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Abstract— Multi-robot planning and coordination in uncer-
tain environments is a fundamental computational challenge,
since the belief space increases exponentially with the number
of robots. In this paper, we address the problem of planning
in uncertain environments with a heterogeneous robot team of
fast scout vehicles for information gathering and more risk-
averse carrier robots from which the scouts vehicles are de-
ployed. To overcome the computational challenges, we represent
the environment and operational scenario using a topological
graph, where the parameters of the edge weight distributions
vary with the state of the robot team on the graph, and we
formulate a computationally efficient mixed-integer program
which removes the dependence on the number of robots from
its decision space. Our formulation results in the capability to
generate optimal multi-robot, long-horizon plans in seconds that
could otherwise be computationally intractable. Ultimately our
approach enables real-time re-planning, since the computation
time is significantly faster than the time to execute one step.
We evaluate our approach in a scenario where the robot
team must traverse an environment while minimizing detection
by observers in positions that are uncertain to the robot
team. We demonstrate that our approach is computationally
tractable, can improve performance in the presence of imperfect
information, and can be adjusted for different risk profiles.

I. INTRODUCTION
As multi-robot systems are deployed in real-world sce-

narios, capabilities for reasoning about environmental un-
certainty become essential. For instance, to be successful in
uncertain hazardous environments, a robot team must balance
achieving mission objectives (e.g., navigating to a goal)
with avoiding unforeseen hazards that could catastrophically
impact team performance. However, achieving unified multi-
robot planning and coordination in uncertain environments
poses a significant computational challenge, since the belief
space (i.e., the space of all possible probability distributions
over the state space) grows exponentially with the number
of robots due to accounting for robot interactions.

In this paper, we present a computationally tractable ap-
proach for planning and coordination of heterogeneous robot
teams operating in uncertain environments when the robot
team members possess different risk profiles. In particular,
we consider the case where the multi-robot team consists of
fast, risk-tolerant scout vehicles and risk-averse carrier ve-
hicles. To create a computationally tractable decision space,
we construct a dynamic topological graph structure, as seen
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Fig. 1. A dynamic topological graph, in a meadow environment from [1]
with uncertain edge weights, applied to a reconnaissance test scenario. The
routes through the graph show the paths of scout agents deployed from
carrier vehicles to explore the environment.

in Fig. 1, by discretizing the environment based on the
operational scenario and a priori terrain data. The graph also
embeds the critical relationship between environmental un-
certainty and the state of the robot team in its stochastic edge
weights. We then use this graph to formulate an optimization
problem with Mixed-Integer Programming (MIP) for gener-
ating multi-robot plans that reason about uncertainty while
satisfying spatial and temporal coordination constraints.

To evaluate our approach, we consider a scenario in which
a heterogeneous robot team must minimize detection by
observers while navigating through an environment where
observer positions are dynamic and not fully known. Our
numerical results demonstrate that our approach is com-
putationally tractable for medium-sized robot teams (∼ 10
agents) operating in large-scale environments and can enable
adaptive re-planning as new information is received. We also
detail the advantages of our approach through an ablation
study that shows the value of reasoning about uncertainty,
leveraging information-gathering scout robots, and including
certainty decay. Unlike our prior approach in [2], the method
presented in this paper can reason about environmental
uncertainty, utilize heterogeneous risk profiles, and leverage
rapid re-planning to adapt to new information. Our contribu-
tions are as follows:

• A novel dynamic topological graph formulation for
embedding environmental uncertainty.

• A compact mixed-integer optimization problem capable
of encoding graph edge uncertainty and heterogeneous
teaming constraints.

• A computationally efficient approach for graph-planning
that can enable online adaptation to new information
and accommodate different risk profiles of the team.

II. RELATED WORK
Multi-robot planning and coordination in uncertain envi-

ronments is often posed as a multi-agent Partially Observable

ar
X

iv
:2

31
0.

08
39

6v
4 

 [
cs

.R
O

] 
 1

7 
Ja

n 
20

25



Markov Decision Process (POMDP) [3]. However, even for
single robot planning problems, generating an optimal solu-
tion for a POMDP is computationally intractable [4]. These
computational challenges are further exacerbated for multi-
robot systems, since the belief space increases exponentially
with the number of robots [5]. To overcome computational
limitations, researchers have employed a number of approx-
imations and abstractions to generate sub-optimal solutions.
In some cases, researchers have maintained continuous state
and action representations and have relied on generating local
policies in belief-space to enable multi-robot planning in un-
known environments [6]. In most cases, however, researchers
have relied on a discretization of the state and action space
to facilitate computational tractability. For instance, many
approaches decompose an overall robot team objective (e.g.,
exploration) into discrete sub-tasks. Task assignment and
planning are often decoupled, where individual robots ex-
ecute local policies while auction-based methods allocate
tasks [7], [8]. In [5], the authors use auctions to allocate
POMDP policies for individual robots. Other researchers
discretize the action space via macro-actions [9].

