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Abstract—In this paper, we present Stratified Topological
Autonomy for Long-Range Coordination (STALC), a hierarchical
planning approach for multi-robot coordination in real-world
environments with significant inter-robot spatial and temporal
dependencies. At its core, STALC consists of a multi-robot
graph-based planner which combines a topological graph with
a novel, computationally efficient mixed-integer programming
formulation to generate highly-coupled multi-robot plans in
seconds. To enable autonomous planning across different spatial
and temporal scales, we construct our graphs so that they capture
connectivity between free-space regions and other problem-
specific features, such as traversability or risk. We then use
receding-horizon planners to achieve local collision avoidance and
formation control. To evaluate our approach, we consider a multi-
robot reconnaissance scenario where robots must autonomously
coordinate to navigate through an environment while minimizing
the risk of detection by observers. Through simulation-based
experiments, we show that our approach is able to scale to ad-
dress complex multi-robot planning scenarios. Through hardware
experiments, we demonstrate our ability to generate graphs from
real-world data and successfully plan across the entire hierarchy
to achieve shared objectives.

Index Terms—Multi-Robot Coordination, Cooperating Robots,
Multi-Robot Systems, Agent-Based Systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Planning for highly collaborative multi-robot teams remains
a fundamental research challenge, especially when significant
interaction between team members is required [1]. Even
when restricted to discrete actions and states, the planning
problem can quickly become computationally intractable [2].
This situation is further exacerbated when robot teams must
autonomously reason about continuous-time dynamics, dy-
namic obstacles, and complex environments. In this paper,
we present Stratified Topological Autonomy for Long-Range
Coordination (STALC), a unified approach for coordinated
motion planning with multi-robot teams. STALC addresses
challenges associated with highly-coupled multi-robot policies
and planning across different temporal and spatial resolutions.

Our primary contribution is an optimal graph-based plan-
ning approach which can efficiently generate high-level multi-
robot policies when there is a high-degree of interdependence
between robot actions. Our approach relies on the notion of
a Dynamic Topological Graph (DTG), where graph edges
vary dynamically based on the state of the robot team. By
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Fig. 1. Experimental operational scenario to minimize visibility while travers-
ing an urban environment. A team of three robots autonomously navigate the
environment while balancing the risk and rewards of moving in formations
and providing overwatch for a reconnaissance mission.

ensuring that our objective function is convex when integrality
constraints are relaxed, we formulate an efficient mixed-integer
program that can solve for coordinated multi-robot plans in
seconds. Our graph-based representation of the environment
affords us the opportunity to capture important features of the
lower-level planning problems. To do so, we construct graphs
that embed a type of problem-dependent roadmap, where
edges between nodes correspond to paths through free-space,
and edge weights embed costs associated with those paths. We
solve the graph problem for a time-extended horizon to enable
long-range coordination among robots, which we define as
planning for robot interactions across several future steps and
large spatial distances (e.g., kilometer scale). When executing
a long-range plan, we use the underlying collision-free paths
associated with our graph edges to formulate objectives for
receding-horizon planning and enable more local behaviors
like robot collision avoidance and formation control.

More specifically, we focus on solving a highly-coupled
Multi-Robot Coordinated Reconnaissance Problem (MCRP).
In this problem, the robot team must autonomously navigate
through an environment while minimizing the probability of
detection by observers at expected locations. The risk of
detection can be mitigated through tactical maneuvers, which
we define as planned single or multi-robot action sequences
that consider not only obstacle-free motion, but also the overar-
ching mission objectives. For example, robots may coordinate
to provide support to navigating team members through a line-
of-sight “overwatch” maneuver. These types of maneuvers can
require both spatial and temporal coordination between robots.

To address this scenario, we formulate a visibility metric
for segmenting the environment and constructing our topolog-
ical graph. We evaluate our approach to solving the MCRP
through simulation-based experiments and demonstrate that
our method improves computational efficiency when scaling
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with both graph size and team size by several orders of
magnitude compared to existing state-of-the-art approaches.
In hardware experiments (e.g., Fig. 1), we demonstrate our
method’s ability to generate graphs from real-world data,
produce feasible plans across the hierarchy, and realize mission
objectives in forested and urban environments.

This manuscript substantially extends the work in [3] which
introduced a method for multi-robot planning on a DTG. In
the work presented herein, we report algorithms for generating
the DTG and utilizing the optimized plans, resulting in a full
end-to-end system for coordinated multi-robot planning. Our
key contributions are as follows:

• A novel, computationally-efficient mixed-integer op-
timization formulation capable of generating highly-
coupled multi-robot plans on graphs.

• An algorithm to construct DTGs from terrain data for the
multi-robot reconnaissance problem.

• A hierarchical planning architecture for end-to-end multi-
robot planning of coordinated maneuvers.

• An evaluation of our approach in simulation and hardware
experiments and comparison to existing approaches.

II. RELATED WORK

Coordination of multi-robot teams presents a major com-
putational challenge, especially when robots must collaborate
toward shared objectives across different temporal and spa-
tial scales [4], [5]. While the coordination problem can be
modeled generally as a Multi-Robot Markov Decision Process
(MMDP), these formulations scale exponentially with the
number of robots [6]. To improve computational tractability,
researchers have employed various abstractions, such as dis-
cretizing the state and action spaces or formulating problems
that reduce the degree of robot interaction.

A. Environment Segmentation and Graph Generation
Topological graphs, where nodes embed critical locations

and edges encode their spatial connectivity, have served as an
explicit method of connecting task-based state discretizations
to an underlying metric space topology. Such graph-based
roadmaps have a long history for single robot planning [7]
and have been constructed via a wide variety of segmenta-
tion strategies [8]. These strategies include segmenting free-
space in indoor environments [9] and terrain traversability in
outdoor environments [10]. In some cases, for heterogeneous
robot teams, distinct graphs have been constructed to capture
different robot mobility characteristics (e.g., [11]).

B. Multi-Robot Task Allocation
In settings where a high-level, task-based problem abstrac-

tion can be treated independently of low-level coordination,
[1] and [12] provide comprehensive overviews of multi-
robot task allocation approaches and propose two different
taxonomies. As discussed in [1], even under discrete state
and action approximations, task allocation problems with
significant coupling between multi-robot policies present a
major combinatorial challenge. The literature for multi-robot
task allocation is vast (see, [13]). In this paper, we focus
primarily on approaches that reason about significant spatial
interdependence among tasks and robots.

C. Multi-Robot Coordination on Topological Graphs
Several multi-robot coordination problems assume an un-

derlying topological graph structure, including the Multi-
Agent Path Finding (MAPF) problem [14], the vehicle routing
problem [15], and the set covering problem [16].

While some market-based [17], [18] and game-theoretic
approaches have leveraged underlying graphs for spatial coor-
dination [19], most methods for multi-robot coordination using
graphs can be categorized as search-based, optimization-based,
and learning-based approaches.

1) Search-based Approaches: Search-based approaches to
multi-robot coordination exploit problem structure or effective
heuristics to search through the joint multi-robot state space.
In particular, conflict-based search [20] has emerged as a
powerful two-stage approach for the MAPF problem. Earlier
approaches (e.g., [21]) employed A∗ search to solve this
class of problem. Heuristic search algorithms have also been
employed to solve versions of the vehicle routing problem
with temporal constraints (e.g., [22]). In [23], researchers
present a search-based approach for solving the problem of
team coordination on graphs, where robot team members
can provide support to one another [24]. By proposing the
notion of a joint state graph, they solve this multi-robot
coordination problem via A∗ search. In many cases, these
general algorithmic approaches either rely on assumptions
about problem structure (e.g., [20]), or scale poorly with the
number of robots (e.g., [21], [23]).

2) Optimization-based Approaches: Mixed-Integer Pro-
gramming (MIP) has proved to be another effective means
of generating multi-robot coordination policies on graphs.
For instance, in [25], the authors present a Mixed-Integer
Linear Programming (MILP) approach for coordinating het-
erogeneous multi-robot teams under spatial and temporal con-
straints. In [26], researchers use MILP to formulate a multi-
robot coverage problem. MIP formulations have also proved
effective for solving variants of the multi-vehicle robot routing
problem with time constraints (e.g., [27]). In [28], the authors
explore the problem of joint task allocation and scheduling
on graphs under communication constraints. The authors of
[29] and [30] use MILP formulations to solve a multi-robot
non-adversarial search and MAPF problem, respectively. In
[3], researchers formulate a MILP approach to solve a multi-
robot coordination problem on graphs with support, similar
to the problem described in [24]. While a powerful general
framework, MIP is often not computationally efficient enough
to be run online (e.g., [29]) and authors frequently resort to
simplifying heuristics [30].

3) Learning-based Approaches: Machine Learning (ML)
has also been applied to address the challenges associated with
multi-robot coordination on topological graphs. In particular,
Graph Neural Networks (GNNs) [31] have emerged as a pow-
erful means of representing multi-robot policies. In [32], the
authors use GNNs to generate policies for decentralized multi-
robot path planning. In [33], researchers use GNNs to address
the multi-robot coverage problem, where the underlying graph
is constructed from waypoints, robot positions, paths through
free space, and communications constraints. Researchers have
also explored more advanced GNN frameworks. For instance,
in [34], [35], the authors use a type of GNN known as a Graph



Attention Network (GAT) to achieve multi-robot coordination
with temporal and spatial constraints.

In [36] and [37], authors use Reinforcement Learning (RL)
to achieve dynamic coalition forming and routing and task
allocation and scheduling, respectively. In [38], researchers use
Q-learning and Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) for multi-
robot coordination on graphs, and demonstrate the ability
to scale to larger numbers of robots and graph sizes when
compared to the search-based method in [23].

While able to scale to larger environments and team sizes,
learning-based approaches often suffer from poor generaliza-
tion to environments that were not included in the training
distribution and cannot provide optimality guarantees [38].

D. Multi-Robot Task and Motion Planning
Topological graph representations of the environment can

more tightly couple task allocation and motion planning. For
example, [11] encodes free-space connectivity in graph edges
and embeds metric path costs as edge weights, allowing task
allocation to account for team travel costs. Similarly, precom-
puted metric plans between nodes can be used to guide local
planners toward a global solution. [39] employs a hierarchy
of graphs constructed using probabilistic roadmaps to solve
a multi-robot routing problem. [40] presents an alternative
roadmap approach to task allocation and motion planning.

