately compute the
overlap area between two circles to penalize the intersection
between them. Instead, such penalization can be accomplished
by creating a function that directly penalizes the existence of
intersection. As a result, we formulate the penalty function by
imposing an exponential penalty on the violation of the con-
dition ∥c1 − c2∥ > 2r. More precisely, the penalty function
is defined as

p(c1, c2) = exp
{
α
(
(2r)2 − ∥c1 − c2∥2

)}
− 1, (16)

where α > 0 is a parameter that can be tuned. Additionally,
the subtraction of 1 is included so that the penalty function has
a value of zero when ∥c1 − c2∥ = 2r, but it has no effect on
the optimization since it is a constant term. Fig. 5 illustrates
the evolution of the penalty function with the distance between
the two circles for some values of α.
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Fig. 5: Evolution of the penalty function with the distance between the two
circles for some values of α while considering r = 0.5 m.

C. Computational Complexity

From a computational standpoint, it is significant to analyze
the complexity of the proposed algorithm. Besides the inherent
complexity of the problem, determined by the structure of the
uncertainty map and the imposed restrictions, it is relevant to
examine the number of terms comprising the MPC objective
function, which directly influences the number of evaluations
that the optimization solver must carry out. In particular, it is
worth noting that the number of terms comprising J̃k and PH

k

is determined by the prediction horizon length. Specifically,
the number of terms in J̃k increases linearly with the horizon
length, whereas PH

k consists of N(N − 1)/2 terms, leading
to a quadratic growth with respect to the horizon length.

Besides the quadratic growth of PH
k as the horizon length

increases, a significant computational burden arises from PB
k .

At each time instant k, the number of terms comprising PB
k

increases by N , meaning that PB
k grows linearly with the

flight time assigned for the surveillance mission. One apparent
solution might involve defining a maximum backward horizon
length NB , thereby limiting PB

k to a given number of terms.
This consists in defining PB

k as

PB
k (γ̂k) =

N∑
n=1

k∑
i=k−NB+1

p(γ̂k[n],γ[i]). (17)

Nonetheless, if the backward time horizon is not long enough,
the vehicle may revisit previously explored regions. Hence, a
more effective approach to be considered in future research
consists of developing a subroutine capable of progressively
reducing the number of components in the penalty term while
preserving information about all previously covered regions.

Additionally, it is relevant to clarify that despite the notion
that the number of terms in the objective function grows at
each time step, the optimization solvers are built by allocating
the necessary resources for the entire mission duration. This
decision follows from the substantial additional overhead that
there would be in generating a solver at each time step. Hence,
the number of terms in the objective function actually remains
constant throughout the whole mission, with the terms related
to future time steps in PB

k being assigned a null weight. As a
result, despite potential fluctuations introduced by the problem,
the computational times are expected to remain approximately
constant during the surveillance mission.

D. Evaluation Metric

It is essential to establish an overall metric to evaluate the
performance of the algorithm and perform comparisons. In
this context, a reliable approach for assessing the quality of the
generated trajectories involves computing the time evolution of
the uncertainty volume covered by the vehicle. By disregarding
the uncertainty coverage between sampling times, this metric
can be approximated as

Hγ [k] =

∫
⋃k

i=0 Br(γ[i])

h(p) dp. (18)

Furthermore, since there is no closed-form expression for (18),
the metric is numerically approximated by discretizing the map
into a grid.
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IV. QUADROTOR MOTION CONTROL

This work focuses on multirotor aerial vehicles because of
their agility and hovering capabilities. Moreover, a quadrotor
is available to perform experimental tests. Consequently, this
section outlines the control architecture employed to imple-
ment the proposed algorithm on a quadrotor aerial vehicle.

We consider a dual-layer structure of motion control, as
illustrated in Fig. 6. The proposed MPC algorithm serves as the
higher-level controller (trajectory planner), which generates
high-level references for the UAV. The lower-level controller
(trajectory tracker) directly applies control inputs to the vehicle
to accurately track the references provided by the upper-level
controller. For the purpose of efficiency, the MPC algorithm
considers a simplified model of the vehicle, while the lower-
level controller accounts for the full quadrotor dynamics.