Graphs have served as an effective means of discretizing
state and action spaces to enable planning for single and
multi-robot scenarios, including multi-agent path finding [10]
and more complex coordination tasks [2], [11]. Oftentimes,
nodes represent robot states while edges represent possible
transitions between those states. Characteristics such as spa-
tial or temporal relationships between tasks or robots can
be embedded into the graph through properties like node
connectivity and edge weights. Graphs have also proven
to be useful for planning in uncertain environments, with
researchers modeling uncertain edge weights as binary [12]
or continuous random variables [13], [14], whose distribution
could be dependent on decisions made at a prior node [15].

To generate plans on these graphs, researchers have ex-
plored search-based, learning-based, and optimization-based
approaches. Most search-based approaches have been de-
veloped for single robots (e.g., [16]), while some conflict-
based search approaches have been developed for multi-
robot systems to address task completion uncertainty or
stochastic travel times [17], [18]. To overcome challenges
associated with problem scale, machine learning methods
have been applied. In [19], [20], researchers learn policy
graphs to coordinate macro actions to solve a decentralized
POMDP. In [21], a graph structure is used with approximate
policy iteration for a multi-robot repair problem. Recently,
Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) have been investigated
toward multi-robot coordination in uncertain environments
[22], [23]. Advances in optimization, specifically MIP, have
also enabled single robot [24] and multi-robot [25], [26]
planning in unknown environments using a graph structure,
but all report computational challenges.

Although most of the research on the planning and coor-
dination of multi-robot teams under uncertainty has explored
homogeneous teams, researchers have also explored planning
for heterogeneous teams using both MIP techniques [27]–
[30] and learning-based approaches [31], [32]. One advan-
tage of heterogeneous robot teams is their ability to more

effectively distribute risk across the team [33].
In this paper, we present an approach that uses a graph

structure and MIP to enable risk-aware planning for hetero-
geneous multi-robot teams under environmental uncertainty.
Contrary to the multi-robot routing problem, we assume
that multiple agents can simultaneously traverse an edge.
Similar to [16], we model our edge costs as random variables
whose values can be uncovered via exploration. We employ a
heterogeneous robot team, where each robot class possesses
a different risk profile that dictates the class’s tolerance for
being detected. Our carrier robots are more risk-adverse,
since they are responsible for the underlying goal of the sce-
nario (with the aid of scout robots) and thus their detection
would be more significant. To solve for a multi-robot plan,
we use a compact MIP formulation. In our prior research
[2], we used a similar approach to generate multi-robot
plans for a homogeneous multi-robot team on a topological
graph with deterministic edge costs. Here, we present an
approach to address the challenges posed by coordinating a
heterogeneous team in uncertain environments.

III. PROBLEM STATEMENT

We consider the problem of planning and coordination
for a heterogeneous robot team by generating a graph G =
(V,E,we), with nodes v ∈ V and edges e ∈ E, based on
the critical features of the planning problem. The edge cost
we : E × X × T → R>0 is a bounded random variable
that depends on the underlying environmental uncertainty
ue ∈ [u⌞e, u

⌜
e], the discrete robot team state on the graph

x ∈ X , and time t ∈ R>0. We consider nCL robot classes
and nE total edges such that X = X1 ×X2 × · · · ×XnCL ,
where Xi = {[pie1 , p

i
e2 , . . . , p

i
enE

] ∈ ZnE
>0} and piej is the

number of robots of class i on edge ej . We assume a level
of abstraction where multiple robots may simultaneously
traverse an edge. We also allow robots to uncover the true
edge cost by inspecting an edge. Following an inspection, we
assume that the edge cost uncertainty returns to its original
value after a finite time.

We furthermore let each robot class i be constrained to
graph Gi = (V i, Ei, wi

e), where V i ⊆ V , Ei ⊆ E, and
wi

e(e
i, x, ti) = ζiwe(e

i, x, ti) for ei ∈ Ei, x ∈ X , and ti ∈
[1, niτ ]. We can now capture heterogeneous mobility, cost,
speed, and sensing characteristics by defining for each robot
class a graph Gi, an edge cost scale factor ζi, and traversal
time factor niτ . We also permit a set of costs and constraints
that govern inter-class interactions.

A. Reconnaissance Test Scenario

In this paper, we consider a particular reconnaissance test
scenario where a heterogeneous team of robots must traverse
an environment while minimizing detection by observers
whose exact positions are unknown. We assume that our
graph G can be generated using a visibility metric computed
from a distribution over observer locations, similar to [34],
where nodes are assigned to low visibility regions and edge
costs embed probability of detection. Thus, the distribution
over observer locations gives rise to uncertain edge weights.