Other multi-robot approaches attempt to achieve an even
tighter coupling between high and low-level planning. For
instance, [41] presents an approach for joint trajectory op-
timization goal assignment. In [42], the authors describe an
approach for achieving both collision avoidance and coverage
constraints. In [43], the authors leverage conflict-based search
to achieve multi-robot task allocation and motion planning.
Recently, RL approaches [44], [45] have demonstrated solving
the joint multi-robot task and motion planning problem.

In this paper, we solve a joint multi-robot coordination
and motion planning problem for a reconnaissance naviga-
tion task using an underlying topological roadmap. We first
construct a topological graph by segmenting the environment
based on visibility and traversability. We then build on the
approach in [3] to efficiently solve a highly-coupled multi-
robot graph-based coordination problem using MILP. During
plan execution, we leverage the metric paths embedded in
our graph to guide local, low-level motion planning and
formation control. We show that our approach, unlike other
MIP-based approaches, is computationally tractable enough to
afford real-time updates, and that our roadmap-like approach
can effectively guide low-level motion plans in real-world
environments.

III. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We consider a general Multi-Robot Coordinated Maneuver
Problem (MCMP), where a team of nA homogeneous robots
must coordinate over time to achieve a shared objective. For
i ∈ [1, nA], the dynamics of the ith robot are given as xit+1 =
f(xit, u

i
t), where xit ∈ Rnx are robot states and uit ∈ Rnu are

robot actions at time index t ∈ [1, nT ]. Let the robot team
state at time t be Xt = {x1t , . . . , x

nA
t }. Given a joint state

objective function gx, a cost on individual robot actions gu, a

set of joint state constraints cx, and input constraints cu, we
write the MCMP as follows:

min
ui
t ∀i,t

nT∑
t=1

(
gx(t,Xt, XD) +

∑
i

gu(u
i
t)

)
s.t. xit+1 = f(xit, u

i
t), X1 = XB , ∀i, t

cx(Xt) ≤ 0, ciu(u
i
t) ≤ 0, ∀i, t.

(1)

Here, XD is a global goal state and XB is the initial state
of the multi-robot team. Given that gx is a substantially com-
plex, environment-dependent objective function that introduces
tight, long-horizon inter-robot spatial-temporal dependencies,
the optimization problem in (1) presents a fundamental com-
binatorial challenge and scales exponentially with nA [46]. As
discussed in Sec. II, to improve computational tractability, the
problem in (1) can be decomposed into a discrete high-level,
multi-robot coordination problem and a continuous lower-level
multi-robot motion planning problem.

A. High-Level Multi-Robot Coordination

To formulate the high-level multi-robot coordination prob-
lem, we discretize the state and action spaces by introducing
the notion of a Dynamic Topological Graph (DTG). Consider
a weighted graph of the form G = (V,E,WE) with a
set of nodes v ∈ V , edges e ∈ E, and edge weights
we ∈ WE . Let the set of graph nodes, V , be given by a
mapping Mv : R 7→ V , where vj = Mv(rj). R is a set
of non-overlapping regions r ∈ R, such that r ⊆ R2 and
rj ∩ rk = ∅, ∀j ̸= k.

Now let Tfeas be the set of all feasible paths be-
tween regions, and let Tvjvk be a path between regions
rj and rk. We then define the set of directed graph
edges as ordered pairs of nodes connected via free-space,
E = {(vj , vk) ∈ V × V : ∃Tvjvk ∈ Tfeas}.

Finally, let the state of the robot team on the graph at time t
be St = {s1t , . . . , s

nA
t }, where sit ∈ E is the edge occupied by

the ith robot at time t. We can now define a DTG as follows:

Definition III.1 (Dynamic Topological Graph (DTG)). Given
a weighted graph G = (V,E,WE), a DTG is a weighted graph
where the edge weights are defined as a function of the state
St, such that we,t ∈WE : St → R>0.

To describe the evolution of a robot state on the graph, we
define the Next Edge Action Set, A, as follows:

Definition III.2 (Next Edge Action Set). For a directed edge
e = (vj , vk) ∈ E, the Next Edge Action Set A is defined as
A(e) = {(vk, vl) ∈ E : vl ∈ V }.

Given Def. III.1 and III.2, we can formulate the graph-based
multi-robot coordination problem as follows:

min
sit ∀i,t

nT∑
t=1

nA∑
i=1

wsit,t
(St)

s.t. sit+1 ∈ A(sit), ∀i, t ∈ [1, nT − 1]

S1 = SB , SnT
= SD.

(2)

Here, SB and SD are the initial and final robot graph states.



B. Local Multi-Robot Motion Planning

While this graph-based problem formulation, if solved,
results in high-level coordination, we still ultimately desire
to generate policies over continuous state and action spaces.
Using the resulting routes from (2), we can formulate a
series of reduced local optimization problems of the same
form as (1). Each local optimization problem corresponds
to a coalition of robots Ce sharing edge e ∈ E, where
Ce = {i ∈ Z+ : si = e} with joint state space XCe . In this case
gx, gu, cx, and cu may be replaced by edge-specific functions
gx,e, gu,e, cx,e, and cu,e. The goal becomes XCe

G , the initial
state becomes XCe

B , and the time steps become te ∈ [1, nTe
],

which correspond to the time traversing edge e.

C. Multi-Robot Coordinated Reconnaissance Problem

In this paper, we focus on a particular instance of the
MCMP, which we refer to as the Multi-Robot Coordinated
Reconnaissance Problem (MCRP). In this scenario, a team
of robots must traverse an environment to a goal location
in minimum time while minimizing the risk of detection by
observers at expected locations. To mitigate risk, the robot
team can employ the following strategies:

i) Minimize Visibility: Individual robots can reduce risk by
minimizing visibility with respect to observers.

ii) Provide Overwatch: Robots can oversee portions of
team members’ movement through high-visibility areas.

iii) Move in Formation: Robots can work together and move
in formations through high-visibility areas.

These actions are based on foundations of tactical mission
planning [47]–[49]. While many methods for representing risk
have been explored, we employ a simple strategy of capturing
risk with path costs [50].

As proposed, the MCRP is a useful exemplar of the more
general MCMP, as it introduces tight spatial coupling through
strategy (ii) and encourages coalition forming in strategy (iii).
We can achieve these strategies via a specific formulation of
the weighted edge cost we,t in a DTG. We note that the MCRP
reduces to Team Coordination on Graphs with Risk Edges
(TCGRE) from [24] when only considering strategy (ii).

The MCRP is composed of a task allocation problem and a
local motion planning problem. Following the iTax taxonomy
in [1], the task allocation portion of the MCRP falls in the
cross-schedule dependency class (XD), where robots must
coordinate for multi-task (MT), multi-robot tasks (MR), over a
time-extended allocation (TA). In [1], this subclass is defined
as XD [MT-MR-TA]. At the time of this taxonomy, the authors
were not aware of any solutions to this problem. A more recent
analysis of this problem in [51] additionally confirms this class
of problems has not been explored further.

IV. STALC TECHNICAL APPROACH

Our technical approach is designed to address the high-level
coordination problem presented in (2) and the local optimiza-
tion problem described in Sec. III-B. To this end, we present
a three-level planning hierarchy, where a top-level graph-
based planner coordinates multi-robot teams, a mid-level A∗

motion planner generates feasible paths between nodes, and

low-level Model Path Predictive Integral Control (MPPI) [52]
enables receding-horizon multi-robot motion planning. All
three levels share underlying metric cost maps to maintain
consistent planning across the hierarchy. Both A∗ search and
MPPI are surrogate approaches, selected for their widespread
adoption, and could be substituted for other methods for
path planning [53] and stochastic Nonlinear Model Predictive
Control (NMPC) [54], respectively. This paper does not claim
developments in these areas. Our key contributions are in the
overall planning architecture and graph planning components.

While we believe our approach could apply more generally,
in this paper, we focus on solutions to (2) and the local
problem in Sec. III-B that solve the MCRP. We assume
prior knowledge of the terrain and probability distributions
for expected observer positions, as this information would
have motivated the reconnaissance mission in this area. This
information may be a coarse representation that evolves as
we execute a plan or be provided with limited time before a
scenario. In both cases, we require an approach for efficient
planning to enable rapid response times to the given scenario
and/or evolving information.

Fig. 2 shows a flow diagram of our hierarchical planning ar-
chitecture applied to the MCRP. First, we use prior information
to compute visibility scores, relative to the expected observer
distributions, across an area of interest. Using the resulting
visibility map, we segment the environment into regions of
cover (or low visibility), which we use as nodes in a graph
structure. We then calculate minimum visibility paths, using
A∗ search, between regions to define graph edges. Between
each node and edge pair, we compute overwatch scores based
on the visibility to the edge from within the node. Together,
this information forms a topological graph of the environment.
We encode this graph in our MILP graph planner to compute
an optimal plan for the multi-robot team. To form our mid-
level plan, we assign each robot a route, which corresponds to
an A∗ path, and a role in the coalitions of robots that form (i.e.,
leader or follower). Each robot then controls to its path using
MPPI in our low-level planner, performs overwatch, and/or
moves in formation with their coalition. The following sections
outline the algorithms that comprise each block of our overall
hierarchical planner. First, we introduce the construction of
graphs for the MCRP in Sec. V. In Sec. VI, we present our
core contribution, the graph planning algorithm. Finally, we
present the technical detail of our mid-level and low-level
planners in Sections VII and VIII, respectively.

V. GRAPH GENERATION

Constructing a graph that reflects the topology and path
costs of the underlying metric space is essential for unifying
the graph-based coordination problem in (2) and the local
multi-robot motion planning problem from Sec. III-B. Because
the graph is inherently connected to the scenario domain, we
focus specifically on constructing a graph for the MCRP.

A. Visibility Map

Since the MCRP aims to minimize risk due to visibility, the
graph is generated by first constructing a visibility cost map.
We accomplish this by adapting the notion of a viewshed [55]



Fig. 2. STALC: Hierarchical planning architecture for a multi-robot team to autonomously coordinate while traversing an environment. The high-level planner
segments the environment into a topological graph structure and generates a plan on the graph for the robot team through the environment. The graph
construction is informed by the mid-level planner which generates A∗ paths through the environment. The mid-level planner then takes the output of the
graph planner and assigns routes to each robot through the environment. Each group of robots moving together are then assigned roles in their coalition (i.e.,
leader or follower). This information is sent to each robot’s low-level planner to generate and execute dynamically feasible, collision-free paths.

to the context of a distribution over observer positions. The
viewshed of an area is a binary mask marking the regions of a
Digital Elevation Model (DEM) that are visible from a given
observer position. Our goal is to estimate the probability that
each point in the environment can be seen by the observer.