A. Full Dynamics Model
For completeness, we begin by describing the full nonlinear

dynamics of a quadrotor. The nonlinear quadrotor dynamics
are described in the body {B} and inertial {I} frames depicted
in Fig. 7 while assuming that the origin of {B} is coincident
with the quadrotor’s center of mass. Let ξ ≜ [γ z]⊤ denote the
quadrotor’s position in the inertial frame and η ≜ [ϕ θ ψ]⊤

describe the orientation of the body frame with respect to the
inertial frame, where ϕ, θ and ψ are the roll, pitch and yaw
angles. Moreover, let ω ∈ R3 denote the angular velocity of
{B} with respect to {I}, expressed in {B}. Additionally, let
R(η) ∈ SO(3) be the rotation matrix from {B} to {I} and
T(η) ∈ R3×3 a matrix that converts the angular velocity to
angle rates. Finally, let m be the mass of the vehicle, I ∈ R3×3

the inertia matrix expressed in {B}, and g the gravitational
acceleration. The quadrotor equations of motion, based on the
Newton-Euler formalism [16], are given by

mξ̈ = −mge3 +R(η)Fe3,

η̇ = T(η)ω,

Iω̇ = −ω × Iω + τ ,

(19)

where F is the net thrust and τ ∈ R3 is the vector of moments
applied to the UAV, described in {B}. Ultimately, the relation
between the rotation speeds of the rotors, ω̄i, i = 1, . . . , 4, and
the thrust and moment vector can be modeled as[

F
τ

]
= Γ


ω̄2
1

ω̄2
2

ω̄2
3

ω̄2
4

 , (20)

where Γ ∈ R4×4 is a matrix dependant on the rotors arrange-
ment relative to the quadrotor’s center of mass and on aero-
dynamic constants, which may be determined experimentally.
Additional complex aerodynamic effects are neglected.

Trajectory Tracker

MPC Algorithm
(Simplified Model)

Lower-Level Controller
(Full Dynamics)

Trajectory Planner

State Estimates

Fig. 6: Full motion control scheme of the UAV.

Fig. 7: Quadrotor reference frames.

B. Simplified Model
At the planning level, considering that the UAV flies at a

constant altitude and ignoring the fast rotational dynamics of
the vehicle, the UAV might be modeled as a two-dimensional
point-mass system with double-integrator dynamics. Thus, the
state vector is composed of the positions and velocities on
the horizontal plane, x = [γ⊤ γ̇⊤]⊤, and the control input is
the acceleration on the horizontal plane. Consequently, at the
planning level, the quadrotor dynamics take the linear form[

γ̇
γ̈

]
=

[
02×2 I2×2

02×2 02×2

] [
γ
γ̇

]
+

[
02×2

I2×2

]
u, (21)

where 02×2 denotes a matrix of zeros and I2×2 denotes the
identity matrix, both with dimension 2× 2. Such a mismatch
is not critical for obtaining good performance in real condi-
tions as long as the generated trajectories are not extremely
aggressive so that the inner-loop dynamics become visible.

C. Implementation Details
In practical terms, the proposed motion control scheme is

implemented using a PX4 Autopilot [17]. The PX4 Autopilot
provides the lower-level controller and an Extended Kalman
Filter (EKF) to process sensor measurements and provide state
estimates to the controllers. As detailed in Fig. 8, the controller
supplied by the PX4 Autopilot follows a standard cascaded
architecture with several stages. Each stage is composed of
a proportional or Proportional-Integral-Derivative (PID) con-
troller that generates references for the upcoming stage based
on references provided by the previous stage. From a general
perspective, the PX4 controller consists of two main control
loops: position and attitude. The position control loop com-
mands accelerations, which are then converted into attitude and
net thrust references. The attitude control loop receives attitude
and net thrust references and commands thrust references
for the vehicle motors. With such an architecture, the PX4
controller is able to receive different kinds of references.

Position
Control

Velocity
Control

P

Acceleration
and Yaw

to Attitude

50 Hz

PID

Angle
Control

Angle
Rate

Control

P

250 Hz

PID

1 kHz

Inertial Frame Body Frame

Pos

Yaw

Fig. 8: PX4 controller architecture (adapted from PX4 documentation).
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V. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, the efficacy of the proposed MPC algorithm
is assessed through different simulation examples obtained in a
MATLAB environment. The goal is to perform an initial analy-
sis of the proposed MPC algorithm. Therefore, the simulations
presented in this section are performed assuming that the UAV
follows ideal double-integrator dynamics with constraints on
the maximum velocity and acceleration magnitudes. At each
discrete-time instant k, the MPC algorithm involves solving
the following optimization problem

maximize
x̂k,ûk

Jk(x̂k, ûk)

subject to x̂k[0] = x[k],

x̂k[n+ 1] = Ax̂k[n] +Bûk[n], ∀n ∈ Z[0,N−1],

∥Cγ̇ x̂k[n]∥ ≤ vmax, ∀n ∈ Z[0,N ],

∥ûk[n]∥ ≤ amax, ∀n ∈ Z[0,N−1],
(22)

where the objective function Jk is obtained as described in
Section III. The matrices A and B correspond to the discrete
double-integrator dynamics (zero-order hold) and are given as