In this scenario, we assume that the observer position
can change incrementally over time, such that the true edge
costs uncovered from inspecting an edge have the highest
certainty in the first time step following an inspection and
become less certain as time progresses. Instead of modeling
observer dynamics explicitly, we attempt to capture observer
behavior implicitly through the temporal growth of edge cost
uncertainty after an inspection.

We restrict our robot team to two classes: carrier robots
and scout robots. Scout robots move more quickly than car-
rier robots, incur less cost, and possess sensors for inspecting
edges to reduce uncertainty bounds to zero. Carrier robots
can carry at most one scout robot. Scouts can deploy when
the carrier robots are at nodes and return within one carrier
robot time increment to any empty carrier robot. When a
scout vehicle is deployed from a carrier robot, it incurs a
specified deployment cost. In this paper, the edge cost scale
factor for carrier robots and scouts are 1 and ζ, respectively,
and the traversal time factors are 1 and nτ , respectively. We
also assume that all robots operate on graphs with identical
sets of vertices and edges, i.e., Ei = E, V i = V, ∀i.

Given the constraints of this robot team, our overall
objective is to minimize the total cost incurred by the team
when the edge costs are uncertain. To do so, we define a
cost that adequately captures the underlying uncertainty. We
model our uncertain edge costs using bounded uncertainty;
thus, we can use the Hurwicz Criterion [13], [35] as part of
our objective function. The Hurwicz Criterion was developed
for decision making under interval uncertainty to balance
pessimism and optimism by considering both the best and
worst possible outcomes [36]. We define a “coefficient of
optimism,” β ∈ [0, 1], that is set based on the tolerance of the
outcome. Then for a condition c we want to minimize, which
is bounded such that c⌞ ≤ c ≤ c⌜, the Hurwicz Criterion
leads to the minimization of a cost of the following form.

βc⌞ + (1− β)c⌜ (1)

For β = 1, this criterion expresses complete optimism and
for β = 0, this criterion expresses complete pessimism.

IV. MIXED INTEGER PROGRAMMING APPROACH

Rather than pursuing a search-based or learning-based so-
lution to the multi-robot planning and coordination problem,
we adopt an optimization-based approach where the costs
and constraints can be directly encoded. Since our problem
is characterized by both discrete and continuous decision
variables, we formulate the uncertainty-aware multi-robot
planning problem using MIP. We introduce the parameters
used in our formulation in Table I. A scenario is defined
by the categories “Problem Size,” “Scenario Variables,” and
“Problem Parameters” based on the environment of interest.
These categories encompass the parameters relating to the
graph connectivity, start and goal locations of the robots,
and planning horizons. The “Cost of Traversing” and “Un-
certainty” categories define parameters that will affect the
team’s behaviors on the graph and are based on the observer’s
expected location. In this work, we select values of these
parameters to demonstrate the behaviors of our algorithm.

TABLE I
MIP PARAMETERS

Category Var Description

Problem
Size

nA Number of carrier agents/robots
nK Number of scouts
nT Number of time steps in the time horizon
nτ Number of scout time steps
nE Number of edges, both directions
nV Number of nodes/vertices
nL Number of locations (nE + nV )
nS Number of start locations
nD Number of goal/destination locations

Scenario
Variables

E Set of edges e
V Set of nodes/vertices v
L Set of locations l consisting of edges and

vertices, E ∪ V
S Set of start locations s, S ⊆ L

D Set of goal/destination locations d, D ⊆ L

Problem
Parameters

t Time step from 1 to nT

τ Scout time step from 1 to nτ

ns Number of robots at start location s ∈ S

nd Number of robots at goal location d ∈ D

Cost of
Traversing

w̄e Expected cost to traverse edge e ∈ E

re Cost reduction on e for teaming
ζ Scout edge cost reduction
ηv Cost of scout launch from node v ∈ V

Uncertainty

u⌞e Lower bound on uncertainty of edge e ∈ E

u⌜e Upper bound on uncertainty of edge e ∈ E

ξ Scale of uncertainty for all edges versus
traversed edges

λ Time horizon for inspections to decay
β Coefficient of optimism

TABLE II
MIP DECISION VARIABLES (AT TIME t)

Variable Type LB UB Description

pl,t Int 0 nA Number of robots at location l
ϕe,t Bin 0 1 Whether robots are on edge e
ψt Bin 0 1 Whether robots have moved

ql,τ,t′ Int 0 nK Number of scouts at l at time τ
θe′,t′ Bin 0 1 Whether scouts are on e′ at time τ
fv,t′ Int 0 nK Number of scouts deployed from v

δe′,t′ Bin 0 1 Whether edge e′ was inspected
ze′,t Cont 0 1 Inspection ratio for edge e′

CUAe,t
Cont 0 ∞ Carrier cost of uncertainty for e

CUK
e′,t′

Cont 0 ∞ Scout cost of uncertainty for e′

Our total number of robots is nA+nK , carriers and scouts.
To represent the accelerated speed of the scouts, the scouts
operate with time step τ . During one time step t for the
carrier robots there are nτ scout time steps τ .

