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Abstract— In this paper, we develop an embodied AI system
for human-in-the-loop navigation with a wheeled mobile robot.
We propose a direct yet effective method of monitoring the
robot’s current plan to detect changes in the environment that
impact the intended trajectory of the robot significantly and
then query a human for feedback. We also develop a means to
parse human feedback expressed in natural language into local
navigation waypoints and integrate it into a global planning
system, by leveraging a map of semantic features and an aligned
obstacle map. Extensive testing in simulation and physical
hardware experiments with a resource-constrained wheeled
robot tasked to navigate in a real-world environment validate
the efficacy and robustness of our method. This work can
support applications like precision agriculture and construction,
where persistent monitoring of the environment provides a
human with information about the environment state.

I. INTRODUCTION

There has been a surge in the deployment of wheeled
mobile robots in real-world settings across diverse applica-
tions. Sample applications include phenotyping [1] and leaf
sampling [2] in precision agriculture, wall plastering [3] in
intelligent construction systems, persistent monitoring and
inspection [4], [5], and support services like cart collec-
tion [6], to name a few. Central to a robot’s successful
deployment in the field is the ability to navigate through
an environment autonomously.

Importantly, autonomous navigation in real-world settings
is often subject to runtime uncertainties which cannot be
modeled a-priori. A major source of uncertainty relates
to the dynamics of the robot and the robot-environment
interactions [7]. This source of uncertainty, which is be-
yond the scope of this paper, can often be addressed via
runtime robot learning [8], [9]. A second major source of
uncertainty, which this paper focuses on, concerns dynamic
changes in the environment [10]. These can include moving
obstacles (including humans) [11], changes in ingress/egress
points [12], as well as variations in the semantic information
often used for navigation. Such changes may occur in prac-
tice even when an overall environment map is known [13].As
a result, otherwise fine-tuned methods developed based on
either classical SLAM tools (e.g., [14]) or learning-based
methods (e.g., [15]), may still underperform and/or require
re-tuning in face of dynamic changes in the environment.
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An alternative route to address such challenges can be via
the integration of a human in the loop. The motivating idea
is that certain assessments that may completely break an au-
tonomous system (i.e. make the underlying joint perception
and planning decision-making framework intractable during
runtime) can be intuitively understood by a human, who,
in turn, could provide appropriate feedback to the robot so
that it can continue its operation. An illustrative example is
differentiating (and adjusting accordingly) between a tem-
porary obstacle (e.g., a person walking by) and a permanent
obstacle (e.g., a closed door) that may appear during runtime
execution in the robot’s planned trajectory. In the former
case, the robot would not need to replan but merely adjust
its velocity, while the latter case should invoke a complete
replanning of the path and follow-on trajectory [16].

A critical component to the success of this form of
interactive navigation is for the robot to determine both when
and how to ask for help from a human. The frequency of
queries to the human should be balanced so that the benefits
of the interaction can be meaningful [17]. To this end, several
methods have been proposed, mostly following a reinforce-
ment learning (or closely related) paradigm (e.g., [18]–[22])
to learn a human-in-the-loop policy. However, as autonomous
robots become increasingly more integrative in terms of
perception, planning, and control, it may be hard to create
sufficiently rich human-in-the-loop datasets for training [23],
[24]. Our approach addresses this challenge by continuously
assessing (re-)planned trajectory lengths in a metric map and
asking for help once a user-defined threshold is exceeded.

While there are multiple different interfaces to ask for and
receive help, this paper posits that natural language can offer
an immediate and effective bi-directional means for human-
robot interaction. Guidance in natural language can be less
error-prone (e.g., as compared to tapping on a screen a visual
feature of interest, a waypoint to go to, etc.) and requires
limited human training. However, transforming natural lan-
guage into information that can be actionable by the robot
can be challenging [25]. The advent of foundational models,
crucially including vision language models (VLMs) [26],
along with the important capability to link text to image
descriptions [27] has offered a way to resolve this challenge.
Indeed, vision-language maps (VLMaps) [28] have demon-
strated the ability to associate language description with
visual appearance features in metric-semantic maps, enabling
several recent language-guided navigation works [28]–[30].
We also leverage the ability to fuse semantic and metric
information afforded via VLMaps to parse human input and
create a set of revised waypoints for the robot to follow.
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The overall goal of this work is to create an embodied AI
system that fuses the fast execution and reliability of conven-
tional planning and control methods with the strong general-
ization capabilities afforded by contemporary learning-based
methods for human-in-the-loop (wheeled) mobile navigation.
We assume that a map of the overall operating environment is
provided a-priori, but the environment is subject to dynamic
changes during robot deployment that must be addressed for
the robot to complete its navigation tasks within that dynamic
environment. The contribution of this work is twofold.