A =

[
I2×2 Ts I2×2

02×2 I2×2

]
, B =

[
T 2
s /2 I2×2

Ts I2×2

]
, (23)

where Ts stands for the sampling period. In addition, the
auxiliary matrix Cγ̇ = [02×2 I2×2] extracts the velocity from
the state, and vmax and amax denote, respectively, the maximum
velocity and acceleration that the vehicle may achieve.

The simulation results presented in this section were ob-
tained in MATLAB using the CasADi [18] optimization mod-
eling toolbox, along the IPOPT [19] solver. At each sampling
time, the solution obtained at the previous step was used to
set the initial guess for the current step by performing the
shifting warm-start method (see e.g. [20]). All computations
were executed on a single desktop computer with an Intel Core
i7-6700K @ 4.00 GHz processor and 32.00 GB of RAM.

A. Illustrative Examples

We begin by presenting some illustrative examples to show-
case the trajectories that the algorithm is able to produce for
different uncertainty maps. In such examples, the drone starts
at the position p = [1 1]⊤ [m] with no initial velocity, and the
radius of observation is assumed to be r = 1 m. The sampling
period is Ts = 0.1 s, the horizon is N = 15, and the vehicle
has a max velocity of 4 m/s and a max acceleration of 4 m/s2.

In the first example, illustrated in Fig. 9, the uncertainty
map is composed of a single radially symmetric component.
As shown in Fig. 9 (a), initially the vehicle moves towards
the maximizer of the Gaussian component. Subsequently, as
a result of the penalties applied by the algorithm, the vehicle
moves to wider regions by executing a spiral curve with the
temporal profiles depicted in Figs. 9 (c) and 9 (e), respectively.
Also, Fig. 9 (b) illustrates the sensor footprint of the UAV,
and Fig. 9 (d) shows the accumulation of the uncertainty
volume covered by the vehicle over time. In addition, we draw
attention to Fig. 9 (f), which presents the mean solver times
acquired through 100 simulations, with each iteration taking
approximately 8 ms on average.
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Fig. 9: Simple simulation with a single radially symmetric component.

In Fig. 10, we introduce another simple simulation in which
the uncertainty map consists of a single Gaussian component
but now with an elliptical shape. In such a case, the trajectory
adjusts itself to the elliptical shape of the Gaussian component,
as can be observed in Fig. 10 (a). Furthermore, as shown in
Figs. 10 (c) and 10 (d), the resulting position and uncertainty
reduction profiles are similar to those from the previous exam-
ple. There is also no noticeable change in the computational
times when compared to the first example.
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Fig. 10: Simple simulation with a single component with an elliptical shape.
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Now, we consider a more complex example in which the
uncertainty function consists of three Gaussian components,
with the corresponding results displayed in Fig. 11. As de-
picted in Fig. 11 (a), the drone analyzes each component
individually. Notably, the components with means at positions
p = [15 5]⊤ and p = [10 15]⊤ exhibit similarities to those in
the previous examples, and the observed trajectories align with
the previous patterns. However, the third component located
at p = [5 5]⊤ has a smaller variance when compared to the
observation radius of the UAV. Consequently, when the drone
analyzes this component, it simply hovers at the component’s
maximizer. Additionally, we highlight that the computational
times are slightly higher in this example, with each iteration
averaging approximately 12 ms.

Ultimately, we introduce an example where the uncertainty
map is composed of four radially symmetric Gaussian compo-
nents, with the corresponding simulation results displayed in
Fig. 12. As it can be observed in Fig. 12 (a), the component
with mean at p = [5 5]⊤ is similar to the one from the
previous example, and the vehicle exhibits a similar behavior
when analyzing this component. The remaining components
with means at p = [5 15]⊤, p = [15 15]⊤ and p = [15 5]⊤

all have similar covariance matrices but different associated
weights. By observing Figs. 12 (a) and 12 (b), one can notice
that, as the weights of the components increase, the spiral
curves become more tightly concentrated, and there is a greater
overlap of the vehicle’s observation circles. In addition, we
highlight that, in this example, the computational times are
rather higher, with each solver iteration taking approximately
16 ms on average, as shown in Fig. 12 (f).
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Fig. 11: Example where the uncertainty map comprises three components.
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Fig. 12: Example with four radially symmetric Gaussian components.