Table II presents the categories of decision variables we
employ as well as their type (integer, binary, or continuous),
bounds (lower (LB) and upper (UB)), and descriptions. The
key decision variables pl,t for carrier robots and ql,τ,t for
scout robots track the number of robots at a particular
location l at each time step t (and for scouts, scout time
step τ ). After a solution is generated to the MIP problem, an
assignment routine can be performed to construct the path



each robot takes from these variables.
For an undirected graph, we consider both directions of

each edge in E to be equivalent. In some cases, we can
consider the set of only one direction of each edge, E′,
with element e′ ∈ E′. To remove extraneous variables, scout
decision variables exclude the last time step t = nT and
potentially the first time step if their deployment is delayed.
We use t′ to distinguish cases with a truncated time horizon.
In Table II, we denote these cases with e′ and t′. For brevity,
we drop this notation in our derivation.

A. Mathematical Preliminaries

In this work, we add slack variables and constraints
to express nonlinear terms of our cost functions linearly,
ultimately yielding a Mixed-Integer Linear Program (MILP).
We strive to minimize the number of additional variables and
constraints added since these impact the overall solve time
of the MILP. To do this, we exploit the conclusions in [37],
[38] to transform a quadratic cost term into a linear cost term
with linear constraints using a slack variable.

Proposition 1: If α ∈ {0, 1} is a binary variable, b ∈ R,
and h(b) is a linear function with bounds h⌞ ≤ h(b) ≤
h⌜, then minimizing αh(b) is equivalent to min y for slack
variable y ∈ R with the following constraints.

αh⌞ ≤y ≤ αh⌜ (2)

h(b)− h⌜(1− α) ≤y ≤ h(b)− h⌞(1− α) (3)

Corollary 1: When minimizing, if all other constraints
are independent of y and the coefficient of y in the cost
function is nonnegative, then only the left side constraints
are structural, and thus necessary for optimization.

y = max{αh⌞, h(b)− h⌜(1− α)} (4)

≤ min{αh⌜, h(b)− h⌞(1− α)} (5)

Special Case 1: For a constant a ≥ 0, h(b) = 1 − b,
b ∈ [0, 1], and thus h⌞ = 0 and h⌜ = 1, the minimization of
aα(1− b) can be equivalently expressed as follows.

min y s.t. y ≥ a(α− b), y ≥ 0 (6)

Proposition 2: For b ∈ [0, b⌜], an indicator variable α ∈
{0, 1} can be expressed as follows, for any constant a ≥ 0.

α =

{
1, b > 0

0, b = 0
⇔ min aα s.t. α ≥ b

b⌜
(7)

B. Heterogeneous Team and Uncertainty Cost Functions

The main objective in our reconnaissance test scenario is
to minimize detection by observers and the time to reach
a goal location(s). We represent a vehicle’s detectability
through edge costs incurred while traversing the graph, with
associated uncertainty values to represent the stochasticity
in our prediction of the observer’s location. We compose a
cost function with four categories, which we derive in the
following sections: traversing (CWe,t ), uncertainty (CUe,t ),
launching scouts (CFv,t ), and time (CTt ). We sum these
terms across all time steps to represent the overall objective
function value C, which we aim to minimize. Each of these

terms can be scaled based on the priorities of a scenario (e.g.,
minimizing detection versus the time to reach the goal).

C =

nT∑
t=1

(
CTt+

∑
e∈E

(
CWe,t + CUe,t

)
+

∑
v∈V

CFv,t

)
(8)

1) Cost of Traversing and Uncertainty: We first consider,
for each time step t, the uncertain cost of traversing edge e,
C̃We,t

, that is equal to the weight on the edge, we, if any
carrier vehicles are on that edge plus a scaled weight ζwe for
each scout on that edge. We consider we to be a random vari-
able with an expected value of w̄e and interval uncertainty.
We add the scaling factor ζ to represent a difference in cost
for scouts versus carrier vehicles to traverse the edge (e.g.,
scouts movement may be less risky due to their increased
speed). We apply the cost we once for carrier robots since
they traverse as a team and, when traversing separately, ζwe

for each scout vehicle because they move independently. We
track whether carrier vehicles are traversing edge e with the
binary variable ϕe,t and, for each scout time step τ , how
many scouts are traversing edge e with integer variable qe,τ,t.

