
Frontier Shepherding: A Bio-Mimetic Multi-robot Framework for
Large-Scale Exploration

John Lewis1, Meysam Basiri1, and Pedro U. Lima1

Abstract— Efficient exploration of large-scale environments
remains a critical challenge in robotics, with applications
ranging from environmental monitoring to search and rescue
operations. This article proposes a bio-mimetic multi-robot
framework, Frontier Shepherding (FroShe), for large-scale ex-
ploration. The presented bio-inspired framework heuristically
models frontier exploration similar to the shepherding behavior
of herding dogs. This is achieved by modeling frontiers as a
sheep swarm reacting to robots modeled as shepherding dogs.
The framework is robust across varying environment sizes and
obstacle densities and can be easily deployed across multiple
agents. Simulation results showcase that the proposed method
consistently performed irrespective of the simulated environ-
ment’s varying sizes and obstacle densities. With the increase
in the number of agents, the proposed method outperforms
other state-of-the-art exploration methods, with an average
improvement of 20% with the next-best approach(for 3 UAVs).
The proposed technique was implemented and tested in a single
and dual drone scenario in a real-world forest-like environment.

I. INTRODUCTION

Robotic applications involving exploration or surveillance
of a large-scale area can be taxing for a single robot.
Delegation of such tasks across multiple robots improves
overall efficiency. However, multi-robot solutions often re-
quire prior planning, training, or optimization techniques
to improve coordination, minimize overlapped exploration,
and overcome communication constraints. Such planning
might be complex in scenarios such as search and rescue,
disaster response, and large-scale exploration of unknown,
unstructured areas. Quick and robust deployment of multiple
robots for such scenarios while ensuring complete coverage
is thus vital.

A. Related Work

Fast and robust autonomous exploration is an essential
aspect of outdoor robotics, crucially to achieve complete
autonomy in scenarios such as search and rescue [1], disaster
response [2], and mapping of large-scale unknown areas
[3]. A conventional autonomous exploration task is carried
out by defining frontiers [4] as the boundary between the
known/mapped and unknown/unmapped areas. Exploration
is achieved by pushing this boundary or mathematically by
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minimizing the perimeter or length of the frontier. How-
ever, this straightforward solution renders inadequate and
increasingly complex in the presence of obstacles, energy
and time constraints, and completeness of the exploration.
Thus, prioritizing viewpoints from the knowledge of frontier,
the path planned and the perception sensor can optimize the
flight time required for exploration [3–5], where viewpoints
are the points at which the frontier can be altered.

Frontier exploration strategies include greedy exploration
[6], proximal exploration [7] or exploration based on prior
training [8]. Proximal exploration strategies require condi-
tional supervision to prevent the robot from being stuck
in local minima. In contrast, greedy exploration strategies
can often lead to sub-par time management, especially in
highly cluttered environments. Deep learning or reinforce-
ment learning strategies require prior training and substantial
data, resulting in slow deployment. Furthermore, reliance on
training on extensive data may not capture the complexities
of unforeseen environments. Fast deployment is crucial in
disaster response and search and rescue scenarios. Markov
decision process (MDP) based exploration strategies [9–11]
often guarantee safety but can be computationally intensive.

Increasing the speed of exploration robots may offer
benefits in terms of time efficiency but introduces several
challenges. These include increased collision risks, limita-
tions in perception and sensing, control and stability issues,
and the need for faster data processing and communication.
An alternative solution would be segregating the overall ex-
ploration task across multiple robots. Over the years, multi-
agent exploration solutions have improved from a general
strategy [12, 13] to tackle specific exploration tasks such as
forests [3], caves [14] and indoors [15]. Bartolomei et al.
[3] enhances exploration by utilizing a dual mode, namely
explorer and collector. In explorer, the agents push the
frontiers, and in collector, the ”trails” or leftover unknown
pockets are explored. The dual mode enables a variable
velocity, with a higher velocity in collector mode to capture
the ”trails” faster, thereby guaranteeing speed and safety.