B. Effect of the Weights

Since the objective function relies on the exponent α and
the scaling coefficient λ, it is worth assessing how these pa-
rameters influence the algorithm. In this context, we consider
the conditions of the initial example, where the uncertainty
map comprises a single radially symmetric Gaussian, and we
manipulate the weights λ and α. Fig.13 displays the resulting
trajectories for distinct combinations of values of λ and α.

As λ decreases in value, less emphasis is placed on the
penalty term. Consequently, the trajectories are expected to
become more tightly concentrated, resulting in a greater over-
lap of the observation circles. This effect is noticeable in the
examples depicted in Figs.13 (a) and 13 (b), and it becomes
more pronounced when examining Fig. 14, which illustrates
the coverage profiles for the various scenarios of Fig. 13. As
shown in Fig. 14, there is a slower initial convergence in the
scenario of Fig. 13 (b) when compared to Fig. 13 (a). However,
at t = 30 s, both trajectories exhibit a similar coverage.

A similar impact can be anticipated when examining the
variation of α. As α increases, the penalization becomes more
pronounced, leading to a reduced overlap in the trajectories,
which is observable in the examples of Figs. 13 (a) and 13 (d).
Particularly, as illustrated in Fig. 14, one can notice that the
trajectory in Fig. 13 (d) initially exhibits a quicker convergence
when compared to that in Fig. 13 (a). However, at t = 30 s,
the coverage obtained by the trajectory in Fig. 13 (a) is greater
than that achieved by the trajectory of Fig. 13 (d). Ultimately,
Fig. 13 (c) illustrates a scenario where α is sufficiently high
to prevent the vehicle from executing a spiral curve.
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Fig. 13: Resulting trajectories for different combinations of λ and α.
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Fig. 14: Coverage profiles for the different combinations of λ and α.

Considering the previous discussion, it becomes clear that
there is some need for parameter tuning associated with the
proposed algorithm. Nevertheless, it should be acknowledged
that the algorithm has the potential to be extended through
the incorporation of variable weights. For instance, one could
consider assigning higher penalties in regions where the un-
certainty is higher, and lower penalties in regions where the
uncertainty is lower. Moreover, one could employ decaying
weights in the term J̃k of the objective function to prioritize
earlier prediction instants, potentially resulting in a faster
convergence. Such variations of the algorithm could be easily
incorporated, and a more exhaustive analysis could be per-
formed. However, the decision to implement these variations
is left as a user choice and may be a subject of consideration
in future research.

C. Effect of the Horizon
It is also important to evaluate how the prediction horizon

length impacts the performance of the proposed MPC algo-
rithm. In this context, we begin our analysis by considering an
uncertainty map comprising two Gaussian components, with
Fig. 15 depicting the generated trajectories for two different
prediction horizon lengths.

As illustrated in Fig. 15 (a), for a prediction horizon length
of N = 5, the vehicle’s predictive ability falls short and it is
not able to predict the second Gaussian component. In contrast,
when an extended horizon is employed, as shown in Fig.15 (b)
for N = 15, the vehicle is able to predict the second Gaussian
component, leading to a trajectory that encompasses a greater
volume of the uncertainty map. Therefore, it becomes apparent
that, for each uncertainty function, there exists an approximate
minimum horizon length that ensures the MPC algorithm is
able to generate more efficient trajectories.

However, an extended horizon does not necessarily lead to
higher-quality trajectories, as displayed in Fig. 16. Specifically,
as shown in Fig. 16 (d), it becomes evident that the trajectories
depicted in Figs. 16 (a) and 16 (b) produce similar coverage
profiles, and, in fact, the trajectory from Fig. 16 (b) ultimately
achieves a lower coverage than the trajectory in Fig. 16 (a). In
addition, the trajectory in Fig. 16 (a) also exhibits a smoother
profile than the one in Fig. 16 (b). Furthermore, it is important
to highlight that a longer prediction horizon also results in an
increased computational load, as demonstrated in Fig. 16 (c).
In the context of this simple simulation, which lasts 30 seconds
and features a single Gaussian component, for a horizon length
of N = 40, each solver iteration already takes an average of
approximately 35 ms. In contrast, for a horizon of N = 15,
the average iteration time is only about 8 ms.
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Fig. 15: Generated trajectories for two distinct prediction horizon lengths.
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Fig. 16: Results obtained for different prediction horizon lengths.
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D. Comparison with Victor Sierra Pattern
In this section, we perform a comparative analysis between