Line-of-sight analyses, such as viewsheds, are commonly
used in terrain analysis for tactical decision making (e.g., in
[47], [48] for determining cover and concealment). Uncertainty
in terrain measurements and observer locations can signifi-
cantly impact the accuracy of viewshed calculations. While we
do not address terrain uncertainty in this work, we formulate a
probabilistic notion of a viewshed that incorporates uncertainty
in the observer position.

We assume prior knowledge of a DEM of the environment
and a probability distribution, O, over R3 representing the
expected observer position. We do not make assumptions about
the form of O except that we are able to sample from it. In
the experimental evaluation that follows, we utilize Gaussian
distributions (i.e., O ∼ N (µ,Σ)). Taking N samples O ∼ O
from the observer distribution, we compute a viewshed VO for
each sample. Discretizing the environment into a 2D grid, for
each point (x, y), the visibility probability is the expectation
over the viewsheds from the sampled observer positions.

EO∈O[VO(x, y)] ≈
∑N

i=1 VOi
(x, y)

N
. (3)

We refer to the map containing the probability of being seen
at each point as the visibility map. An example of a visibility
map is depicted in Fig. 3 with a single observer. The lighter
regions indicate higher visibility.

Equation 3 does not consider the distance from the observer
when computing the probability of detection. In practice,
however, distant objects appear less visible. We model the
visibility of an object as proportional to its apparent angular
size, θ, which scales inversely with distance, d, from the
observer (i.e., θ ∼ 1

d ). The distance is determined using
the distance transform to compute the Euclidean distance

Fig. 3. A visibility map for an observer positioned in a clearing. The gradient
in each cell represents the visibility, with lighter being higher visibility.

from each map cell to the nearest observer distribution. For
distributions with infinite support (e.g., Gaussian), we must
choose a “boundary” for the distribution in order to compute
the distance transform. In this work, we use the 2-σ ellipse.
Detection probability is then scaled by the ratio of the nearest
enemy distance to the maximum effective distance dmax. dmax
is chosen based on the observer characteristics (e.g., when the
robot’s angular size falls below a threshold or spans fewer
than a set number of pixels in a camera image). We define
the distance-weighted visibility map, Pvis(x, y) for a position
(x, y), where distance to the nearest observer is d(x, y).

Pvis(x, y) = EO∈O[VO(x, y)]max
(
1− d(x, y)

dmax
, 0
)
. (4)

B. Constructing a Topological Graph

Using Def. III.1 for a DTG, the graph G = (V,E,WE)
is composed of nodes V , edges E, and weights WE that
are a function of the state of the robots. For the MCRP
problem, we decompose the edge weights WE into two
components: visibility edge weights Wvis and overwatch edge
weights Wow. We define Wvis to be a weighted adjacency
matrix and Wow is a set of weighted adjacency matrices for
each node, Wow = {Wow(v) : v ∈ V }, where element
Wow(v)(j, k) denotes the overwatch that a team of robots



Algorithm 1 Construct Topological Graph
Input:
D Digital Elevation Model
Cm Obstacle map
O Observer distribution
N Number of samples from observer distribution
ν Visibility threshold
Ξmin Minimum cover region size
Ξmax Maximum cover region size
λp Visibility cost weight

Output:
V Graph nodes (cover region centroids)
E Graph edges
Wvis Visibility weight adjacency matrix
Wow Set of overwatch weight matrices, Wow(v)

1: Pvis ← ComputeVisMap(D, O, N )
2: Mc ← GetCoverMask(Pvis, ν, Cm)
3: R← GetCoverRegions(Mc, Ξmin)
4: R← SplitRegions(R, Ξmax)
5: V ← PlaceNodes(Cm, R)
6: Tfeas ← ComputePaths(Pvis, Cm, R, V , λp)
7: nV ← |R|
8: Wvis ← 0nV ×nV

9: E ← ∅
10: for all {(vj , vk) : T } ∈ Tfeas do
11: Wvis(vj , vk)← PathCost(Pvis, T )
12: E ← E ∪ (vj , vk)

13: // Overwatch Opportunities
14: for v ∈ V do
15: Oow(v)← UniformDistribution(rv)
16: Pow(v)← ComputeVisMap(D, Oow(v), N )
17: Wow(v)← 0nV ×nV

18: for all {(vj , vk) : T } ∈ Tfeas do
19: Wow(v)(vj , vk)← PathCost(Pow(v), T )
20: return V,E,Wvis,Wow

positioned at node v can provide for a team traversing edge
(j, k). Algorithm 1 presents our method for constructing the
components of the topological graph. This algorithm refer-
ences the function ComputePaths defined in Algorithm 2.
The following subsections describe the key steps (represented
in both algorithms as functions) in more detail.

1) ComputeVisMap: The visibility map computation
uses an efficient viewshed algorithm [55] to generate N
viewshed maps sampled from the observer distribution O.
Equations (3) and (4) are used to compute the probability of
detection for each cell in the map. These calculations form
our visibility map Pvis.

2) GetCoverMask: The cover calculation creates a mask
of all cells which have low visibility and are traversable.

Mc(x, y) =

{
1 if Pvis(x, y) < ν and Cm(x, y) = 0

0 otherwise.
(5)

3) GetCoverRegions: We compute cover regions, R =
{r ∈ ConnComp(Mc) : area(r) > Ξmin}, by finding all of
the discrete, connected components of the cover mask whose
areas exceed a threshold value, Ξmin. For this, we use functions
labeled ConnComp and area, respectively.

4) SplitRegions: For some maps and observer posi-
tions, the cover regions can be large and nonconvex. Conse-
quently, we enforce a maximum size, Ξmax, using the algorithm
from [56] to find the minimum-length cut that divides one
region into two smaller ones. The result of this cut is 2 regions,
where one region is of size Ξmax and the other is the remainder.

Algorithm 2 ComputePaths

Input:
Pvis Visibility map
Cm Obstacle map
R Cover regions
V Graph nodes
λp Visibility cost weight

Output:
Tfeas Map: (vj , vk) 7→ T

1: Tfeas ← EmptyMap()
2: is start← {v : false ∀v ∈ V }
3: is goal← {v : false ∀v ∈ V }
4: path to← {v : null ∀v ∈ V }
5: path from← {v : null ∀v ∈ V }
6: for all vj ∈ V do
7: for all vk ∈ V do
8: if vj = vk then
9: continue

10: T ← ComputeOnePath(Cm, Pvis, vj , vk , λp)
11: if PathIsRedundant(R, T , vj , vk) then
12: path to[vk]← MinCost(T , path to[vk])
13: path from[vj ]← MinCost(T , path from[vj ])
14: else
15: Tfeas[(vj , vk)]← T
16: is start[vj ]← true
17: is goal[vk]← true
18: Tfeas ← ReconnectNodes(is start, is goal,
19: path from, path to)
20: return Tfeas

(a) Cover regions on visibility map (b) Pruned A∗ paths between cover regions

Fig. 4. Regions of cover and A∗ paths overlaid on satellite imagery of the
environment: cover regions are outlined in red and node numbers are located
within the regions near the centroid of each region.

We perform these cuts repeatedly until no region is larger
than Ξmax. Other strategies for splitting regions could be used;
empirically, we find that iterative minimum length cuts tend
to produce reasonably compact regions.

5) PlaceNodes: For each region, we place a node at the
closest traversable point in the region to its centroid. Since the
regions can be nonconvex, the centroid is not guaranteed to
be contained in the region. The following defines the mapping
Mv between regions and nodes: V = { argminp∈r(∥p −
centroid(r)∥2) : r ∈ R}. Here, the function centroid
finds the centroid of the region. In Fig. 4a, we overlay outlines
of the cover regions on an example environment.

6) ComputePaths: We present Algorithm 2 for comput-
ing the feasible paths, Tfeas. Tfeas maps from nodes (vj , vk) to a
path T between those nodes. Empty maps are initialized with
the function EmptyMap. The resulting paths are composed of
spatial locations: T = {τ1, . . . , τn}, τi = [xi, yi]

T .
7) ComputeOnePath: We use an optimal path planning

algorithm to compute paths that minimize visibility between
each pair of nodes in the graph. In this work, we use a standard



A∗ search. We choose A∗ for its optimality and simplicity, but
in principle any optimal path planner capable of planning over
costmaps could be used. We define the heuristic cost, h(τ), as
the Euclidean distance from the current position to the goal.
The function g(τ) denotes the cost to follow the optimal path
from the start position to τ . The successor cost, c(τ, τ ′), is
the cost to go from a cell in the map τ to adjacent cells τ ′.
Finally, n(τ) is the visibility cost of traversing a single cell,
which we will define in (10).

c(τ, τ ′) = ||τ − τ ′||(1 + λpn(τ
′)) (6)

g(τ ′) = g(τ) + c(τ, τ ′). (7)

In (6), λp is a scaling factor to weight the contribution of the
visibility cost. Since the true cost-to-go is equal to the heuristic
cost plus a non-negative visibility term, the heuristic h(τ) is
trivially admissible.

8) PathIsRedundant: When computing the set of
graph edges, we initially consider the topological graph to be
fully-connected. However, many of these edges will overlap
due to minimizing visibility or the routing of the environment,
so we take an additional step to eliminate redundant edges. We
define an edge e = (vj , vk) as redundant if its associated path
Tvjvk passes through a region other than the two regions it is
intended to connect (i.e., Tvjvk ∩

(⋃
r∈R\{rj ,rk} r

)
̸= ∅).

Whenever a redundant edge is removed, we update the
minimum cost (with function MinCost) of the pruned
paths originating at rs and ending at rg for later use in
ReconnectNodes.

9) ReconnectNodes: In rare circumstances, the pruning
step may result in a node which is a sink (i.e., not the start
of any path), a source (i.e., not the goal of any path), or
fully disconnected. In these cases, we restore the lowest cost
edges needed to maintain a directed graph with no sources
or sinks. If there is not a viable route to a particular node
(e.g., due to obstacles in the environment), that node will
remain disconnected and will not be used in the graph planning
process. An example of the pruned paths is shown in Fig. 4b.

10) PathCost: When traversing a path T through the en-
vironment, we consider the total probability of non-detection,
pnd, as the product of the probabilities of non-detection at each
cell (assuming independence). We use a general P to represent
a visibility map Pvis or overwatch map Pow(v) (which we will
define in Sec. V-B11).

pnd =
∏
τ∈T

(1− P(τ)). (8)

Taking the negative log of this quantity, we can compute
a negative log non-detection probability by summing the
contributions of each cell along the path.