C̃We,t
= we

(
ϕe,t + ζ

nτ∑
τ=1

qe,τ,t

)
(9)

Let the upper bound of we be w̄e + u⌜e and the lower
bound be w̄e − u⌞e . We can then apply (1) to define ŵe =
β(w̄e − u⌞e) + (1− β)(w̄e + u⌜e).

After reorganizing terms, this results in w̄e plus an expres-
sion dependent on the uncertainty bounds, ûe = (1−β)u⌜e−
βu⌞e . By letting we ≈ ŵe, we can derive a cost based on (9)
that, if minimized, satisfies the Hurwicz Criterion.

ˆ̃CWe,t = w̄e

(
ϕe,t + ζ

nτ∑
τ=1

qe,τ,t

)
+ ûe

(
ϕe,t + ζ

nτ∑
τ=1

qe,τ,t

)
(10)

Cost of Traversing: The first term in (10) is an expression
of the expected cost of traversing. In our final cost of
traversing CWe,t

, we add a linear cost reduction re based
on the number of agents on the edge pe,t as a risk reduction
when multiple carrier vehicles traverse together, as in [2].

CWe,t = w̄eϕe,t − repe,t + ζw̄e

nτ∑
τ=1

qe,τ,t (11)

Cost of Uncertainty: The second term in (10) is the
impact of the uncertainty ue on the cost of traversing edge e
at time t. We add a term to this expression for the total un-
certainty across all edges, scaled by ξ, to encourage general
exploration by the scouts (rather than focused exploration
on edges intended to be traversed), in case new information
would reveal a superior path. Together, these terms form an
expression for the maximum cost of uncertainty as follows.

ûe

(
ξ + ϕe,t + ζ

nτ∑
τ=1

qe,τ,t

)
(12)

The role of the scouts in our formulation is to reduce
uncertainty by exploring edges ahead of the rest of the
team. To reflect this, we add a ratio ze,t for how recently



an edge has been inspected. We use this ratio to reduce
the uncertainty of explored edges (i.e., the incurred cost of
uncertainty is ûe(1−ze,t)). The ratio ze,t is 0 if the edge has
not yet been inspected and 1 when the edge was inspected
at t − 1. The value of ze,t decays over time to reflect how
recently the scouts explored an edge. Additionally, when
running with a receding horizon, the collected data can be
used to update the values of the edge weights and uncertainty.

During a carrier robot time step t, after scouts explore an
edge for the first time, the scouts no longer incur the cost
of uncertainty on additional passes of that particular edge
during time t. The scouts gathered full knowledge of that
edge for time t in their first pass. To enforce this paradigm,
we replace

∑nτ

τ=1 qe,τ,t in (12) with decision variable θe,t,
which tracks whether scouts use an edge e at time t.

We combine the reduction in uncertainty due to ze,t and
the use of θe,t with the expression in (12) to calculate our
overall cost of uncertainty for a particular edge e at time t.

CUe,t
= ûe(ξ(1− ze,t) + (ϕe,t + ζθe,t)(1− ze,t)) (13)

The expression in (13) is nonlinear in the decision vari-
ables. To formulate (13) as a linear cost with linear con-
straints, we first break this expression into a linear compo-
nent and two cost terms CUAe,t

and CUKe,t
.

CUe,t = ûeξ(1− ze,t) + CUAe,t
+ CUKe,t

(14)

CUAe,t
= ûeϕe,t(1− ze,t) (15)

CUKe,t
= ζûeθe,t(1− ze,t) (16)

In our test case, our aim is to be risk-averse, so we can
assume u⌞e < u⌜e and β < 0.5 to ensure ûe ≥ 0 for all edges
e. We can then apply Special Case 1 from Sec. IV-A, by
using the cost terms CUAe,t

and CUKe,t
as slack variables

with lower bounds of 0. We add the following constraints.

CUAe,t
≥ ûe(ϕe,t − ze,t) (17)

CUKe,t
≥ ζûe(θe,t − ze,t) (18)

Following Special Case 1, CUAe,t
and CUKe,t

will be strict to
the minimum possible values given the constraints, and thus
can replace (15) and (16). Overall, this constraint formulation
allows the cost of uncertainty to remain linear with linear
constraints, which significantly improves solve time.

2) Cost of Launch: To represent the risk associated with
deploying a scout vehicle (e.g., an aerial vehicle may be
noticeable and noisy), we introduce a cost for launching the
vehicle, CFv,t . The launch cost for a particular vertex, ηv ,
is the average cost of the surrounding edges multiplied by a
scaling factor. We express the cost for all t and v.