An uncoordinated multi-agent system can often lead to
multiple sweeps of the same area to achieve complete
coverage. Thus, communication and coordination are vital
to extract the full effectiveness of a multi-robot system.
This requirement increases complexity with the increase in
number of robots. In a communication-constrained scenario,
Yuman Gao et al. [16] proposed a framework where the
agents initially coordinate a meeting point to share the
map. The agents then explore an area and reconvene at the
predetermined meeting point to merge maps and determine
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the meeting points and areas to explore. In bandwidth-
constrained instances, sparse information can be transmitted
over a long-range communication protocol, and complete
information transfer can be instigated utilizing a short-
range communication protocol. In such scenarios, the method
proposed by Lewis et al. [17] enables sharing minimal point-
cloud, and GNSS coordinates over long-range communica-
tion, while short-range communication is used for sharing
a complete map. This minimal information can assist in
exploration as the robots are clued in on the possible explored
areas. A coordinated exploration utilizing a decentralized
approach by relying on point-to-point communication [18]
ensures that the agents are spread out, thereby minimizing
the overlap with previously explored areas of other agents.

Naturally occurring behaviors such as sheep herding [19],
ant foraging [20], and fish swarming [21] can be heuristically
modeled to incorporate swarm-like behavior. These minimal
heuristic inter-agent relations lead to emergent behaviors and
can be used for rapid deployment and control of robotic
swarms [22]. Additional swarm control can be attained by
integrating heuristics into the agent behavior, which acts
as a reaction to an external agent. The added change in
swarm dynamics can be predatory [19, 23] or leader-like
[24, 25], depending on the nature of the task at hand. The
ability to control a large swarm of robots by manipulating
a few robots is a favorable option as it minimizes the
control, communication, and coordination requirements. In
the context of exploration, prior works [25–27] have explored
or can be extended to include exploration tasks utilizing
swarms.

B. Contributions

In this article, we present Frontier Shepherding (FroShe),
a novel bio-mimetic multi-robot framework for large-scale
exploration. The proposed exploration framework, (i) utilizes
heuristic bio-mimetism to explore frontiers; (ii) achieves
frontier prioritization using virtual bio-mimetic agents and
behavior; (iii) provides robust performances across varying
environments and coverage areas. The proposed modular,
online, and decentralized strategy enables robust and scalable
exploration suitable for quickly deploying computationally
constrained robot(s) for mapping unknown and hazardous
terrains.

The article’s outline is as follows: Section II details
the proposed multi-agent exploration framework. The ex-
periments and results are presented in Section III. Finally,
Section IV concludes the findings and pitches possible im-
provements to the proposed method.

II. METHODOLOGY

A team of nr robots, R = [R1 . . . , Rnr
], is tasked to

explore and map an unknown environment of area, A. The
robots are equipped with a perception sensor(eg., Ouster,
Depth sensors), with a perception range of L, to generate a
terrain representation. The proposed methodology is broadly
grouped into three stages, as shown in Fig. 1.

Predator
Processor

SLAM Map Merger Frontier Detector Frontier  
Processor

Exploration Rate 
Monitor

Is Swarm 
Compact?

Generate 
Collecting Pose

yes
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Path Planner
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Fig. 1: The FroShe framework

A. Frontier Processor

Each Ri ∈ R, with pose R̄i, runs a continuous onboard
mapping algorithm [28–30] to generate and update its own
map [31], mi. In the absence of a global communication
topology, a communication-constrained map merging algo-
rithm [16, 17] is utilized to merge mi with mj (∀j ∈
[1, nr], i ̸= j). The merged map, M, is equivalent to the
global view the whole team perceives. The set of nf map
frontiers, F = [f1, f2, ..., fnf

], in M is calculated [32, 33].
F and M are continuously updated, at a rate of rf Hz,
throughout the exploration process. The modular framework
of the frontier processor stage provides flexibility in choosing
a specific method for the various building blocks depending
on the communication constraints, robot parameters, and
levels of cooperation required. Given the computationally
intensive modules of SLAM, communication delays, map
merging, and frontier detection, the output of the frontier
processor is expected to be slow.