− log(pnd) =
∑
τ∈T

− log(1− P(τ)). (9)

As the probability of detection approaches one, the cost to
traverse a cell approaches infinity. In order to avoid infinite
values in the optimization problem, we bound the maximum
probability of detection at each cell to 1 − ϵ (for a small
positive ϵ). So the cost to traverse a single cell is the negative-
log of the probability of non-detection.

n(τ) = − log(max(1− P(τ), ϵ)). (10)

In the final step of the path cost calculation, we compute
the weight for each edge e = (vj , vk) that remained after the
pruning step by considering the optimal path Tvjvk .

W (vj , vk) =
∑

τ∈Tvjvk

n(τ). (11)

11) Overwatch Opportunities: The overwatch weighted
adjacency matrix, Wow(v), represents the benefit of over-
watch from node v. Computing this matrix is analogous to
the visibility map calculation. Instead of sampling from the
observer distribution, we sample uniformly from the cover
region associated with node v (i.e., rv). We define the uni-
form distribution (with function UniformDistribution)
associated with rv as Oow(v). We apply equations (3) and (4)
to produce a visibility map for an observer located at node v,
which we call an overwatch map, Pow(v). The overwatch edge
weights, Wow(v), are computed using the PathCost function
to evaluate the visibility from the node to each edge in the
graph. The overwatch edge weight scales with how visible a
particular edge is from the overwatch node and the distance
along the edge that is visible. Thus, higher edge weights
correspond to more advantageous overwatch opportunities. An
example overwatch map is shown in Fig. 5a.

(a) Node 3 Overwatch Map (b) Schematic Topological Graph

Fig. 5. Example overwatch map for node 3 in (a) and resulting schematic
topological graph with overwatch opportunities indicated by arrows pointing
from the overwatch node to edges that can be observed in (b).

C. Topological Graph Refinement
We graphically depict the information embedded in our

topological graph through the schematic representation shown
in Fig. 5b. The graph includes nodes for each cover region,
edges representing the pruned A∗ paths, and overwatch oppor-
tunities from the overwatch maps, denoted by arrows from the
overwatch node to the edge that can be monitored. Although
our formulation considers a directed graph, we construct
graphs with both edge directions; thus, our schematics are
shown with undirected edges.

When transforming the environment segmentation into this
schematic representation, we use heuristics to refine the graph
based on the robots’ capabilities and the scenario. In particular,
we set a maximum distance that can be traversed and remove
edges from E that do not meet this threshold.

We add overwatch opportunities from Wow to our graph
after applying scenario-based heuristics. First, we impose a
maximum overwatch distance (e.g., from sensor limits) by
checking distances to edge endpoints. We then add a scale
factor to the overwatch weights based on the priorities of the
scenario (e.g., if overwatch is more or less valuable). Finally,



we only incorporate overwatch opportunities when the cost
reduction exceeds a prescribed fraction of the edge weight, and
we bound larger reductions to ensure traversal always incurs
nonzero cost (e.g., overwatch could provide between a 40%
and 90% cost reduction). These thresholds and scaling factors
are scenario-dependent and we demonstrate different values
for these parameters in our analysis.

VI. GRAPH PLANNER

To generate an optimal plan for a team of robots coor-
dinating on a graph, such as the graph defined in Sec. V,
we developed a MIP approach to solve an instance of the
problem presented in (2). In this section, we first define our key
formulation innovations in Sec. VI-A. We then detail how we
utilize each innovation to formulate the specific cost function
and constraints for the MCRP in Sections VI-B and VI-C,
respectively. Ultimately, our derivation results in a statement
of our optimization problem in Sec. VI-D and a discussion of
our formulation considerations in Sec. VI-E.

A. Key MILP Formulation Innovations

A key contribution of this work is our computationally-
efficient MILP optimization problem. We apply three core
innovations to preserve linearity in our MILP formulation
and significantly reduce the computation time to find an
optimal solution to the problem: our integer decision variable
formulation, utilization of indicator variables, and utilization
of methods for formulating convex cost functions.

1) Integer Decision Variable Formulation: Common for-
mulations for multi-agent problems consider all possible states
of robots at locations in the graph [20], [23]. For nL locations,
this is nnA

L possible states. In a MIP formulation, enumerating
these states as binary variables would be computationally
intractable. Another common formulation is to encode each
robot’s location at each time step [30], [57]. This enumerates
as nTnLnA total variables which is also highly computation-
ally intensive for large numbers of agents and locations.

We drastically reduce the size of the decision space by
instead considering the number of robots at each location
at each time step with nTnL integer variables. We then
present methods for analyzing interactions between robots
(e.g., sharing edges or providing overwatch) to maintain the
same utility of the larger decision space, while eliminating the
exponential growth. This formulation obfuscates the paths of
each individual robot in the MILP problem, though we detail in
Sec. VII-A how they can be assigned afterwards. Additionally,
in the formulation of the optimization problem, we ensure that
the paths follow the topology of the graph through sequential
flow constraints considering the movement of all robots.

With this formulation, we embed the multi-robot interac-
tions directly in the edge weights of our DTG. In particular,
we consider benefits from moving in formations and as a
team to directly scale with the number of robots on an edge;
thus our choice of decision variable greatly simplifies these
calculations. For interactions through overwatch opportunities,
we define costs and constraints for each overwatch opportunity
that depend on the number of robots at the overwatch nodes

and related edges to reduce the cost of traversing those
edges. If we instead enumerated variables for each robot, fully
defining each of these possible interactions would significantly
increase the problem’s complexity. Our choice of decision
variables is pivotal to keeping the problem computationally
tractable in a complex decision space.

2) Indicator Variables: In some cases, adding a variable for
whether a condition is met aids in simplifying an expression or
ensuring linearity. For this purpose, we use indicator variables
[58], which are linked to another variable in the problem. The
following proposition defines our form for indicator variables:

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

α =

{
1, h > 0

0, h = 0
⇔ min aα s.t. α ≥ h

h⌜
. (12)

We can then use the newly created binary variable α in our
cost functions and constraints. As long as α is used in contexts
that will be minimized, the value of α will be strict to the
piecewise expression in (12). This is due to the formulation;
α can only be 0 or 1, and the constraint follows that h

h⌜ > 0
for h > 0 and h

h⌜ = 0 for h = 0. For α to be minimized
means that the associated cost function has the lowest value
when α = 0 (compared to α = 1). Indicator variables of this
form can aid in expressing complex equations more efficiently
in our optimization problem.

3) Convex Cost Functions: We aim to express our costs and
constraints convexly, since convexity can significantly reduce
the computation time of an optimization program. Since we
are using MIP, we consider convexity when our integrality
constraints are relaxed. For brevity, references to convexity of
a function in this paper will assume this relaxation.

To produce a convex and positively homogeneous function,
we can form a perspective function, as originally presented in
[59]. In particular, we utilize the following result from [60]:

Proposition 2. Let f : Rn → [−∞,∞]. Then, the perspective
function f̃ is convex if and only if f is convex.

f̃(x, y) = yf
(x
y

)
, x ∈ Rn, y ∈ R>0. (13)

In this work, we formulate piecewise cost functions based
on the different regimes of operating alone or with a team. Us-
ing perspective functions, we can derive convex piecewise cost
functions, which we will show in Sec. VI-B1. To incorporate
our piecewise functions linearly in our problem formulation,
we can express these functions through a linear cost term
with linear constraints using Proposition 3, which is commonly
referred to as the epigraph form of the problem [61].

Proposition 3. If f(x) is a convex piecewise linear func-
tion with constraints c1(x), . . . , cn(x), then the following are
equivalent for some auxiliary variable f̆ :

min f(x) ⇔ min f̆ s.t. f̆ ≥ c1(x), . . . , f̆ ≥ cn(x). (14)



B. MIP Cost Function
We define the parameters that we use to formulate our MIP

problem in Table I and the decision variables in Table II.
Furthermore, we specify the constraints for the lower bounds
(LB) and upper bounds (UB) of our decision variables in
Table II. Using the information embedded in our DTG and
the innovations described above, we formulate a cost function
specific to the MCRP which minimizes the risk of traversing
and total time to reach a set of target locations. The dynamic
edge cost in our DTG, we,t in Def. III.1, is a function of two
cost functions we will define in the following section: (i) a cost
of traversing CW̄e,t

, which embeds a fixed cost to traverse an
edge, w̄e, and teaming considerations, and (ii) a cost reduction
from overwatch CΩo,t related to a benefit ωo from overwatch.
In particular, we,t = CW̄e,t

+ CΩo,t . The cost values w̄e and
ωo are elements of the graph adjacency matrices defined in
Sec. V-B (i.e., w̄e ∈Wvis and ωo ∈ Wow).

1) Cost of Traversing: We formulate a cost of traversing
with three main components: (a) edge cost, (b) vulnerability
cost and (c) teaming rewards. Using the parameters from
Table I, our base edge cost is the positive valued w̄e for a team
of robots to traverse edge e. For particularly vulnerable edges,
it is desired for more agents to move together across the edge
to enable moving in a formation for greater awareness. Thus,
for each edge, to encode vulnerability, a minimum desired
number of robots ae to traverse the edge is specified and an
additional positive cost me is incurred for each robot until the
minimum is met. Finally, we consider an incentive for further
teaming through positive rewards re for additional robots
moving together over the minimum desired. These components
comprise the piecewise linear cost of traversing an edge at a
particular time, CW̄e,t

, which can be expressed as a function
of the number of robots on the edge at that time, pe,t. This
cost function is depicted in Fig. 6a.

CW̄e,t
=


0, pe,t = 0

w̄e +me(ae − pe,t), 0 < pe,t ≤ ae

w̄e − re(pe,t − ae), ae < pe,t ≤ nA.