the proposed algorithm and the Victor Sierra search pattern, a
popular pattern that the US and Canadian coast guards employ
in search and rescue missions. The Victor Sierra pattern, also
known as Sector Search, is suitable for covering well-defined
circular regions centered on a certain position. It consists of
straight-line segments that form three equilateral triangular
sectors, which are evenly distributed over the circular region.
To consider the vehicle dynamics and ensure a more equitable
comparison, we employ a standard MPC, subject to identical
constraints, to guide the vehicle through the pattern by tracking
each vertex in the prescribed sequence.

In Fig. 17, we present the resulting trajectories and covered
regions obtained with the two methods for an uncertainty map
composed of a single radially symmetric Gaussian. The Victor
Sierra pattern was applied to the 95% confidence circle of the
Gaussian component, resulting in the trajectory in Fig. 17 (b),
and the proposed MPC algorithm produces the usual behavior,
as depicted in Fig. 17 (a). As shown in Figs. 17 (c), 17 (d), and
18, there is a clear advantage in using the proposed algorithm,
which is able to generate a trajectory that ultimately achieves
a higher coverage, despite an initial slightly slower response.
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Fig. 17: Trajectories and sensor footprints generated by the two methods.
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Fig. 18: Resulting coverage profiles for the two methods.
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Fig. 19: Trajectories and sensor footprints generated by the two methods.

0 10 20 30 40 50 60
Time [s]

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

U
nc

. R
ed

uc
tio

n

MPC Algorithm
Victor Sierra

Fig. 20: Resulting coverage profiles for the two methods.

Additionally, we revisit the third example outlined in Sec-
tion V-A, where the uncertainty map consists of three Gaussian
components with distinct characteristics. In this scenario, we
consider an extended version of the Victor Sierra pattern in
which the pattern is applied individually to the 95% confidence
ellipse of each component. This involves adjusting the pattern
to the structure of each component through the relation that
transforms a circle into an ellipse. Furthermore, to facilitate
the comparison, the extended Victor Sierra pattern is applied to
each component in an identical sequence to the one generated
by the MPC algorithm. As displayed in Figs. 19 and 20, the
MPC algorithm again produces a superior coverage profile
compared to the adapted Victor Sierra pattern. This primarily
occurs because, for components with smaller variances, the
Victor Sierra introduces unnecessary redundancy, resulting in
a slower response. Conversely, for components with higher
variance, the pattern leaves uncovered areas, ultimately result-
ing in a reduced coverage compared to the MPC algorithm. It
is important, however, to emphasize that arriving at a definitive
conclusion is challenging, as the outcomes are contingent on
various factors and parameters. Nonetheless, it is evident that
the MPC algorithm is highly efficient and has the potential to
surpass the Victor Sierra method.



10

VI. EXPERIMENTAL VALIDATION

In this section, the efficacy of the proposed MPC algorithm
is assessed through simulations in the high-fidelity simulator
Gazebo and by conducting actual experiments in an outdoor
setting. The software used to perform simulations and conduct
actual experiments in the quadrotor follows from the previous
work done by Oliveira [21] and Jacinto [22]. The operating
system consists of Ubuntu 20.04 along ROS melodic, and the
MPC algorithm was implemented using the C++ CasADi API.
Moreover, the Gazebo simulations were carried out using the
Iris model, available through the PX4 Autopilot plugin, while
the field trials were conducted with the M690B drone from a
joint effort between FirePuma and Capture projects [23].

Concerning the Gazebo simulations, our initial approaches
consisted in providing acceleration and, subsequently, velocity
references to the PX4 low-level controller. Despite our efforts,
these approaches posed challenges in achieving smooth and
stable trajectories consistent with those obtained in MATLAB.
Nonetheless, when commanding a complete trajectory gener-
ated offline, it yielded the anticipated outcomes, enabling the
vehicle to follow the trajectories with minimal error.

