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ABSTRACT With depth cameras and LiDAR improving and generating more data, their applications in
3D point clouds are growing rapidly. However, the vast amount of generated data increases the computational
load and results in a shortage of storage space. Therefore, a preprocessing step to reduce the number of points
is required before using the 3D point cloud. This study proposes region of interest (ROI) determination
methods that sequentially construct circular and rectangular ROIs along the target trajectory of the robot to
extract only crucial data for the target task. These two ROI determination methods have two benefits. First,
they maintain the resolution of the raw data; second, they create two ROIs that match perfectly regardless of
the complexity of the trajectory. To verify the high performance of these two ROI determination methods,
we conducted simulations and experiments using various data; artificial frames, keyframes, and sequential
frames. As a result, when the distance between the center points was small, 25% of the diameter or height
of the circular and rectangular ROIs, the classification evaluation results were closer to 1 and the processing
speed was faster than the raw data acquisition rate. However, we confirm that there is a trade-off relationship
between the classification results and the processing time according to the distance parameter. In addition,
through the qualitative comparison with the previous study, the long cuboid ROI determination method,
we identified the limitations of the previous study and the advantages of the two proposed ROI determination
methods.

INDEX TERMS 3D point cloud, preprocessing for data reduction, circular and rectangular ROIs, trajectory.

I. INTRODUCTION objects based on the time reflected by a light source. One

A point cloud comprises a set of points based on a spe-
cific coordinate system. In the three-dimensional (3D) point
cloud [1], each point has Euclidean coordinates for the three
axes X, Y, and Z. Therefore, it is possible to represent the
surfaces of various objects in 3D space.

3D point cloud data can be generated using various sensors.
First, they can be acquired through LiDAR (Light Detection
And Ranging), which measures the distance to surrounding
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study [2] obtained omnidirectional 3D point cloud data in
an intersection environment, and another study [3] obtained
data corresponding to 90° forward in a virtual environment.
In addition, 3D point cloud data can be acquired simultane-
ously with RGB images using depth cameras. Depth cameras
are largely divided into three types based on the method of
measuring depth information: the stereotype estimates the
depth by forming a parallax with two images; the time-of-
flight (ToF) type measures the depth through transmission
and reception of optical signals, and the structural light type
calculates the depth by projecting structural light. Existing
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studies have acquired 3D point cloud data using stereo [4],
ToF [5], and structural-light-type [6] depth cameras. Further-
more, more sophisticated 3D point cloud data can be obtained
by fusing heterogeneous sensors. A previous study used fused
data from a 2D LiDAR and a depth camera [7].

The use of 3D point clouds has grown recently, as sen-
sor accuracy and resolution have increased and their costs
have decreased. Many studies in robotics and autonomous
driving are using them for various tasks. Some studies use
only 3D point cloud data for object detection in indoor [§]
and road environments [9], [10]. There are some studies
that use data from LiDAR and image information to effec-
tively sample road environments [11] and detect objects in
autonomous driving conditions [12]. In another study, drones
utilized point cloud data from their surroundings to gen-
erate obstacle avoidance paths for autonomous flight [13].
Study [14] implemented simultaneous localization and map-
ping (SLAM) technology using global point cloud maps in
dynamic environments.

However, the vast amount of data increases computational
load and causes storage issues when using 3D point clouds in
various applications. Since thousands to tens of thousands of
points are measured per frame from LiDAR or depth cameras,
real-time operations become difficult when all the measured
data are used on a large scale. Therefore, to efficiently utilize
the 3D point cloud without these issues, extracting only the
points required for the target task is necessary to reduce
the load. In most cases, preprocessing for data reduction is
essential before using a 3D point cloud.

There are two main methods to reduce 3D point cloud
data. The first method is down-sampling to reduce the overall
number of points by representing 3D points in the voxel
space at regular intervals [15]. The second method involves
determining a region of interest (ROI) within the 3D point
cloud space and extracting only the points within the ROL
These two methods are being actively studied using various
methodologies, such as the method to determine the amount
of data to be extracted and the criteria to be used in determin-
ing the importance of the data.

Examining the previous studies on these methods, in the
case of the down-sampling method, there is a study [16]
that reduces the number of points and calculation cost by
performing down-sampling through voxels when recogniz-
ing people with various postures. In addition, a previous
study [17] modified this method to express and utilize 3D
point clouds in various ways based on voxels. However, if
the points are expressed in voxels, two problems arise. First,
the resolution of the resulting data is lower than that of the
original data, and the sophisticated features of the original
data are compromised [18]. Second, unimportant points out-
side the target trajectory remain because this method reduces
the overall number of points rather than extracting a portion
of the original data. In the ROI determination method, if the
3D point cloud is measured from several LIDAR mounted
on the vehicle to recognize the neighborhood of the moving
vehicle, the ROI is determined to 200 m from the center of
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the sensors to extract only the points around the vehicle [19].
Similarly, in an autonomous driving study [20] using a 3D
point cloud, the number of points was reduced by determining
the long cuboid centered on the vehicle as the ROI. However,
determining only the area around the robot or vehicle as the
ROI can result in a loss of data around the target trajectory,
which can slow the response of the task. A complicated
curved trajectory can lead to issues involving data that are
unimportant to the target task.