(15)

To reduce computation time, we want a convex formulation
of this cost function. The cost in (15) is not convex due to
the zero point. To restate this cost, we first add an indicator
variable for whether an edge is used, ϕe,t, using Proposition 1.
We then consider the function f(pe,t) = w̄e +me(ae − pe,t),
which is convex when we select me ≥ re. Using Proposition 2,
we can state the perspective function of f(pe,t).

f̃(pe,t, ϕe,t) = −mepe,t + (w̄e +meae)ϕe,t. (16)

(a) Cost of traversing edge e at time t
versus number of robots on the edge

(b) Cost of overwatch opportunity o at
time t versus number of overwatch robots

Fig. 6. Piecewise Linear Cost Functions

TABLE I
MIP PARAMETERS

Category Var Description

Problem
Size

nA Number of agents/robots
nT Number of time steps in the time horizon
nO Number of overwatch opportunities
nE Number of directional edges
nV Number of nodes/vertices
nL Number of locations (nE + nV )
nB Number of start/begin 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
B Set of start/begin locations b, B ⊆ L
D Set of goal/destination locations d, D ⊆ L
O Set of overwatch opportunities o, (vi, ej)

where node vi can overwatch edge ej

Problem
Parameters

t Time step from 1 to nT

nb Number of robots at start location b ∈ B
nd Number of robots at goal location d ∈ D

Cost of
Traversing

w̄e Fixed cost to traverse edge e ∈ E
ae Minimum desired number of robots on e
me Additional cost for robots on e before ae
re Cost reduction on e for robots over ae

Cost of
Overwatch

ωo Benefit of full overwatch for o ∈ O

αo Number of robots for full overwatch for o
γo Reward for overwatch robots over αo for o

TABLE II
MIP DECISION VARIABLES (AT TIME t)

Var Type LB UB Description

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

C̆W̄e,t
Cont. 0 ∞ Cost of traversing edge e

C̆Ωo,t Cont. −∞ 0 Cost of overwatch opportunity o

By Proposition 2, the perspective function f̃(pe,t, ϕe,t) is a
convex function in pe,t and ϕe,t. Additionally, when pe,t = 0
then ϕe,t = 0 by definition, and f̃(pe,t, ϕe,t) = 0. Otherwise,
for any pe,t > 0 then ϕe,t = 1 and f̃(pe,t) is identical to
the second case in (15). Thus, this new function combines the
first two cases in (15) and results in a convex piecewise linear
function as follows:

CW̄e,t
=

{
−mepe,t + (w̄e +meae)ϕe,t, 0 ≤ pe,t ≤ ae

w̄e − re(pe,t − ae), ae < pe,t ≤ nA.

(17)

Due to the convexity of this function, we can equivalently
express this cost in our optimization problem with a linear
term in the cost function that scales with our decision variable
C̆W̄e,t

and two linear constraints, as described in Proposition 3.

C̆W̄e,t
≥ −mepe,t + (w̄e +meae)ϕe,t (18)

C̆W̄e,t
≥ −repe,t + (w̄e + reae)ϕe,t. (19)



These constraints are for the two line segments seen in
Fig. 6a. We utilize ϕe,t in (19) as well, so that C̆W̄e,t

will
go to zero when vehicles are not traversing edge e at time
t. Since we are optimizing for minimum cost, C̆W̄e,t

will be
tight to the piecewise linear cost function (17).

2) Cost of Overwatch: When an edge can be monitored
from a node, we consider this an overwatch opportunity.
Having overwatch while traversing can offer a cost reduction
proportional to the visibility of the edge from the overwatch
node and the distance that can be monitored. When robots
are traversing a corresponding edge, any number of robots
at an overwatch node results in overwatch, but more robots
may provide a greater reward. Using the parameters from
Table I, we specify a positive ωo as the benefit of overwatch
opportunity o, αo is the number of robots needed for full
overwatch (i.e., to receive the full reward), and a positive γo
is a further reward for additional robots past αo. We consider
ρo,t to be the number of overwatch robots for opportunity o at
time t. Thus, as depicted in Fig. 6b, for a particular overwatch
opportunity the “cost” is CΩo,t

.

CΩo,t
=

{
−ωo

αo
ρo,t, 0 ≤ ρo,t ≤ αo

−ωo − γo(ρo,t − αo), αo < ρo,t ≤ nA.
(20)

This “cost” will always be negative since it is rewarding
overwatch. Similarly to the cost for traversing, since this
piecewise linear cost is convex when integrality constraints
are relaxed and ωo/αo ≥ γo, we can express the cost with
a decision variable, C̆Ωo,t

, that enters linearly in our cost
function with two linear constraints.

C̆Ωo,t ≥ −ωo

αo
ρo,t (21)

C̆Ωo,t
≥ −ωo − γo(ρo,t − αo). (22)

We utilize the variables ρo,t for ease of formulation, but can
restate these constraints without these additional variables to
reduce computation time of the optimization problem. For a
particular o ∈ O, we consider the number of robots providing
overwatch to be equal to the number of robots at the node,
vi, if there are robots on the edge, ej . We set ρo,t = pvi,t,
resulting in the following constraints:

C̆Ωo,t
≥ −ωo

αo
pvi,t (23)

C̆Ωo,t
≥ −ωo − γo(pvi,t − αo). (24)

To ensure there are robots traversing the corresponding
edge ej , we add another constraint dependent on pej ,t.

C̆Ωo,t
≥ −ωo

αo
nApej ,t. (25)

This constraint has a steeper slope (due to scaling by nA) than
(23) and (24) when there are robots on the edge (i.e., when
pej ,t > 0). This ensures it is the least restrictive (which we
can guarantee for convex (20)). When there are robots at the
node and there are not robots on the edge (i.e., pvi,t > 0 and
pej ,t = 0), (25) is the most restrictive overwatch constraint.
This forces the cost C̆Ωo,t

to be zero, since there is not a
benefit from overwatch when there are not robots traversing
the edge. Similarly, when pvi = 0, C̆Ωo,t

= 0 since there are
not robots providing overwatch.

3) Cost of Time: The final cost we consider, CTt
, is for

minimizing the time to achieve the goal. We formulate a cost
that scales with time and is multiplied by the binary decision
variables ψt that represent whether robots have moved at time
t. Thus, this cost, defined for all time t, is an incentive to
achieve the goal as quickly as possible.

CTt = tψt. (26)

4) Overall Objective Function: When we combine all of
the cost terms, we express our overall objective function to
minimize as follows:

C =

nT∑
t=1

(
CTt +

∑
e∈E

C̆W̄e,t
+
∑
o∈O

C̆Ωo,t

)
. (27)

Weights can be added to each term in (27) depending on the
priority of a particular scenario (e.g., minimizing traversing
cost versus minimizing time).

C. MIP Constraints

We add constraints to set support variables used in our cost
functions and to restrict movement to the DTG. These con-
straints assume that traversing an edge has cost and remaining
at a node does not, such that remaining on an edge would not
provide a benefit.

1) Edge Used Variables: We utilize binary variables ϕe,t,
that track if an edge is used, in cases where cost is minimal
when ϕe,t = 0. Following Proposition 1, we set ϕe,t to 1 if
there are robots on edge e at time t and 0 otherwise.

ϕe,t ≥
1

nA
pe,t. (28)

2) Time Tracking Variables: We add binary variables, ψt,
to track if there are robots on the edges of the graph at time t.
We use the form in Proposition 1 with the sum of the number
of robots on edges at each time step. This sum tracks whether
robots are still moving since robots cannot go instantaneously
between nodes. Following Proposition 1, ψt only contributes
to increasing cost. For each time step t, we bound ψt.

ψt ≥
1

nA

∑
e∈E

pe,t. (29)

3) Start Locations: We add constraints for the start loca-
tions of each robot. For each start location b ∈ B, with nb
robots at that location, we add the following constraint:

pb,1 = nb. (30)

4) Goal Locations: For each goal location, or destination,
d ∈ D, we set the minimum number of robots required at that
location, nd robots, through the following constraint:

pd,nT
≥ nd. (31)

5) Maximum Robots: We bound the total number of robots
across all locations of the graph for each time t.∑

l∈L

pl,t = nA. (32)



6) Sequential Flow: We add a sequential flow constraint
to ensure that movement across the graph is restricted to the
structure of the graph. In particular, for each node, the number
of robots in the node and flowing into the node must be equal
to the number of robots in the node and flowing out of the
node in the next time step. Thus, for each time t ∈ [2, nT ]
and node vj , we add the following constraint:∑

lij=(vi,vj)∈L

plij ,t−1 =
∑

lji=(vj ,vi)∈L

plji,t. (33)

The first sum considers all locations of the form lij = (vi, vj)
and the second sum considers lji = (vj , vi) for a fixed node
vj . Both sets of locations include ljj since all nodes have self-
loops. This constraint allows robots to move from one edge
to a node or to another edge without stopping at the node.

7) Negative Edge Weights: We add a constraint to ensure
that edge weights do not become negative due to the reductions
from overwatch opportunities. For each edge e and time step
t, we add the following constraint:

C̆W̄e,t
+

∑
o=(vi,e)∈O

C̆Ωo,t
≥ ϕe,t. (34)

When the edge is used (ϕe,t = 1), this constraint ensures that
the minimum cost associated with the edge is 1. The cost is
strict to this bound since we are minimizing costs.

D. MIP Optimization Problem
Combining our objective function and constraints from the

previous sections, our overall MIP optimization problem is
expressed in Table III. By employing our key formulation
innovations from Sec. VI-A, we can use mixed-integer linear
programming (MILP) to solve our problem since we have a
linear objective function with linear constraints. We use the
Gurobi optimizer [62] for solving this problem to optimality.

E. MIP Problem Formulation Considerations
We formulate our optimization problem assuming edges

have cost and nodes do not, such that there is not a benefit
to staying on an edge. Additionally, we require that costs for
not meeting a minimum number of robots on an edge are
set to be greater than reductions for agents after that number
(i.e., me ≥ re), as noted in Sec. VI-B1. We assume a graph
without negative cycles. Overwatch for one edge can come
from multiple nodes and robots at one node can overwatch
robots traversing multiple edges, but the weight of the edge
(resulting from the cost of traversing, benefit of overwatch,
and cost reductions from vulnerability/teaming) cannot reduce
to 0 or below. We enforce this property with the constraint in
(34). Intuitively, for an overwatch opportunity to be used, the
cost reduction from overwatch needs to be more than the cost
to get to the overwatch position.

We solve problems with our MIP formulation to optimality.
However, while our MIP solutions are always guaranteed
to be optimal, the optimal solution is not guaranteed to be
unique. Small problems with simple numbers can result in
many equivalent cost solutions and cause computation time
to increase. We demonstrate illustrative simulated scenarios
with simple numbers where this is more of a consideration

TABLE III
MIP OPTIMIZATION PROBLEM

Optimization Problem Eq.

min
nT∑
t=1

(
CTt +

∑
e∈E

C̆W̄e,t
+

∑
o∈O

C̆Ωo,t

)
subject to (27)

C
os

t
C

on
st

ra
in

ts

C̆W̄e,t
≥ −mepe,t + (w̄e +meae)ϕe,t, ∀e, t (18)

C̆W̄e,t
≥ −repe,t + (w̄e + reae)ϕe,t, ∀e, t (19)

C̆Ωo,t ≥ −
ωo
αo
pvi,t, ∀o, t (23)

C̆Ωo,t ≥ −ωo − γo(pvi,t − αo), ∀o, t (24)

C̆Ωo,t ≥ −
ωo
αo
nApej ,t, ∀o, t (25)

C
on

st
ra

in
ts

ϕe,t ≥ 1
nA

pe,t, ∀e, t (28)

ψt ≥ 1
nA

∑
e∈E

pe,t, ∀t (29)

pb,1 = nb, ∀b (30)

pd,nT
≥ nd, ∀d (31)∑

l∈L
pl,t = nA, ∀t (32)

∑
lij=(vi,vj)∈L

plij ,t−1 =
∑

lji=(vj ,vi)∈L

plji,t, ∀vj ,
t ∈ [2, nT ]

(33)

C̆W̄e,t
+

∑
o=(vi,e)∈O

C̆Ωo,t ≥ ϕe,t, ∀e, t. (34)

than in our hardware experiments where we utilize our graph
generation approach from Sec. V.