B. Swarm Processor

The Swarm Processor module heuristically models F as a
virtual sheep swarm at a rate of rs(>> rf ) Hz. In [19], the
behavior of the sheep swarm is heuristically emergent from
5 forces, as represented in Table I. Out of these 5 forces,
inertial, erroneous, and inter-agent repulsion forces consis-
tently act upon each sheep, while clustering and predatory-
response forces are triggered when a sheep is within the
sphere of influence of a predator. Adapting to this emergent
behavior of a sheep swarm, the shepherding dog’s behavior
is heuristically modeled [19] to control the sheep swarm.
The various forces involved in the heuristic model [19] for
a swarm of n sheep, S = [S1 . . . , Sn], in the presence of m
shepherding dogs P = [P1 . . . , Pm] is summarized in Table
I. The heuristic predator model either collects or herds the
sheep swarm depending upon the compactness of the swarm.
h, ρa, c, and ρs are constants that determine the strength
of each force that acts upon sheep Si, with pose S̄i and
shepherds’ pose P̄j . e is a small random erroneous number
emulating noise in the swarm.



Force on Sheep, Si [19] on virtual sheep, vi
Inertial Force h ˙̄Si(t) 0
Inter-Agent

Repulsive Force ρa
(S̄i−S̄j)

||S̄i−S̄j ||
fres

Erroneous Force e e

Clustering Force c
n

∑n
j=1, ̸=i S̄j

−cf
n

∑nv
j=1,̸=i vj

Predatory Force
∑m

j=1
ρs

||P̄j−S̄i||
∑nr

j=1

ρf
||R̄j−vi||

Predator
detection range rp L

TABLE I: Modelling frontiers analogous to sheep swarm.
The cumulative sum of the forces determines the behavior
of the Si and vi.

A primary contribution of FroShe is modeling the frontiers
of a map as sheep swarm and the exploration agents as
shepherding dogs. The task of herding S sheep with P
shepherding dogs in [19], is mimicked as a task of exploring
frontier F with team R. This helps the robot estimate the
frontier behavior when the output of the frontier processor
is delayed. To successfully emulate shepherding dogs, the
robots must perceive the frontiers as sheep swarm.

1) Virtual Sheep Allocator: The virtual sheep allocator
converts the set of frontiers, F , to a set of nv(< nf )
virtual sheep, V(= [(v1, w1), (v2, w2), ..., (vnv

, wnv
)]) with

enumerated (pose,weight) tuples. In this module, Ri initial-
izes a virtual sheep of unit weight for each detected frontier,
fk ∈ F . The swarm processor module uses a resolution, fres,
to discretize continuous frontiers and reduce the initialized
virtual sheep count. The virtual sheep falling within fres of
each other will be merged in terms of weight and moved
to the center of mass of the sheep involved. This approach
ensures that multiple frontiers within close proximity are
weighed according to the exposed unexplored area of the
combined frontiers. This also relates to inter-agent repulsive
force [19], as no two virtual sheep can be closer than fres. A
simple 2D representation of the resultant map frontiers for a
single robot and the allocated virtual sheep is shown in Fig.
2a and Fig. 2b, respectively.

Frontiers

Field of view

Obstruction

(a) Frontier Processor

Sheep 
Cluster-1
Sheep 
Cluster-2

(b) Swarm Processor

Fig. 2: Virtual sheep are represented by blobs, with the radius
depicting the weight of each virtual sheep. The larger blob
sizes at the corners portray multiple virtual sheep merging
into one heavier virtual sheep.