CFv,t
= ηvfv,t (19)

3) Cost of Time: To quantify the risk associated with the
time to reach a goal, we formulate a linear cost of time CTt

for each time step t, as in [2]. We introduce binary decision
variables ψt that track whether any robots have moved on the
graph at time t and scale this value by the current time t, such
that the cost increases the longer the robots are traversing.

CTt
= tψt (20)

C. Scout and Uncertainty Constraints
1) Time Tracking Variables: We define a constraint for the

time tracking variables ψt. A robot would not pause on an
edge due to the edge’s weight, thus being on an edge implies
movement. In the overall cost function, ψt only contributes
to increasing cost, so we constrain ψt using Proposition 2
from Sec. IV-A, such that ψt = 1 when any number of robots
move on an edge and otherwise ψt = 0.

ψt ≥
1

nA + nKnτ

∑
e∈E

(
pe,t +

nτ∑
τ=1

qe,τ,t

)
(21)

2) Carrier Robot and Scout Edge Used Variables: We
define binary variables ϕe,t and θe,t to track if edge e is
being traversed by the carrier robots and scouts, respectively,
at time t. Since ϕe,t and θe,t contribute to increasing the cost
function, we define constraints using Proposition 2.

ϕe,t ≥
1

nA
pe,t, θe,t ≥

1

nKnτ

nτ∑
τ=1

qe,τ,t (22)

3) Start and Destination Constraints: We add constraints
for the start and destination locations of the overall robot
team using the carrier robot locations. The number of robots
at each start location s is ns and the minimum number of
robots at each destination location d is nd.

ps,1 = ns, pd,nT
≥ nd (23)

4) Scout Deployment Constraints: Scouts must launch
from a carrier robot and return to a carrier robot without
a scout. We use decision variables fv,t to track the number
of scouts deployed from a particular location v at time step t.
We bound this value based on the number of carrier robots at
that location. Additionally, we add start and goal constraints
to deploy and return to those locations. For all t and v, we
add the following constraints.

fv,t ≤ pv,t, qv,1,t = fv,t, qv,nτ ,t = fv,t (24)

5) Maximum Robots: We constrain the maximum number
of carrier robots across all locations at all time t to be equal
to the total number of carrier robots. Similarly, we constrain
the maximum number of scouts across all locations at all τ
and t to be equal to the number of scouts deployed.∑

l∈L

pl,t = nA,
∑
l∈L

ql,τ,t =
∑
v∈V

fv,t (25)

6) Carrier Robot and Scout Sequential Flow Constraints:
To restrict the carrier robots and scouts movement to the
topological graph, we add flow constraints for each vehicle
type. For each node vj , we constrain the number of robots
entering the node and in the node to be equal to the number
of robots in the node and leaving the node in the next time
step. For the carrier robots, we add constraint (26) for all
t ∈ [2, nT ] and node vj . For the scouts, we add constraint
(27) for all t, τ ∈ [2, nτ ], and node vj .∑

lij=(vi,vj)∈L

plij ,t−1 =
∑

lji=(vj ,vi)∈L

plji,t (26)

∑
lij=(vi,vj)∈L

qlij ,τ−1,t =
∑

lji=(vj ,vi)∈L

qlji,τ,t (27)



In each constraint, the first sum tracks the number of
robots on edges entering node vj (i.e., locations of the
form lij = (vi, vj)) and the second sum tracks the number
of robots on edges exiting vj (i.e., locations of the form
lji = (vj , vi)). Both sets of locations include the node (i.e.,
location ljj), as all nodes have self-loops. Since the cost on
the edges is greater than zero, the cost function ensures the
robots will not stay on an edge, and thus being on an edge
implies that the robot is headed to the corresponding node.

7) Edge Inspection Variables: We add constraints for the
binary decision variables δe,t to track which edges the scouts
have traversed to inspect. For e and t = [1, nT−2], δe,t tracks
if edge e has been inspected at time t.

δe,t ≤
nτ∑
τ=1

qe,τ,t (28)

We use ze,t to track inspection ratios. If edge e was
inspected in the last time step then ze,t = 1. Over time
ze,t will decay, reflecting uncertainty increasing since the
last time edge e was inspected. We denote λ as the number
of time steps for the inspection information to decay.

We consider the uncertainty to increase logarithmically
with time. By using the additive property of logarithms over
our inspection horizon, our formulation ensures there is value
from each inspection to encourage more frequent exploration.
We approximate ln(k) with the harmonic number Hk =∑k

n=1
1
n . Using the series identity for the harmonic number,

we can isolate the impact of an inspection at each time step
in the inspection horizon.