VII. MID-LEVEL PLANNER

Our mid-level planner serves to connect the graph planner
solutions of (2) to the local multi-robot motion planning prob-
lem in Sec. III-B by assigning robots to edges and generating
robot-specific mid-range plans.

A. Robot Route Allocator
After generating an optimal plan from our optimization

problem in Table III, we use the resulting decision variable
pl,t in an assignment routine to allocate routes for each
robot through the graph. We use each start location from
our set B. At each time step t, each robot i will move to
states in the form sit = (vj , vk). Subsequent valid states are
assigned from the Next Edge Action Set A(sit) defined in
Def. III.2. All nodes have self loops (i.e., vj = vk for nodes).
We present Algorithm 3 with the details of this assignment
process. We define the following functions for our algorithm:
RemoveItem(B) to remove an item from set B (and output
that item) and AddItem(m) to add item m to an existing
list. Tracking the number of robots at each location rather than
routes for each robot directly necessitates this post-processing
step, however the paradigm shift to integer decision variables
(as described in Sec. VI-A1) enables a significant reduction
in computational complexity by removing the dependence on
the number of robots in the size of our decision space.

B. Mid-Range Plan Generation
When a coalition of robots, Ce is assigned to traverse an

edge in the graph, members are ordered alphabetically; the



Algorithm 3 Robot Route Allocator
Input:

pl,t Number of robots at location l at time t,
∀ l ∈ L, t ∈ [1, nT ]

B Set of nA start locations
nA Number of agents/robots
nT Number of time steps

Output:
M List of routes for each robot (M i ∀i ∈ [1, nA])

1: for all i ∈ [1, nA] do
2: b← RemoveItem(B)
3: M i ← AddItem(b); pb,1 ← pb,1 − 1; si1 ← b
4: for all t ∈ [2, nT ] do
5: for all l ∈ L do
6: if pl,t > 0 and l ∈ A(sit−1) then
7: M i ← AddItem(l); pl,t ← pl,t − 1; sit ← l
8: break
9: return M

first robot serves as leader, while the others are sequentially
assigned follower positions. In this paper, we use a leader-
follower line formation, where each robot follows its pre-
decessor. Each robot’s route, from Algorithm 3, maps to an
edge-specific path Tvivj that minimizes visibility to potential
observers, which we computed with A∗ in Sec. V-B7. The
mid-range plan for a robot, T i, begins at the closest point on
Tvivj to the robot’s current position and truncates at a receding
horizon goal. For the leader, this goal is based on its maximum
speed and planning time horizon. For the follower, this goal
is based on a set following distance from the planned goal of
the robot preceding it in the formation. Thus, the coalition’s
set of mid-range plans T Ce is a function of Tvivj and XCe

B .

VIII. LOW-LEVEL PLANNER

As described in Sec. III, we solve a local optimization
problem of the form in (1) to execute edge-specific multi-robot
motion planning. Rather than solving the optimization problem
over the joint state space, we leverage a distributed receding-
horizon NMPC control approach [63], where coupled costs and
constraints are approximated by robot team members sharing
state and policy information from the prior planning interval.
Given the set of mid-range plans T Ce generated in Sec. VII-B,
we can also use a short, computationally tractable time-horizon
and a receding-horizon goal XCe

D constructed from the set of
terminal points in T Ce . Our approach uses only a state-cost
gx,e, and does not include an input cost gu,e, or state or input
constraints cxe

or cue
.

For the dynamics f(xt) in (1), we use Dubins Car kinemat-
ics with bounded wheel velocity and acceleration:

xt =
[
pt θt

]T
, ut =

[
vt αt

]T
, wt =

[
1
r

b
2r

1
r − b

2r

]
ut

wmax
t = max(wt,

vmin

r
, wt−1 −

amax

r
∆t)

wclamp
t = min(wmax

t ,
vmax

r
, wt−1 +

amax

r
∆t) (35)

xt+1 = xt +

cos(θt) 0
sin(θt) 0

0 1

[ r
2

r
2

r
b − r

b

]
wclamp

t ∆t.

Here we define the state xt ∈ R3, position pt ∈ R2, orientation
θt, control ut ∈ R2, linear velocity vt, angular velocity αt,

wheel radius r, wheel base b, wheel velocities wt ∈ R2,
minimum linear velocity vmin, maximum linear velocity vmax,
maximum linear acceleration amax, and time step ∆t.

Since the cost functions from (1) have been decoupled, for
a given robot i ∈ Ce, we can now write gx(XCe

t ) as gx,e(xit).
Dropping the i for clarity, we design our cost function gx,e(xt)
to be a weighted sum of cost components to encourage
navigating towards the goal (distance gδ , heading gh, and
pointing gp), following the mid-range path (distance gmδ and
heading gmh), avoiding untraversable terrain (terrain costmap
gc), and inter-robot collisions (trajectory collision gtc).

To avoid obstacles, which may not exist in the global map,
we leverage TerrainNet [64] for local mapping. TerrainNet
takes RGB-D images of the environment as input and produces
semantic and elevation maps as output. We produce a local
costmap, Cl, by assigning a cost, [0, 255], to each semantic
label, which correspond to the features of the environment
(e.g., bush, rock, tree, dirt, etc.) that occupy the terrain.

This approach aids in traversing diverse terrain, but could
be substituted for another local mapping approach.

The overall cost function is as follows:

gx,e(xt) = γδgδ(xt) + γhgh(xt) + γpgp(xt) + γmδgmδ(xt)

+ γmhgmh(xt) + γcgc(xt) + γtcgtc(xt). (36)

In this cost function, γδ , γh, γp, γmδ , γmh, γc, and γtc are
heuristically selected cost weights.

We define the differences between the current state of the
robot xt and the following: the goal state xD, the mid-range
path xmt , and the previous state xt−1. Additionally, we define
∆xitit, the difference between the current state of the robot
and every state in the planned trajectory of each other robot
in the same coalition, xiti . Here, i ∈ Ce is the robot index and
ti is the time index along robot i’s trajectory.

∆xdt = xD − xt, ∆xmt = xmt − xt

∆xt = xt − xt−1, ∆xitit = xiti − xt.
(37)

Finally, we can define the cost components. We use pa-
rameters for goal pointing radius rp, the maximum mid-range
path cost distance δm, the lethal costmap penalty c, the lethal
costmap threshold ℓ, the trajectory collision radius rt, and the
planning time horizon T .

gδ(xt) = ∥∆pdt ∥

gh(xt) = exp

((
∆pdt
2

·
[
cos(θd)
sin(θd)

])2)
·min(−cos(∆θdt ), 0.9)

gp(xt) = I{∥∆pd
t ∥<rp} ·max(− cos(atan2(∆pdt )− θd), 0)

gmδ(xt) = min

(
∥∆pmt ∥
δm

, 1.0

)2

(38)

gmh(xt) =

(
1− ∆pt

∥∆pt∥
·
[
cos(θm)
sin(θm)

])

gc(xt) =


1e10, if Cl(pt) ≥ ℓ and Cl(pt−1) < ℓ

1e10, else if Cl(pt) ≥ ℓ and t = T

c, else if Cl(pt) ≥ ℓ and Cl(pt−1) ≥ ℓ
Cl(pt)

ℓ otherwise

gtc(xt) = I{∨i,ti(∥∆pi
tit

∥<rt)} · 1e10.



(a) Time = 0, Total Cost = 0

(b) Time = 1, Total Cost = 11 (c) Time = 2, Total Cost = 65

(d) Time = 3, Total Cost = 131 (e) Time = 4, Total Cost = 131

Fig. 7. MIP problem solution to an illustrative MCRP, sketched in (a). Ten
robots start at node 1 with a goal of at least one robot reaching node 5 to
observe the adversary units. The light green regions represent areas of cover.
The color of the edges indicate the threat level for transitioning between nodes
from low to high (LTH): blue, yellow, red. Edge (3,5) has the highest weight
due to its visibility by the adversary. In each subplot, the edge labels indicate
the edge cost under the current conditions and show in brackets the desired
number of robots for traversal of the edge, ae, due to vulnerability. Overwatch
opportunities, which are used in time steps 2 and 3, are shown with a pink
arrow from the overwatch node pointing to the edge that can be monitored.
At each time step, the position of each robot is shown.

To optimize the objective function subject to the dynamics
constraints, we use MPPI [52], though this approach could
be substituted for other methods for planning dynamically
feasible paths on costmaps.

IX. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We first evaluate our graph planning approach in simulated
scenarios. We then demonstrate the full hierarchical planning
architecture, STALC, in autonomous hardware experiments.

A. Graph Planning Simulated Scenarios
1) Illustrative Example: Fig. 7 depicts a simple version of

the MCRP in which 10 robots start at node 1 and at least
one robot must reach node 5 while minimizing visibility. We
generate a solution to this problem using our graph planner,
as shown in Fig. 7. In Fig. 7a, the edge costs are shown as the
maximum cost for one robot to traverse without reductions
from overwatch, teaming, or vulnerability. The number of
robots desired for each edge is shown in brackets ([]). The
color of the edge indicates threat level blue (lowest), yellow,
or red (highest). To encourage teaming, each additional robot
on an edge reduces the cost by 1. Both directions of edges

Fig. 8. Example bounding overwatch solution as all robots move from node 1
to 11. Robot coalition routes are displayed with the position of each coalition
at each time step denoted by square markers along the routes. Time steps are
labeled sequentially from t0 to t9. The overwatch opportunities, indicated
by the pink arrows, are met at time steps 2, 3, 6, and 7. The two coalitions
alternate providing overwatch as they move through the environment.