2) Swarm Estimator: The swarm estimator estimates the
behavior of V as Ri moves through the terrain and generates
the estimated swarm, V̂ . This is done by modeling the forces
of a sheep swarm with respect to the behavior of a frontier.
The analogous forces are presented in Table I and explained
below.

Unlike sheep, the frontiers do not have an inertial compo-
nent, wherein the frontiers move in the previously traveled di-
rection. Thus, we are equating the analogous frontier inertial
force to 0. Erroneous force mimics the minor perturbations in
the sheep swarm and is directly translated into our modeling.

The sphere of influence of Ri is the range, L, of the
perception sensor. When a virtual sheep is within the sensory
range, it activates the clustering and predatory response of
the virtual sheep. The predatory response force is similar to
[19]. The expected response of the sheep and frontiers, when
in range of a predator/robot is to repel away. Along similar
lines, we model the frontiers to disperse in the presence of
a robot, thus the clustering force has a negative element to
its shepherding counterpart.

This approach to modeling frontiers, F , with a sheep
swarm, V , allows the subsequent shepherding module to
heuristically estimate the next possible frontier by predicting
the behavior of virtual sheep. When a new update of F is
acquired from the frontier processor, V is updated and V̂ is
reset to V . The output of the swarm estimator, and eventually
the swarm processor, is at a rate of rs >> rf Hz. The
increased rate allows the swarm processor to act as a buffer
between the frontier and the predator processor modules.
This ensures plausible delays from the frontier processor do
not negatively impact the subsequent path planning.

3) Swarm Batching: V̂ can be discontinuous due to occlu-
sions(Fig. 2b) and the dispersive nature of the swarm estima-
tor(Fig. 3b and Fig. 4b). In such scenarios, considering the
whole swarm as a single entity can lead to preventable inter-
robot collision, chasing similar frontiers, and repeated path
planning. In the swarm batching module, V̂ is segregated into
nb batches using a clustering algorithm [34]. Each cluster is
described as a tuple (vb,wb), where vb is the center of mass
of a cluster of V̂ , and wb is the corresponding cumulative
weight of the cluster. The set of virtual sheep swarm cluster
descriptors, Vb = [(vb1, wb1), (vb2, wb2), ..., (vbnb

, wbnb
)], is

polled amongst R.
Each tuple in Vb uniquely maps to a cluster of sheep

in V̂ or V̂(Vb(k)) represents a unique sheep cluster, ∀k ∈
[1, nb]. Exploring the batch of virtual sheep with the maxi-
mum cumulative weight is ideal for maximum exploration
gain. We incorporate a distance penalty to ensure each
agent prefers a closer swarm batch to prevent unwarranted
switching between batches and multiple robots chasing the
same frontiers. An allocated batch is removed from the poll
and updated across the team, thus enforcing a one-to-one
swarm batch to robot mapping. Each robot within proximity
calculates the distance to each vb and the corresponding
weight. Normalization with respect to the maximum of both
distance, dmax and weight, wmax is carried out to bound the
values. Each robot, Ri chooses the cluster, V̂s = V̂(Vb(Bi)),



where Bi maximizes Eq. (1). The distance coefficient λd

and the weight coefficient λm are tunable parameters that
can be tuned according to the robotic team involved. For
UAVs, a lower λd promises a reduced impact on distance
in the maximization problem. For UGVs, traversing longer
distances can be more taxing and thus increasing λd will
favour nearby heavier batches.

Bi
∀i∈[1,nr]

= arg max
(vb,wb)∈Vb

(
λm

mb

wmax
− λd

∥R̄i − vb∥2
dmax

)
(1)

C. Predator Processor
Ri’s swarm processor module (Sec.II-B) provides the

selected subset of virtual sheep swarm, V̂s, that is to be
herded. A heuristic predator has two modes of operation:
collecting and herding depending on the compactness of the
sheep swarm. V̂s is deemed to be compact if all the sheep in
V̂s is within a distance threshold, dt from the center of mass
of V̂s, Cm. A global perception parameter, pp, determines
how closely Ri will approach to influence V̂s. As the robot
moves through the terrain, the estimates V̂ and V̂s change in
congruence with the forces of Table I.