1

λ

λ∑
k=1

Hk =
1

λ
((λ+ 1)Hλ − λ) =

λ∑
td=1

λ− td + 1

λtd
(29)

We then switch coordinates in (29) to be relative to the
time t and use the binary δe,t to sum components correspond-
ing to completed inspections. In the following constraint, for
all e and t, the fractional component controls the impact
of each time step’s information on the overall sum, with
increasingly smaller values for less recent inspections.

ze,t ≤
t−1∑

th=max (t−λ,1)

δe,th
λ− (t− th) + 1

λ(t− th)
(30)

Both ze,t ∈ [0, 1] and δe,t ∈ {0, 1} only contribute to the
overall cost function (8) by reducing cost so the optimizer
will seek to maximize these values. Thus, equality will be
achieved in both (28) and (30) up to their maximum bounds.

D. Uncertainty-Aware Multi-Robot Optimization Problem

We combine our objective functions and constraints to
form our overall MILP problem in Table III, which we solve
with the Gurobi optimizer [39].

V. COMPUTATIONAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We evaluate our approach in scenarios that demonstrate the
benefit of uncertainty reduction using scout robots. Scouts
generally prioritize exploring high uncertainty edges and
edges that are planned to be traversed to provide the greatest

TABLE III
MIP OPTIMIZATION PROBLEM WITH UNCERTAINTY AND SCOUTS

Optimization Problem Eq.

min
nT∑
t=1

(
CTt +

∑
e∈E

(
CWe,t + CUe,t

)
+

∑
v∈V

CFv,t

)
s.t. (8)
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ts

CUAe,t
≥ ûe(ϕe,t − ze,t), ∀e, t (17)

CUKe,t
≥ ûe(θe,t − ze,t), ∀e, t (18)

θe,t ≥ 1
nKnτ

nτ∑
τ=1

qe,τ,t, ∀e, t (22)

fv,t ≤ pv,t, qv,1,t = fv,t, qv,nτ ,t = fv,t, ∀v, t (24)∑
l∈L ql,τ,t =

∑
v∈V fv,t, ∀τ, t (25)∑

lij=(vi,vj)∈L

qlij ,τ−1,t =
∑

lji=(vj ,vi)∈L

qlji,τ,t, ∀t, vj ,
τ ∈ [2, nτ ]

(27)

δe,t ≤
∑nτ

τ=1 qe,τ,t, ∀e,
t ∈ [1, nT−2]

(28)

ze,t ≤
∑t−1

th=max (t−λ,1)
δe,th

λ−(t−th)+1
λ(t−th)

, ∀e, t (30)
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ψt ≥ 1
nA+nKnτ

∑
e∈E

(
pe,t +

nτ∑
τ=1

qe,τ,t

)
, ∀t (21)

ϕe,t ≥ 1
nA

pe,t, ∀e, t (22)

ps,1 = ns, pd,nT
≥ nd ∀s, d (23)∑

l∈L

pl,t = nA, ∀t (25)

∑
lij=(vi,vj)∈L

plij ,t−1 =
∑

lji=(vj ,vi)∈L

plji,t, ∀vj ,
t ∈ [2, nT ]

(26)

cost reduction. In the following examples, we use demon-
strative values for the parameters in Table I. For a particular
scenario, parameters ξ, λ, and β, as well as any weights
added to the cost functions, are set based on the desired
risk tolerance, completeness of exploration, and/or frequency
of exploration. In particular, ξ controls the prioritization of
exploring all edges versus edges planned to be traversed,
smaller λ values will trigger more frequently revisiting
explored edges, and β reflects the tolerance of risk (closer to
0 being the most risk averse). Unless noted otherwise, in the
following examples we used ξ = 1, λ = 5, and β = 0. With
the exception of the ablation study, we construct graphs with
randomly generated expected edge costs and uncertainty to
evaluate our algorithm; however, we note that these values
could be generated from continuous space as in [34].

A. Ablation Study

To demonstrate the advantages of each component of our
algorithm, we performed an ablation study on the example
graph in Fig. 2. We consider symmetric uncertainty about an
expected value of each edge weight. The true values can be
observed by the scouts and evolve (e.g., due to the observer
moving), so frequent exploration will yield updated values.
All robot units (carrier robots with scouts) start at node 0.
The overall goal is for some subset of units to reach node 7
within 8 time steps t. The cost reduction for teaming, re, is 1
on all edges to incentivize moving together (though reducing
uncertainty is often more valuable). Scouts can move 8 scout
time steps, τ , within one time step, t. Scouts’ movement costs
a quarter of the cost of an edge (weight and uncertainty) (i.e.,
ζ = 0.25), as they would be less detectable. Fig. 3 depicts
the final team paths and true cost for the route to the goal



Fig. 2. Example dynamic topological graph with expected edge weights,
uncertainty, and the true cost (in brackets) labeled for each edge. The true
cost of edge (6,7) changes over time from 30 to 60.