(1,3), (3,5), and (4,5) are considered vulnerable and at least
four robots are desired; the cost reduction for each robot up
to four is 10. Overwatch opportunities are indicated by the
pink arrows. Overwatch can be provided from node 2 for both
directions of edge (2,4) and node 3 for both directions of
edge (4,5), which can reduce the cost by up to 20 or 60,
respectively, when two robots are providing overwatch. Each
additional robot providing overwatch after the first two would
reduce the cost by 2. The dynamic costs incurred on each edge,
which are based on the state of the robot team, are updated in
the graphs in Fig. 7. In this example, we scale the time cost by
10 to encourage reaching the goal in minimal time. The total
accumulated cost is tracked in the captions. In this solution,
we see the robots break into three teams to work together for
a subset of the robots to safely traverse to the target node. By
solving our problem to optimality, we are guaranteed to have
minimized the total cost. However, this depends greatly on the
weights/cost assigned to the problem and the prioritization of
minimizing traversing cost versus minimizing time.

2) Bounding Overwatch Example: As a demonstration on a
graph that particularly lends itself to the “bounding overwatch”
paradigm, where robots alternate providing overwatch, Fig. 8
shows a solution to our MILP problem for the graph shown
in blue. The robots start at node 1 and need to reach node
11. The solution yields two robot teams alternating traversing
and providing overwatch. In this figure and subsequent figures,
we depict our solution to the problem through routes for each
coalition of robots. Along these routes, we denote each time
step with square markers and text indicating the sequential
step in the plan that the coalition traverses the corresponding
edge or stops at the corresponding node. These markers enable
correlating the relative positions of the coalitions’ to identify
when coalitions are moving together or overwatch is occurring
(i.e., one coalition is at an overwatch node while the other one
traverses the corresponding edge at the same time step).

3) Meadow Map 1: In Figures 9 and 10, we demonstrate
traversing between areas of cover in a high-risk environment,
using a simulated meadow environment from [65].

In Fig. 9, we consider 10 robots starting at node 1 with a
goal of all robots reaching node 2 within 10 time steps. In our
generated solution, three distinct paths emerge. Through time
step 3, six robots navigate together (orange and red teams)
alternating providing overwatch with another team (purple) of
four robots. At time step 4, two robots (red) remain at node 4 to



Fig. 9. Aerial map of a meadow environment showing a sample scenario.
Nodes are in regions of cover. Vulnerable edges due to crossing roads are
shown in dark blue. The largest teaming cost reductions on the vulnerable
edges come from at least four robots traversing together. In the solution routes
shown, robot teams split up and form new teams as they move through the
terrain providing overwatch.

Fig. 10. Reconnaissance scenario spanning a meadow environment. The nodes
are placed in forested regions of cover. Ten robots start at node 1 with the
goal of at least one robot reaching node 2, across the meadow. The robot
team routes through the graph, solved for with our proposed method, show
extensive utilization of overwatch opportunities.

provide overwatch for the purple team, while orange navigates
toward the next overwatch position. This allows the purple
and red teams to merge and proceed alternating providing
overwatch with the orange team through the rest of the graph
toward the goal node.

4) Meadow Map 2: Fig. 10 is an example with further
subdivision of the robots in the solution. Again, we consider
10 robots starting at node 1. In this scenario, the goal is for at
least one robot to reach node 2 within 12 time steps. In this
example, four coalitions emerge: a primary coalition of four
robots (orange) advancing toward the goal while providing
overwatch as needed, and three smaller coalitions (red, purple,
brown) supporting the primary coalition and each other. Since
all robots do not need to reach the goal node, this example
highlights the trade-off between the cost of traversing and the
benefit of overwatch. The supporting coalitions eventually halt
their movement, as the cost of traversing does not outweigh
the benefits of overwatch they could provide. This concept is
consistent with expectations in an operational setting: the risk
outweighs the reward. Ultimately, our approach’s objective is
to determine tactical maneuvers in complex environments.

5) Ablation Study: We performed an ablation study to
assess the impact of providing overwatch, formations on
vulnerable edges, and moving as a team wherever possible.
Fig. 11 shows the solutions to our illustrative example, from
Fig. 7, when ablating these components.

(a) Without overwatch, vulnerability,
and teaming

(b) With overwatch and without vulnerabil-
ity and teaming

(c) With overwatch and vulnerability
and without teaming

(d) Full solution (with overwatch, vulnera-
bility, and teaming)

Fig. 11. Ablation study illustrating the impact of key components in
our algorithm: overwatch opportunities, edges with high vulnerability, and
incentives for moving as a team. Robot team paths are shown in each subplot
with components of our formulation incrementally added.

When we remove the overwatch, vulnerability, and teaming
components, in Fig. 11a, the problem becomes a shortest path
problem. The weights in the graph are fixed and one robot
takes the path with the least overall edge and time cost.

In tactical maneuvers, overwatch allows minimizing de-
tection risk. When we add our formulation of overwatch
opportunities in Fig. 11b, the edge weights now vary based on
the overwatch opportunities being utilized by the team and the
optimal solution includes robots moving to the two overwatch
positions while one robot traverses to the goal.

As an incentive to travel in a formation on edges that are
particularly dangerous, or vulnerable, we add our vulnerability
component back in Fig. 11c, making edges (1,3), (3,5), and
(4,5) more costly to traverse alone. We see in the solution that
the desired minimum of 4 robots traverse edge (4,5).

In a tactical scenario, more robots moving together would be
advantageous (e.g., due to redundancy or additional sensing).
When we add our teaming component back into the problem
in Fig. 11d, we see all robots moving for the first time, no
longer leaving robots at the start node, since moving as a
team provides cost reductions on each edge and greater cost
reductions when providing overwatch. Ultimately, the over-
watch, vulnerability, and teaming components yield practical
plans for tactical maneuvers that minimize detection and risk.

B. Graph Planning Computation Time

1) Comparison to State-of-the-Art (SOTA): We compare
our MILP approach to the current SOTA baselines for multi-
robot planning with support: (i) JSG, which enumerates a joint
state graph for all combinations of robots at locations and then
performs a shortest path search [24]; (ii) PPO, a reinforcement
learning approach that trains on a single graph and targets
the challenge of scaling to larger graphs and teams [38]; and



(a) 5 Node Graphs (b) 15 Node Graphs (c) 25 Node Graphs (d) 50 Node Graphs

Fig. 12. Comparison of average computation time across state-of-the-art algorithms for multi-robot planning with overwatch opportunities across various
graph sizes, edge densities, and numbers of robots. Each algorithm is adapted to solve the same problem and our approach is labeled as “MILP.”

Fig. 13. Optimality gap versus the number of robots for the learning-based
PPO algorithm. All other approaches were solved to optimality.

(iii) GMIP, a generic MIP formulation, based on standard
paradigms [30], [57], that enumerates binary variables for each
robot’s location at each time step (or nTnLnA variables).
We adapted each algorithm to solve the same underlying
problem. For this purpose, we compare to a simplified version
of our algorithm (excluding the complexity of vulnerability
and teaming), which we label “MILP,” to show the benefits
of our formulation. In particular, we aim to show the major
impact of removing the dependence on the number of agents
in our decision space (scaling by nTnL variables).

We evaluate each algorithm for graph sizes from 5 to 50
nodes with edge density levels: “Sparse,” “Moderate,” and
“Dense,” which correspond to 20%, 50%, and 80% of a fully
connected graph’s edges. We set 40% of those edges to have
up to 2 overwatch opportunities. We then solve for multi-robot
plans with team sizes in the set {2 − 10, 50, 100, 200}. Start
and goal positions are selected based on the furthest apart
nodes by edge cost and the MIP-based approaches use a time
horizon twice the shortest-path length.

PPO is trained per graph, so we compare training and
inference time to JSG’s construction and shortest path search
time, as in [38]. For GMIP and our MILP approach, we present
the computation time to an optimal solution using the Gurobi
optimizer [62]. All algorithms were run on a 13th Gen Intel®
Core™ i9-13950HX × 32 CPU and PPO additionally used
a NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090 Laptop GPU. We averaged
computation times across three seed values for each graph and
consider failure when, for any of the seed values, the solve
time exceeds 30 minutes, requires more than 16GB of RAM,
or (in the case of PPO) does not successfully reach the goal.
We terminate training for PPO when the rolling 50-episode
average reward changes by less than 0.2 for 500 episodes [38].

Fig. 12 compares the average computation time of each

TABLE IV
EXAMPLE GRAPHS’ PROBLEM SIZE AND COMPUTATION TIME

Illustr. Bounding Map 1 Map 2

Locations, nL 17 43 32 51
Overwatch, nO 4 8 18 32

Time Horizon, nT 10 10 10 12
Total Variables 460 1160 990 1872

Mean Solve Time (s) 0.081 0.100 0.249 3.702

algorithm for four graph sizes versus the number of robots.
The computation time and number of robots are shown on a
log-scale with the same Y-axis used in each plot to see relative
magnitude. In these plots, less computation time is ideal. Rapid
computation time (on the order of magnitude of minutes for
edge lengths of about 100 − 250m) is essential to enable
re-planning with new information. Our MILP approach finds
optimal solutions in under 5 seconds across all graph sizes,
densities, and team sizes. This is several orders of magnitude
faster than the baselines, which quickly become intractable
for larger numbers of robots and graph sizes. Notably, in
some cases, the solve time of our MILP decreases for larger
number of agents since the problem becomes easier when more
overwatch opportunities can be utilized.

JSG, GMIP, and MILP all return optimal solutions. In
Fig. 13, we show the optimality gap for the PPO approach
relative to our MILP formulation. In this plot, a larger ratio is
better (i.e., 1.0 represents optimality). PPO’s optimality ratio
decreases with team size and graph density, highlighting PPO’s
decreasing solution quality in these regimes.

2) Example Graphs’ Computation Time: We additionally
report the computation time for the simulated graphs discussed
in this paper, where we consider a more complex problem with
teaming and vulnerability considerations. Table IV shows the
parameters that affect the problem size (i.e., nL, nO, nT ), the
resulting total optimization variables, and the solve time for
our graph planner averaged across 100 trials. In all cases, the
number of robots was 10. Varying the number of robots does
not impact the total number of variables in our problem. The
graphs are labeled Illustrative, Bounding, Map 1, and Map
2, which correspond to Fig. 7, Fig. 8, Fig. 9, and Fig. 10,
respectively. We select time horizons for each problem based
on the size of the graph and location of the goal to ensure that
the problem is feasible. These results show computation times
in seconds for complex operational scenarios.