1) Collecting: When the swarm is not compact, a predator
attempts to push the outlier sheep towards the center of mass,
to keep the swarm compact. Analogously, a collecting pose
Pc, formulated in Eq. (2), is generated close to the furthest
sheep, vf , in V̂s. A trajectory is planned to Pc (Fig. 3a) and
from Pc to Cm(Fig. 3b).

Pc = vf + pp ∗ L ∗ Cm − vf
||Cm − vf ||

(2)

Active Path

(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 3: Collecting mode. (a) Planned trajectory to Pc (b)
Planned trajectory from Pc to Cm (c) Final F in M after
collecting.

2) Herding: When the swarm is compact, the heuristic
predator attempts to push the swarm to the desired destina-
tion. Since an exploration task is devoid of a destination, a
driving pose Pd, as formulated in Eq. (3), is generated with
respect to Cm of the current frontier batch and the center of
mass of adjacent heaviest swarm batch, Ch. Inherently, the
predator attempts to merge the two batches with the largest
possible exploratory gain. Pd is formulated in Eq. (3), and
a trajectory is planned to Pd (Fig. 4a) and from Pd to Ch

(Fig. 4b).

Pd = Cm − pp ∗ L ∗ Cm − Ch

||Cm − Ch||
(3)

Active Path

(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 4: Herding mode (a) Planned trajectory to Pd (b)
Planned trajectory from Pd to Ch (c) Final F in M after
herding.

Fig. 3b and Fig. 4b depicts the missing map update from
the frontier processor. The figures also portray the effect of
the swarm estimator in the absence of a map update.

3) Exploration Rate Monitor: In [19], a function of num-
ber of sheep, is used to determine the distance threshold, dt.
dt defines the compactness of the sheep swarm. The swarm
is compact if all agents are within dt from the swarm’s center
of mass. Thus, a smaller dt implies collecting would be the
favorable strategy. Analogously, the reliance of dt on frontier
sizes can lead to degraded robustness to environments of
varying features.

To ensure robustness, we monitor the the rate of change
of percentage of explored area, ∆E, as a time series.
The trend of ∆E is determined using a moving average
model, MA(n), with n depicting the rolling window size,
represented in Eq. (4). MA(n) model is an efficient tool
to determine the overall trend of a time series used in
scenarios varying from weather forecasting [35] to stock
market prediction [36].

MA(n) =
1

n

n−1∑
i=0

∆Et−i (4)
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Fig. 5: Black and yellow dots represent the time instant
from which dt is changed and retained respectively.

For a given area, ∆E is always a positive change, i.e the
moving averages are never negative. A slow moving average
(SMA), when n is large(∼ 200), depicts the overall trend of
∆E. A fast moving average (FMA), when n is small(∼ 50)
tracks the recent changes in the time series. A cause for
concern occurs when FMA falls below SMA, implying that
the recent exploration strategies have not resulted in meeting
the long-term expected ∆E. We utilize this as flag to change
the predator’s strategy preferences, by tuning dt. If the
dominant strategy in the FMA time window is collecting, we
increase dt otherwise dt is reduced to promote collecting. In



other words, dt is changed, to prefer the strategy alternate
to the current dominant one. When SMA falls below FMA,
the recent strategies have been outperforming the expected
∆E, within the time window. This is used as a flag to use
the current dt, till FMA falls below SMA. Fig. 5, depicts
a single-agent exploration scenario in a 6400m2 forest-like
environment and various time instances at which the change
in dt is triggered. The auto-regressive moving average model
tracks ∆E to tune dt to ensure ∆E consistently meets the
overall long-term expectation.