• We propose a direct yet effective method for detecting
when the robot should ask a human operator for assis-
tance based on trajectory deviation using metric map
information.

• We develop a framework by which a natural language
query can be translated into navigation waypoints,
which are then integrated into the global planning
system and map information available to the robot.

The efficacy of our human-in-the-loop mobile robot naviga-
tion framework is confirmed via both simulation and physical
experiments on a resource-constrained wheeled mobile robot.

II. RELATED WORKS

A. Semantic Mapping

Semantic mapping aims to augment a metric map of
an environment with information about the semantic class
of different objects. This information can be in the form
of dense annotations [31] or object-level mappings [32].
Dense annotations typically aid in loop closure in SLAM
methods [31], but may also be used for higher-level scene
understanding [33]. Object level mappings can use objects as
high-level navigation landmarks [34] and may also be used
to construct a scene graph for downstream applications [35].
Crucially, it has been possible to construct maps using
open-vocabulary semantic features [28]. Using CLIP-based
models [27], these maps can be queried with arbitrary text
strings thus removing earlier limitations on the use of a pre-
defined set of classes. Our work leverages dense semantic
maps, focusing on how to integrate them with traditional
planning methods directly.

B. Language Guided Navigation

The main premise in language-guided navigation is to
enable a robot to move within an environment using natural
language instructions from a human. Early works made use
of scene graphs [23], [33], where each node of the graph
contains some description of the local area, and navigation
along the vertices is abstracted away. Navigating on the scene
graph has been explored using both end-to-end learning [23]
and reinforcement learning techniques [23].

Recently there has been a focus on continuous navigation
settings. In [36], [37] a reinforcement learning policy is
learned to produce low-level motion primitives, while in [25]
a learned waypoint picking policy is integrated with tradi-
tional controls. Large language models have also been lever-
aged to generate a navigation plan consisting of either action
primitives [38] or executable code [39]. These methods do

not assume access to pre-existing maps. However, in many
practical cases (as in persistent monitoring applications for
example), a map outline is available (or can be constructed
first) but key elements within it may dynamically vary over
different execution cycles. To this end, our work develops a
decision-making module to query a human for help when
significant changes in the map have occurred as well as
a semantic map query module to parse human language
feedback into waypoints in the associated metric map, and
merges this embodied AI system with conventional planning
and control methods for robust wheeled robot navigation in
dynamically-changing environments.

III. PROPOSED APPROACH

Given an occupancy grid map, its corresponding VLMap,
and a desired global navigation plan in terms of N 2D way-
points, {(xi, yi, θi)}Ni=0, our method employs human feed-
back for online adjustment of local waypoints to circumvent
local minima caused by dynamic changes in the environment.
The overall approach is summarized in Fig. 1 and Alg. 1.
During operation, the Query Decision Module monitors for
differences between observations from the robot and the
map, and, when the differences are significant, queries a
human for aid. The human responds with natural language
feedback, which is used by the Map Query Module to query
a semantic feature map and generate a set of navigation
waypoint candidates. Then, the Waypoint Selection Module
builds a graph using the candidate waypoints, and the shortest
path from the robot’s current pose to the final waypoint
becomes the new trajectory.

A. Query Decision Module
The Query Decision Module determines when to query

a human for assistance by monitoring the current global
navigation plan for significant changes from the nominal plan
created based on the prior map (or an already updated plan in
response to environment changes). We define as significant,
changes that render current sensor observations incompatible
with the map and may force the robot to get stuck in
local minima, such as those caused by blocked passageways.
This way, less crucial dynamic changes, such as a partially
blocked hallway, or changes that do not affect navigation,
such as appearance changes in surrounding objects, do not
invoke a query.