Despite the lack of significant advantages in executing the
algorithm online in this particular scenario, there is a natural
desire to enable the real-time execution of the MPC algorithm
to accommodate dynamic alterations in the future, like time-
varying utility maps or obstacle avoidance. To enable the real-
time execution of the algorithm and overcome the poor results
obtained using lower-level references, we opted for a more
conservative approach. The approach consists in commanding
a given slice of the predicted optimal waypoint sequence to the
PX4 controller. With such an approach, the penalty term of the
objective function is still updated at each sampling time, but
the optimization problem is only solved after the application
of each waypoint sequence. This method ultimately produced
results similar to those obtained by commanding a complete
trajectory generated a priori.

A. Experimental Results

In the experiments presented in this section, the drone starts
at p = [1 1]⊤ with no initial velocity and the observation
radius is assumed to be r = 0.5 m. In Gazebo, the algorithm
operates with a sampling period of Ts = 0.1 s, a horizon length
of N = 20, and the first 5 predicted optimal waypoints are sent
to the PX4 controller. Consequently, the optimization problem
is solved from 0.5 s to 0.5 s. The MPC is warm-started using
the shifting method but by shifting 5 steps. Moreover, the MPC
considers a max velocity of 2 m/s and a max acceleration of 2
m/s2 for the drone. Regarding the field tests, due to difficulties
faced when attempting to execute the algorithm onboard, the
field trials were carried out by instructing waypoints generated
a priori under identical conditions.

We begin by considering an example where the uncertainty
map is composed of a single radially symmetric component,
with the corresponding results displayed in Fig. 21. As illus-
trated in Fig. 21 (a), the drone exhibits the expected behavior
in the Gazebo simulation, executing a smooth spiral curve, as
also reflected in the position profiles shown in Fig. 21 (e). Such

behavior is obviously possible due to the appropriately tuned
parameters of the MPC, which allow the generation of smooth
trajectories that the PX4 controller can track efficiently. In
addition, as depicted in Fig. 21 (g), the computational times
are also sufficiently fast to allow for a good performance, with
each solver iteration taking approximately 18 ms on average.

Concerning the field trial, as shown in Fig. 21 (b), it can be
observed that the resulting trajectory is not as consistent as the
one from the Gazebo simulation. This discrepancy primarily
arises from the influence of wind disturbances encountered in
the outdoor experimental environment. In addition, there are
also some inaccuracies associated with the Global Positioning
System (GPS) of the drone, structural differences between the
drones used in Gazebo and in the real trials, and differences
in the tuning of the PX4 inner-loop controllers. Nevertheless,
for the designated observation radius, both trajectories show a
similar coverage by the final instant, as showb in Fig. 21 (h).

To conclude, we present an example where the uncertainty
map comprises five Gaussian components, with Fig. 22 dis-
playing the results obtained in Gazebo and in the correspond-
ing experimental test. As illustrated in Fig. 22 (a), the map
comprises four circular Gaussian components. Two of these
components have relatively small variances in comparison to
the vehicle’s observation radius, while the other two exhibit
higher variances. Additionally, there is a fifth component with
an elliptical shape, and its variance along one of its axes is
small when compared to the observation radius of the drone.
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Fig. 21: Gazebo and field trial results for a simple uncertainty map.
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Fig. 22: Results for an uncertainty map comprising five Gaussian components.

In particular, we draw attention to the vehicles’s behavior
when analyzing the fifth component, in which case the drone
follows a straight path along the major axis of the Gaussian.
In addition, we draw attention to Fig. 22 (g), which shows
that each solver iteration now takes approximately 25 ms on
average. Ultimately, we highlight that the field trial results are
comparable to the Gazebo simulation.

VII. CONCLUSION & FUTURE RESEARCH

This paper tackles the trajectory planning problem for UAV
search and coverage missions based on a utility map described
as a linear combination of Gaussian distributions. We propose
an MPC algorithm that promotes the exploration of the map
by preventing the vehicle from revisiting previously covered
regions. This is achieved by penalizing intersections between
the circular observation regions along the vehicle’s trajectory.
Due to the complexity of precisely determining the intersection
area between two circles, we introduce an exponential penalty
function. The algorithm is tested in MATLAB, Gazebo, and in
outdoor trials. The results show that the algorithm can generate
efficient trajectories for search and coverage missions.

Possible extensions involve developing a subroutine to re-
duce the number of components in the penalty term and gen-
eralizing the algorithm by using variable weights to finetune
its performance. Since we assumed a static utility map, future
research may also focus on the search and coverage problem
based on time-varying utility functions.
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