III. RESULTS

Section III-A provides an in-depth simulation analysis,
carried out to compare the FroShe with SOTA multi-agent
exploration strategies. Details of an implementation of the
proposed algorithm in a real-world a forest-like scenario is
showcased in Section III-B.

A. Simulation Results

1) Setup: Simulations are carried out in the MRS UAV
system [37] on ROS Noetic, which provides an end-to-
end multi-UAV framework complete with path planning
enabled with collision avoidance and realistic-sensor inte-
gration along with various 3-D mapping algorithms [31, 38].
Additionally, [37] replicates realistic simulations that can
be transferred to real-world implementation in a multi-UAV
system.

The exploration methods are tested on 2 environments
of varying degrees of obstacle clutter as shown in Fig. 6.
We define 1600m2, 3600m2, and 6400m2 square patches
for exploration in each environment to analyze the effect
of varying areas of interest. The experiment is considered a
failure if exploration is not completed within a predefined
duration of 3600s. Results are analyzed across 25 runs with
the drones spawned within 5m of each other, in one corner
of the area of interest.

For the simulation setup, we simulate the agents as f550
UAVs enabled with an Ouster (OS1-128) LIDAR, with laser
range limited to 10m. The maximum horizontal speed, max-
imum vertical speed, maximum acceleration and maximum
jerk is limited to (4m/s, 2m/s, 2m/s2, 40m/s3) for grass plane
and (1m/s, 1m/s, 1m/s2, 20m/s3) for forest, to ensure safety.
The maximum allowed flight height is limited to 4m and the
minimum is bounded at 1m. We utilize octomapping [31] to
generate the 3-D map of the environment. The resultant local
occupancy grid is globally shared across other UAVs.

The proposed algorithm is compared against FAME [3]
and Burgard et al. [13] exploration algorithms. FAME pro-
vides a dual-mode approach to exploration incorporating
a traveling salesman-based optimization. The algorithm,
FAME1, originally developed for a depth camera with a
limited field of view, has been incorporated to include
a 360◦ LIDAR. Burgard et al. approach explores with a
utility-value function updated along the path to the target
poses. The generated target poses are shared to MRS UAV

1https://github.com/VIS4ROB-lab/fast multi robot exploration

(a) (b)

Fig. 6: Simulation Environments. (a) Grass plane: This envi-
ronment is devoid of obstacles, allowing for straightforward
path planning without obstacle avoidance. (b) Forest: This
cluttered environment has an average tree density of 0.05
trees/m², providing a more challenging scenario for testing
exploration strategies.

framework[37], to generate the trajectory after incorporat-
ing collision avoidance. No communication constraints are
imposed on the agents.

2) Analysis: Fig. 7 shows the time box plots for a varying
number of agents (1to3). Each subplot depicts a different
combination of environment and area, with each bar plot
representing FroShe, Burgard et al., Greedy exploration and
FAME. FAME’s notable inconsistent performance deteriora-
tion with respect to what is reported in [3] could be attributed
to the switch to the 360◦ LiDAR and switch to Gazebo
simulator with Software-In-The-Loop (SITL) simulation, ac-
curate sensor and actuator models, as well as realistic physics
simulator and sensor noises. A much-needed ablation study
of [3] with respect to FroShe is needed but is beyond the
current article’s scope.

As expected and denoted in Fig. 7 and Fig. 8, there is
a consistent improvement in total exploration time with the
number of agents. However, the decrease in variance with the
number of agents is more evident in FroShe, demonstrating
that the proposed algorithm consistently covers the area
within a given time. This consistency across all areas and
environments demonstrates the robustness of the proposed
algorithm compared to others.