The global plan is periodically recalculated (herein at a
rate of 5 Hz). To detect significant changes, we compare the
lengths of the new and previous plans. When their deviation
exceeds a certain threshold, τ > 0, a query to the human
is invoked. 1 The threshold’s value determines the degree of
reliance on the human and can be selected based on the
criticality of the application and robot dynamics. In this
work, we empirically identified that setting τ = 25% can
strike a balance in all tested cases (both in different simulated
environments and in real world experiments).

1 While there are other ways to invoke a query to the human, as described
in the related literature, the total path deviation considered here affords direct
computation (which is crucial for online adaptation as we do) and pairs well
with the intended task of the robot, that is persistent navigation.
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Fig. 1. Overview of the human-in-the-loop navigation approach developed in this work. Given a nominal trajectory based on a prior (metric) map of the
environment (along with the corresponding aligned semantic VLMap), total path deviations computed in real time invoke a query to the human once a
threshold is exceeded. Then, human feedback is transformed from natural language into waypoints which are merged into the ongoing trajectory to generate
the updated one for the robot to follow. This process repeats until a task is completed - herein to reach a specific pose on the map.

B. Map Query Module

Once a query is sent, the human is expected to provide
feedback in the form of descriptive phrases corresponding to
specific locations within the environment. The Map Query
Module processes each description and produces one or
more candidate waypoints located in metric map areas that
correspond to those descriptions.

Images from the environment were collected and used to
build the corresponding VLMap, that is, a semantic feature
map of contrastive vision-language features, as in [28].
The VLMap associates each cell location (x, y) in the 2D
occupancy grid map with a visual feature vector of length M ,
fx,y ∈ RM . This map can be queried with arbitrary natural
language descriptions, d, encoded using the CLIP [27] text
encoder Etext, by taking the inner product to get a score
sx,y = fT

x,yEtext(d) for how well each cell corresponds
with text description, t. Since these scores are unit-less
scalars, setting an arbitrary threshold for a positive match
is ineffective and does not handle the varying degrees of
affinity between positive matches, i.e. couch and chair both
have a high score for most types of seating. Prior work [28]
handled this problem by querying with multiple descriptions
and assumed the highest score was correct. However, this
requires that every location matches at least one of the
queries and enforces querying for many background classes,
thereby increasing computational complexity.

To address this shortcoming, we determine positive
matches by examining the distribution of the query scores.
A k-component Gaussian mixture model [40] is fit to the
scores across the entire map, resulting in a set of means
{µi}ki=0 and a set of standard deviations {σi}ki=0. A score is
considered a match if it belongs to the normal distribution
with the highest mean, that is

1(argmax
i

N (sx,y;µi, σ
2
i ) = argmax

i
µi) , (1)

and all other possible cells are ignored. The output binary
map may still be noisy. Applying basic filtering methods

using morphological operations can result in a map that
contains several contiguous regions and little noise.

For each contiguous region, we construct a map of points
within a fixed radius and known to be free space in the
occupancy grid map. We calculate the clearance of each point
to known obstacles and then sample a waypoint from the set
of points with maximal clearance. This process is repeated
for each matching region, giving a set of waypoints corre-
sponding to that description. The entire procedure repeats for
each description, producing a sequence of sets of candidate
waypoints.

C. Waypoint Selection Module

The Waypoint Selection Module selects a final sequence
of waypoints from the candidate waypoints generated in
the previous step. A directed graph is constructed where
every candidate waypoint and the current robot pose are
the vertices, and edges exist only between waypoints cor-
responding to sequential feedback pieces. Edge weights are
computed based on the estimated travel distance in the map.
If two waypoints are too close, which may happen if two
similar descriptions are given sequentially by the human, this
connection can be pruned for computational expediency [41].

Once the graph is created, the Floyd-Warshall algo-
rithm [42] is used to find the shortest path between all way-
points. This is needed to handle cases when the final piece
of feedback matches multiple locations. 2 The shortest path
between the robot’s current pose and any waypoint linked
to the last part of feedback becomes the new sequence of
waypoints for the robot. Since waypoints are only connected
if they correspond to sequential pieces of feedback, this
new trajectory is guaranteed to have exactly one waypoint
corresponding to each description in the human feedback.

2 We note here that other online search-based algorithms are applicable
in practice (e.g., [43], [44]), albeit they may incur additional computational
cost if deployed to handle multiple terminal nodes - a detailed treatise of
this topic is part of future work enabled by this current effort.