(a) Meadow environment (b) Visibility map (c) Pruned A∗ paths

(d) Node 1 overwatch (e) DTG (f) Robot team solution

Fig. 14. Environment segmentation steps in simulated meadows environment
[65], as seen in (a). In (b), we generate a visibility map to segment the regions
of cover (outlined in red). The observer’s hilltop location is indicated by the
green covariance ellipse. We then generate A∗ paths between these regions of
cover and prune the extraneous edges, as seen in blue in (c). For each node
we generate visibility maps for overwatch, (d) shows an example for node
1. Using this information, we form our topological map in (e). Overwatch
opportunities are indicated from the overwatch nodes to edges that can be
observed with pink arrows. We then use MIP to solve for paths for each
robot in the team through this graph, shown in (f). A robot team of 3 starts
at node 3 with the objective of at least one robot reaching node 5 while
minimizing visibility through overwatch and teaming.

(a) Forested Graph 1 (b) Forested Graph 2

Fig. 15. Graph generation for two different observer locations in an forested
off-road environment. Resulting cover regions and A∗ paths between the
regions are depicted for each.

C. STALC Simulated Graph Generation and Planning
Fig. 14 demonstrates the steps of our environment seg-

mentation approach in a simulated meadow scenario for an
observer on a hill. For a large simulated environment (≈ 500m
× 500m), we are able to generate a topological graph from
a visibility map and we demonstrate coordinated maneuvers
with a team of 3 ground vehicles. The paths of the vehicles
are depicted in Fig. 14f.

D. STALC Hardware Experiments
We evaluated our hierarchical planner STALC in hardware

experiments to validate our graph generation and visibility
calculations in real-world environments. Additionally, we eval-
uated the feasibility of solving (1) using a high-level and low-
level planning paradigm. We used Clearpath Warthogs in these
experiments as a surrogate platform, though our hierarchical
planner is broadly applicable to other systems.

Our hardware experiments demonstrate minimum-visibility
planning with a team of autonomous ground vehicles with
our hierarchical approach: coupling our high-level graph-
based planner with our mid-level A∗ planner and low-level

stochastic NMPC. We evaluated our approach in two highly
constrained environments: forested off-road terrain and an
urban environment. In both cases, the vehicles needed to avoid
both static and dynamic obstacles (coalition members), operate
in formation, and provide overwatch to their team members.
We use a priori data of the environment to construct our
visibility and traversability maps. We considered two different
observer locations in each environment to demonstrate how
the environment segmentation and ultimate route through the
environment will vary based on the scenario. Additionally,
we show results with different emphases on overwatch versus
moving in formation to demonstrate the adaptability of our
graph planner to different scenario objectives.

1) Forested Off-road Environment: We consider a trape-
zoidal region of a forested off-road environment with varying
types of brush, trees, and terrain. We segment the environment
around two different observer locations, as depicted in Fig. 15.
The change in the observer location results in significant vari-
ations in the cover regions and A∗ paths, ultimately resulting
in different topologies for our DTG.

In Fig. 16, we depict our schematic representation of the
corresponding topological graphs with the overwatch opportu-
nities indicated and optimal team routes, as solved for using
our graph planning approach. Between Fig. 16a and Fig. 16b,
we varied the priority of overwatch, which results in more
overwatch opportunities in Fig. 16b. We do this by setting
the allowable ratio of overwatch reduction to edge cost (as
described in Sec. V-C) from 50% to 10%. When overwatch
opportunities are available, they offer a significant reduction
to the edge costs and thus are desirable to be used. This
change results in the robots moving in formation on edge (3,6)
when overwatch is less valuable versus performing bounding
overwatch across that edge when overwatch is more valuable.
Ultimately, in an operational scenario these types of factors
and thresholds would be set based on the priorities of the
scenario and the perceived risk associated with performing
overwatch (i.e., the relative value of a small amount of
overwatch compared to moving as a team). These two different
solutions on the same graph demonstrate the adaptivity of our
algorithm to varying objectives.

Fig. 16b and Fig. 16c utilize the same overwatch parameters
on the graphs generated from the different observer locations
in Fig. 15. The observer location significantly impacts the
resulting DTG, and thus the routes through the environment.

Fig. 17 depicts the robots moving in formation on edge
(3,6), following the paths in Fig. 16a. The vehicles maintain
a set following distance along the A∗ paths while avoiding
environmental obstacles. Fig. 18 shows the robot Wanda per-
forming overwatch at node 3 while the robot Willow traverses
along edge (0,3). Each robot is equipped with a 360 degree
camera. Additionally, the top left corner shows the observer
view while Wanda is visible from the observer’s perspective.

The route traversed by the robots in Forested Graph 1, in
Figures 16a and 16b, is outlined in Fig. 19. In Fig. 19, we high-
light the regions of this route where the robots were observed
by a camera located at the observer position. This demonstrates
that our cover regions were a conservative estimate of areas
that would not be visible from the observer location.



(a) Forested Graph 1: routes prioritize formation (b) Forested Graph 1: routes prioritize overwatch (c) Forested Graph 2

Fig. 16. Schematic forested graphs showing overwatch opportunities and team routes. Both robots start at node 0 and the goal is for one robot to node 6 and
one robot to reach node 7. The priority of overwatch is varied in Forested Graph 1 to show the difference in the resulting paths.

Fig. 17. Robots moving in formation approaching a cover region.

Fig. 18. Overwatch view of robot Wanda while robot Willow traverses an
edge. Observer view in the top left corner shows the traversing robot being
detectable from the observer perspective.

2) Protection Metric: To evaluate the experimental per-
formance of the multi-robot team, we propose the following
metric to characterize the team’s level of protection:

Mprotect =
1

nA

nA∑
i=1

1

Di

∑
e∈E

(dio,e + dif,e + dic,e). (39)

In this metric, for each robot i and edge e, we consider the
distances the robots traverse using three forms of protection:
(i) the distance a robot was monitored through overwatch
dio,e; (ii) the distance traversed in formation dif,e; and (iii)
the distance traversed in cover dic,e. The total distance trav-
eled by a particular robot is Di. When a vehicle utilizes
one form of protection (traversing in cover, formation, or
being overwatched) throughout the entire path, this metric is
Mprotect = 1. Additional protection will increase this score to
a maximum of 3.

We consider three scenarios on Forested Graph 1 to compare
the levels of protection: (1) two robots moving in formation
on edge (3,6) following the plan in Fig. 16a, (2) two robots
moving in bounding overwatch from Fig. 16b, and (3) a single
robot traversing the route shown in Fig. 19. For each of these
scenarios, we computed the protection metric using camera
data. A vehicle is considered to be in cover when it is not
visible from the observer’s location. We present the protection

Fig. 19. Depiction of the route traversed by the robots in Forested Graph 1,
with path segments visible to the observer highlighted.

metric values in Table V. As expected, the single robot
scenario has the lowest score since it is not able to be further
protected by a teammate. In this graph, the robots moving in
formation on edge (3,6) received a higher protection metric
than the bounding overwatch scenario since the robots in
formation maintain visual contact with each other throughout
the path. In comparison, the duration of overwatch on edge
(3,6) is shorter due to terrain features blocking the robot’s
field of view. If one form of protection were determined to be
superior to the others for a particular scenario, the protection
metric could be weighted accordingly.

TABLE V
PROTECTION METRIC FOR FORESTED GRAPH 1

Scenario Protection Metric

With Formation 1.78
Without Formation, Bounding Overwatch 1.65

Single Robot 0.85

3) Urban Environment Experiments: We considered three
different segmentations of an urban environment based on
different observer locations, as seen in Fig. 20. We consider
two scenarios with one observer and one scenario with two
observers. In Fig. 20, the visibility map for each scenario is
overlaid to show shadows in the regions of cover.

We generated graph plans for the segmentations of the
environment shown in Fig. 20a and Fig. 20b using two
different scale factors for overwatch. As described in Sec. V-C,
a particular scenario may consider overwatch to be more
valuable and the overwatch scale factor allows that high-level
guidance to vary the DTG. This graph variation demonstrates



(a) Urban Graph 1 (b) Urban Graph 2 (c) Urban Graph 3

Fig. 20. Environment segmentation for three different observer locations in an urban environment, including a case with multiple observers. The visibility
map is overlaid to show shadows in the regions of cover.

(a) Urban Graph 1: 1.0 overwatch scale (b) Urban Graph 1: 1.3 overwatch scale

Fig. 21. Planned routes on Urban Graph 1 showing the difference in routes
when the overwatch scale increases. In this graph, the overwatch scale change
resulted in different overwatch opportunities and a significant difference in the
resulting team routes through the graph.

(a) Urban Graph 2: 1.0 overwatch scale (b) Urban Graph 2: 0.4 overwatch scale

Fig. 22. Planned routes on Urban Graph 2 showing the difference in routes
when the overwatch scale decreases. In this graph, the overwatch scale change
resulted in different overwatch opportunities and a subtle change to the
resulting team paths through the graph.

the control the user has over the high-level behaviors of the
robots when generating these coordinated maneuvers. The
resulting graph plans are shown in Fig. 21 and Fig. 22. In
Fig. 23 we do not scale the overwatch (i.e., scale of 1) to
instead demonstrate planning with two observer locations.
Fig. 24 shows segments of the observers’ views when the
robots were able to be detected in Urban Graphs 1 and 2.

Fig. 1 shows a third person view of the robots arranged at
node 4 before moving into formation to traverse edge (4,3) in
the first step of the plan in Fig. 21a. Fig. 1 denotes the leader
and follower goal points in cover region 5 and shows the MPPI
trajectories of the two robots that begin moving first. The third
robot waits for the other two to get ahead of it before moving
into its position in the formation.

X. CONCLUSION

Our hierarchical planning approach STALC efficiently gen-
erates coordinated tactics using a priori data while compen-
sating for changing environments with the lower-levels of the

Fig. 23. Planned routes on Urban Graph 3 with two observers.

(a) Urban Graph 1: robots in
formation on edge (4,3).

(b) Urban Graph 1: robot on
edge (2,0).

(c) Urban Graph 2:
robot on edge (5,3).

Fig. 24. Observer views for Urban Graphs 1 and 2 with traversing robots
circled in red. In (c), the Urban Graph 1 observer tower is shown on the right.

autonomy stack. We demonstrated expressing complicated sce-
narios compactly with a Dynamic Topological Graph (DTG)
and efficient MILP formulation, enabling rapid end-to-end
planning in real-world scenarios. We evaluated our approach
in simulation and hardware experiments showing the full
system’s autonomous operation, including swapping between
overwatch and formation conditions in highly constrained en-
vironments with static and dynamic obstacles. Future research
will include receding-horizon graph-based planning to update
the visibility map online in changing conditions, and mid-
range planning that utilizes real-time sensor data.
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