Fig. 7 shows that, for a single agent scenario, both Burgard
et al. and greedy strategies outperform frontier shepherding.
The continuous switching between herding and collecting
in a single agent scenario makes the proposed algorithm
more time-consuming as more distance is to be covered
for reduced exploration gain. However, as the number of
agents increases, initial delegation of segregated frontier
clusters (Sec II-A) via swarm allocation (Sec II-B.3) im-
proves the efficiency of frontier shepherding. This reduces
the expected distance travelled while switching between
shepherding modes, thereby improving time taken. With 3
agents, we can see a average improvement of 25% in time-
taken, with respect to the other approaches for all areas
across all environments. It is also essential to point out
that FAME performs best in 1600m2 forest, which could be
attributed to the fact that the initial algorithm was tuned to
suit a 2500m2 forest. To check the robustness and flexibility
of each algorithm with minimal intervention, no parameters
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Fig. 7: Time-taken analysis for varying number of agents and varying area-environments for different exploration strategies.
The numbers within the bars depict the percentage change with respect to the time taken by FroShe, with an increase or
decrease in performance colored accordingly. Due to varying time taken across each subplot, it is to be noted that the time
axis (in seconds) is not shared across the subplots.

were changed throughout the simulation analysis.
FroShe shows an evident improvement in the time taken,

with respect to the other strategies, with the increase in the
coverage area, with a minimum of 12% in forest and 48% in
grass plane for a 3 agent scenario. The fast decline of overall
exploration time with the increase in the number of UAVs is
portrayed in Fig. 8. FAME was developed to explore forests
and capture ”trails” quickly. Thus, it was not expected to
perform exceptionally in a no-obstacle course. The improve-
ment is compared against FAME, both promising a consistent
decline in flight time required to cover the area. The reduced
variance in Fig. 8 showcases the robustness of FroShe.
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B. Real World Experiments

The real-world experiments were carried out with the help
of AeroSTREAM Open Remote Laboratory2. We leveraged

2https://fly4future.com/aerostream-open-remote-laboratory/

(a) (b)

Fig. 9: Real World Experiments with 2 X500 drones. The
drones were separated by 10m.

the seamless integration of the MRS UAV framework [37]
onto a real-world scenario in a forest-like environment, pic-
tured in Fig. 9b. The experiments involved two X500 drones,
shown in Fig. 9a, each equipped with an Ouster OS1 LiDAR.
The experiments were conducted in a forest-like environment
to generate a scenario that demands obstacle avoidance.
Single UAV and dual UAV exploration experiments were
conducted, with the UAV(s) tasked to explore a 400m2

and 600m2 area, with the lidar range clipped at 10m. The
exploration trend for both experiments is showcased in Fig.
10.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this work, we propose Frontier Shepherding (FroShe),
a bio-mimetic multi-robot framework for large scale explo-
ration. The proposed framework models frontiers as virtual
sheep that is spread across the map. The multi-robot frame-
work is then tasked to coordinate and collect and herd the
virtual sheep, consequently exploring the environment. The
heuristic approach to exploration ensures a fast deployment
of robots and can be scaled to incorporate with minimal
complexity. FroShe framework is tested in a forest and grass
plane in simulations and a real-world execution is carried
out in a forest patch. Results showcase a robust algorithm
that is invariant to size or occlusion of the environment.
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Fig. 10: Exploration rates over different numbers of UAVs
exploring a real-world forest-like environment with FroShe.
It is to be noted that for a 2 UAV scenario, the area of interest
is 600m2 and 400m2 for 1 UAV scenario.

Furthermore, with the increase in the number of agents,
FroShe is shown to outperform other SOTA exploration
methods.

For future work, we aim to implement a heterogeneous
team of robots that can utilize FroShe depending on each
agent’s features. Similar to [3], a dual velocity approach
to FroShe might improve its performance, specifically in a
heterogeneous team. The current method employs an ego-
centric exploration rate monitor that can be improved to
incorporate the entire map, rather than the individual map.
Such an approach can enable individual switching between
herding and collecting based on collective performance and
can improve collaboration.
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