Algorithm 1 Language-guided Waypoint Navigation
Require: Plan = {(xi, yi, θi)}Ni=0

Begin navigating to (x0, y0, θ0)
Get initial trajectory p from robot
while (xN , yN , θN ) is not reached do

Wait for new trajectory p′ from robot
if QueryDecisionModule(p, p′) then

Request feedback from human and store in feedback

Initialize Candidate Waypoint list w with robot’s
current pose
for each text description d in the feedback do

Append waypoints MapQueryModule(d) to w
end for
WaypointSelectionModule(w) → Plan
Begin navigating to (x0, y0, θ0)
p is the current trajectory

else
p′ → p

end if
if Current goal reached then

Begin navigating to (xi+1, yi+1, θi+1)
Get initial trajectory p from robot

end if
end while

IV. EXPERIMENTS, RESULTS, AND DISCUSSION

We tested our method extensively both in simulation and
experimentally. In every setting, we considered multiple sce-
narios, including some with multiple feedback requests, and
conducted multiple trials to evaluate the method’s robustness.
Further, in simulation, we performed an ablation study to bet-
ter highlight the impact of the language processing method
in the overall human-in-the-loop navigation framework.

A. Simulation Setup and Results

We used a digital twin of Husarion RosBot2.0 Pro robot,
equipped with an RGBD camera and a 2D LiDAR, in two
different simulated environments in Gazebo. The first envi-
ronment is the small house environment, released by AWS
Robomaker, emulating a small residential house consisting
of a bedroom, living room, kitchen, and dining room. The
second environment is a factory floor, with shelving and other
obstacles consistent with a factory setting. Three different
routes were considered in each environment, and five trials
were conducted for each route. For fairness, the same in-
structions were provided in each trial of a particular route,
decided by a human operator, when the robot generated a
query. All simulations were run on a desktop PC with an
Intel i9 CPU and Nvidia 3090ti GPU.

To create the prior maps of each environment we manually
operated the robot, employed the GMapping [45] package
in ROS to create the 2D occupancy grid, and used the
pose estimated by GMapping along with collected RGBD
information to construct the associated semantic feature

(a)

(b)
Fig. 2. (a) Top-down view of the small house environment rendered
in Gazebo and (b) the corresponding RGB map created during our map
construction process. Note that while the major features agree, there can
still be inexact edges caused by sensor noise.

TABLE I
SIMULATION RESULTS.

Small House Factory

RMSE SR RMSE SR

Route 1 0.507± 0.100 1.00 0.324± 0.046 1.00
Route 2 0.442± 0.061 1.00 3.056± 1.881 1.00
Route 3 0.460± 0.091 1.00 0.989± 1.215 0.80
Average 0.470± 0.090 1.00 1.456± 1.739 0.93

map. Pose estimation introduced some noise into the map
construction process (Fig. 2). With the prior map available,
we spawned additional obstacles into each environment as a
means to introduce dynamic changes in the environment and
trigger queries during execution.

Table I contains the RMSE computed between the routes
generated by our method and a ground truth trajectory
manually created by a researcher, and the success rate (SR)
for the Query Decision Module. The ground truth trajectory
was limited to the same number of waypoints and was given
the same feedback to guide waypoint selection. Figure 3
depicts all trials for each considered case.

RMSE values are generally low in all cases, except one
instance in the factory environment (Fig. 3(e)). In that case,
our method selected a feature that was compatible with
the language instruction but was far from the ground-truth
waypoint. Such large deviations (while still successful in
reaching the goal) can be caused when multiple similar
features may be available and compete against each other.



(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)
Fig. 3. Trajectories generated by our method (blue) overlaid to the ground truth (green) in simulation testing. Panels (a)-(c) and (d)-(f) correspond to the
small house and factory environments, respectively, for three distinctive routes.

(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)
Fig. 4. Trajectories generated by our method (blue) overlaid to the ground truth (green) in the language navigation ablation study (in simulation). Panels
(a)-(c) and (d)-(f) correspond to the small house and factory environments, respectively, for three distinctive routes.

This can be rectified by introducing follow-on queries (i.e.
asking for clarification), and is part of ongoing work. Success
rates are also high (100%) in all but one of the tested cases
where it drops to 80% (Fig. 3(f)). This case also occurs in
the factory environment but at a different route than the case
of higher RMSE. In this case, the changes in the global
plan were too gradual to trigger a query, thus preventing
crucial human feedback when needed to avoid local minima.
This shows the need for human-in-the-loop navigation in
dynamically-changing environments.