(a) Expected edge weights without uncer-
tainty and scouts, true cost = 180

(b) Expected edge weights and uncer-
tainty without scouts, true cost = 150

(c) Expected edge weights and uncer-
tainty with scouts, without certainty de-
cay, true cost = 140

(d) Expected edge weights and uncer-
tainty with scouts and certainty decay,
true cost = 120

Fig. 3. Ablation study illustrating the advantages of considering uncertainty,
scouts for the reduction of uncertainty, and certainty decay for evolving
conditions. Each plot shows the final paths of the robot units through the
graph. Each unit is composed of a robot carrier and scout. The first case is
the baseline from [2] and each subsequent case adds one of the components
from the algorithm proposed in this paper to show the resulting effect to
the final team routes through the graph. In (c) and (d), the darkness of the
edges reflect the number of time steps the scouts explored that edge.

node for each ablation case where the noted elements were
removed from our optimization problem in Table III.

In Fig. 3a, the path with minimum expected edge cost
is selected. However, the high uncertainty results in a high
true cost. When the uncertainty is considered in Fig. 3b, a
path that minimizes the expected weights and the maximum
uncertainty is found. This plans for a worst-case scenario.
In Fig. 3c, scouts are deployed at nodes 0 and 1 to reduce
the uncertainty in planning. The scout paths are shown in
Fig. 4. These deployments result in a more informed route,
however, conditions are continuously evolving, and exploring
each location once is not sufficient to see the future cost
increase associated with traversing edge (6,7). Finally, we
introduce decaying certainty to our algorithm in Fig. 3d, such
that uncertainty increases after a scout visit to incentivize
revisiting locations for updated information. This results in
a team plan that minimizes the true cost. In this case, the
benefit of frequent scout deployments outweighed traversing
together, which resulted in units staying behind at nodes.
This ablation study emphasizes the differences between each
ablation case; however, the cost function can be weighted
differently based on the priorities of a scenario.

(a) Scout routes at t = 0 (b) Scout routes at t = 2

Fig. 4. Scout routes when deployed in the ablation case in Fig. 3c.

(a) β = 0 (b) β = 0.15 (c) β = 0.30 (d) β = 0.45

Fig. 5. Scout exploration for different coefficients of optimism, β.

B. Coefficient of Optimism

Our coefficient of optimism β from the Hurwicz Criterion
reflects our tolerance of risk. Setting β = 0 is the most risk
averse approach and considers the uncertainty in the worst-
case scenario. This results in scouts exploring more to reduce
the overall risk. Fig. 5 shows the frequency scouts explore
each edge for various β values. β could be set based on the
operational scenario and tolerance for risk.

C. Combinatorial Considerations and Computation Time

We investigated how the computation time of our algo-
rithm scales with the number of decision variables when we
apply our key innovations (removing the decision space de-
pendence on the number of agents and the linear formulation
of our cost functions and constraints). Our total number of
decision variables scales by nT (1+nL+nE+nLnτ+5nE+
nV ). The greatest impact is due to the scout time step, τ ,
occurring within each carrier robot time step, t.

To adjust for new information and an evolving environ-
ment, we plan in a receding horizon. At each time step,
we generate optimal solutions for the remainder of our
time horizon after updating our graph with the information
gathered by the scouts. For real-time operation, we plan
for the next step while the current step is executing. For
these types of long distance plans (∼ 100 − 250m edges),
traversing one edge can take numerous minutes, so our
computational requirement is to solve for a new plan in less
time. To demonstrate the scaling of our approach, we plot the
computation time for each iteration on three differently sized
graphs versus the number of decision variables in Fig. 6.
Graph 1 is shown in Fig. 1 and Graph 3 is shown in Fig. 5.
When planning through an environment, the data points in
Fig. 6 occur right to left, with the total number of decision
variables decreasing with the receding horizon. We averaged
computation times across 100 trials with randomized edge
weights and uncertainty. We used the Gurobi optimizer [39]
on an Intel® Core™ i7-10875H CPU @ 2.30GHz × 16. The
longest computation time remains on the order of seconds,
which enables regular re-planning.



Fig. 6. Computation time for three example graphs of varying sizes versus
the number of decision variables. Error bars are one standard deviation.

VI. CONCLUSION
In this paper, we explored multi-robot planning on dy-

namic topological graphs using mixed-integer programming
for two challenging cases: heterogeneous teams and planning
under uncertainty. We use the uncertainty in our problem
as a motivation for a heterogeneous team, introducing scout
robots that can investigate the environment to collect data and
reduce the uncertainty of future team actions. Our approach
results in a MILP problem that can be solved rapidly with
a receding horizon in real-world scenarios. We tested this
approach in example scenarios and demonstrate the ability to
successfully generate risk-aware plans for multi-robot teams.
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