B. Language Navigation Ablation Study

We also performed an ablation study to evaluate the
efficacy of the developed Map Query Module and Waypoint
Selection Module separately; no runtime changes occurred
in this set of tests. In essence, we test how well human
commands can be parsed to create a complete trajectory for
the robot to navigate. This can be useful on its own in cases
where a human operator needs to send a robot to explore an
environment for specific features of interest.

RMSE scores are reported in Table II. Overall these scores
are higher compared to those reported in Table I since all
waypoints for the nominal trajectory were generated via our



(a) (b) (c)
Fig. 5. Trajectories generated by our method (blue) overlaid to the ground truth (green) in the real-world experiments, for three distinctive routes.

TABLE II
RMSE VALUES IN ABLATION STUDY TRAJECTORIES.

Small House Factory

Route 1 0.905± 0.622 0.332± 0.005
Route 2 1.298± 1.239 4.110± 2.685
Route 3 1.443± 0.570 2.299± 0.016
Average 1.215± 0.895 2.247± 2.187

language processing method and not preset. The majority of
the trajectories still follow the ground truth ones (Fig. 4).

C. Real-World Experimentation Setup and Results

We performed real-world experiments using a physical
RosBot2.0 Pro from simulation, with an Orbec Astra RGBD
camera, Slamtec RPLIDAR A3 LiDAR, and Intel Atom
x5 Z8350 onboard computer. Navigation and the Query
Decision Module were run onboard. The Map Query Module
and Waypoint Selection Module were run on a laptop with
an Intel i5 CPU and no GPU, which communicated with the
robot via Wi-Fi. The operating environment was a floor of a
building on our campus, comprising corridors with lab and
classroom doors and a cafeteria that contained various types
of furniture (couches, chairs, tables, etc.).

To construct the prior map for the real-world experiments,
the robot was manually driven around the environment.
Collected data in the real- world were significantly noisier
than those in simulation, so we used cartographer [46]
to build higher quality maps and pose estimates for the
semantic feature map creation. During execution time, we
closed different doors between different hallways to act as
our dynamic changes compared to the prior map, all of
which were propped open during the initial mapping. We
ran three different experiments and ran every experiment
until we had collected five successful trials to ensure the
RMSE scores could be calculated and was comparable across
every experiments. A successful trial is defined by the proper
triggering of the Query Decision Module, if it fails to trigger
or triggers where unintended we count that as a failure, and
report the overall success rate.

We report the results of these experiments (RMSE and
success rates) in Table III, and present the attained trajec-
tories in Fig. 5. The RBG visualization of the prior map
is depicted in Fig. 6. Results demonstrate that the overall
framework works in practical deployment as well. Routes

TABLE III
PHYSICAL EXPERIMENT SYSTEM TEST RESULTS

RMSE SR

Route 1 0.375± 0.151 0.63
Route 2 1.850± 2.425 0.83
Route 3 0.668± 0.064 1.00
Average 0.964± 1.541 0.79

Fig. 6. RGB visualization of the prior map in real-world experiments.

that go through more variable parts of the map (Fig. 5(a)-(b))
demonstrate larger variability in RMSE and lower success
rates as compared to navigating over less complex parts of
the map (Fig. 5(c).) Compared to simulation results, in some
cases, we noticed that onboard computational constraints
resulted in messages being delivered out of order, which in
turn led to underperformance.

V. CONCLUSION

This research focused on human-in-the-loop mobile robot
navigation and developed an embodied AI system to enable
bi-directional interactive communication between a human
and a robot exploring an environment. To do so, we leveraged
recent advances in foundational models to merge visual (from
the robot) and language (from the human) information with
conventional planning and control methods for autonomous
robot navigation. Extensive testing in simulation and via
physical experiments in the real world demonstrated the
efficacy and robustness of our method in parsing human
feedback in natural language and adapting the robot’s tra-
jectory accordingly both to adjust to dynamic changes in the
environment as well as to create initial plans to explore an



environment (in the ablation study). Results also revealed
certain directions for improvement that constitute future
work. One such direction is addressing sensor noise in pose
estimation and the corresponding alignment with the seman-
tic features map. In all, this work can serve as a foundation
to extend deployment in more complex environments like
orchards and construction sites.
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