This study proposes ROI determination methods for
3D point clouds to determine circular and rectangular ROIs
based on the target trajectory of a robot or vehicle. The meth-
ods used in this study set the center points of the ROIs along
the trajectory and extract the points within the total ROI by
sequentially determining circular and rectangular ROIs based
on the center points. There are two benefits of using these
methods. First, extracting only the important data near the tar-
get trajectory is possible while maintaining a high resolution
of the original data. Second, even if a robot or vehicle has a
complex trajectory, the ROI can be determined that precisely
matches that trajectory, which can quicken the target task’s
response.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Chap-
ter 2 explains the method for transforming the 3D point
cloud into a global frame and reducing it by determining
the circular and rectangular ROIs. In Chapter 3, we generate
the artificial data and use it to identify the influence of the
distance parameter between the center points. Also, we build
the factory map and the simple trajectory in the Gazebo
simulator, and verify the classification evaluation results and
processing time of the proposed ROI determination methods
with the keyframes obtained using a mobile robot equipped
with LiDAR. In Chapter 4, we conduct the experiments by
generating the complex trajectory in a real-world environ-
ment and adding GPS and IMU to the existing robot. We first
validate the results on the keyframes, such as simulations, and
further analyze the processing time of the two ROIs using the
sequential frames. Finally, we confirm the advantages of the
proposed methods by performing a qualitative comparison
with the previous study, the long cuboid ROI determination
method.

Il. METHODOLOGY

The method to transform the points into a global frame,
which is the reference coordinate system of the trajectory,
is discussed first. Next, the methods that determine two ROls,
circular and rectangular, along the trajectory to reduce the
3D point cloud are explained.

A. TRANSFORMATION OF 3D POINT CLOUD

To determine whether the 3D points belong to the trajectory-
based ROI, it is necessary to match the reference frame of
the 3D point cloud to that of the waypoints in the trajectory.
However, points measured from sensors have coordinates
based on sensor frames, and waypoints typically have coordi-
nates based on global frames in the workspace. Therefore, the
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3D point cloud must be represented on a global frame through
coordinate transformation.

FIGURE 1. Example of transforming 3D point cloud to the global frame.

Fig. 1 shows an example of a 3D point cloud coordinate
transformation, which consists of the global frame G, robot
frame R, sensor frame S, 3D point cloud based on the sensor
frame Sp = {Spili = 1 1o n}, and waypoints based on the
global frame ®w = {Cwilk = 1 to r}. To transform the
3D point cloud Sp into a global frame, the transformation
matrices gT and §T should be used. The §T matrix can
be obtained through the calibration between the robot and
the sensor, and the gT matrix can be obtained through the
localization of the robot. Thus, the 3D point cloud based on
global frame ©p can be derived from the products of the two
matrices.

Finally, the positional relation between the 3D point cloud
based on the global frame “p and waypoints based on the
same frame “w was identified to extract only the points within
the circular and rectangular ROIs.

B. CIRCULAR ROI

The first ROI determination method proposed in this study
determines a series of circular ROIs. As shown in Fig. 2,
a circular ROI with a radius 7 is determined by selecting the
center points of the ROl ¢ = {¢;|j = 1 to m} among waypoints
Gy in the trajectory. Then, as shown in (1), we calculate the
distance dxy,; in the XgY; plane between the points based
on the global frame ®p; and the center point of the ROI ¢,
and identify whether the point Cp; exists within the circular
ROI by comparing the distance dx;y,; with the radius of the
ROI r. If necessary, constraints can be added to the Zg axis.

G
dXGYG ::H pi_-QWXCYG
G, _ in, dXGYG =r 1
pi = ey
out, dxgy; >r
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FIGURE 2. The circular ROL

We performed the corresponding task sequentially for all
points and center points of the ROI using double loops,
as shown in Algorithm 1, and finally completed trajectory-
based 3D point cloud reduction for the entire circular ROI,
as shown in Fig. 3. If the point belongs to a specific cir-
cular ROI, the identification of the remaining circular ROI
is omitted through the break, and processing is performed
quickly. At this time, we can set the range of the circular
ROI by adjusting the radius r, and we can adjust the amount
of overlap of each circular ROI by adjusting the distance
between the center points of that ROL.

FIGURE 3. Example of the circular ROI based on the trajectory.

Algorithm 1 The Pseudo-Code for the Circular ROI
Input: 3D point cloud based on the sensor frame s,
Homogeneous transformation matrices gT and §T,
Set of ROI center points c,
Radius of circular ROI r
Output: Set of the points within the ROI RO!
1: n = size of Sp
2:m=sizeof ¢
3:ROI =0
:Op = gT§ TSp
5:fori — ltondo
6: forj— 1tomdo
7
8

~

dxovs = |“Pi = ¢illy,y,
if dXGYG < r then

9: ROI .push(®p;)
10: break

11: end if

12: end for

13: end for

VOLUME 11, 2023



J. H. Park et al.: Trajectory-Based 3D Point Cloud ROl Determination Methods for Autonomous Mobile Robot

IEEE Access

C. RECTANGULAR ROI

The second ROI determination method proposed in this study
determines a series of rectangular ROIs. As shown on the
left side of Fig. 4, a rectangular ROI A;B;C;D; with height
a, width b, and tangent angle 6 = {Q/U =110 m} is deter-
mined by selecting the center points of ROI ¢ among the
waypoints Cw in the trajectory. Using (2), we calculate the
vector u = ¢jm with tangent angle 6; and vector V= mC;
perpendicular to vector u. Subsequently, using our calcu-
lated figures, we obtain vertices A;, B; and Cj, and vectors

A;Bj, A®p;, B;jC; and B;Sp;. At this point, vector v may
correspond to the opposite vector mDj; however, in that
case, vertices Bj, C; and A;, D; change and eventually pro-
duce the same result. Finally, as shown on the right side
of Fig. 4, we extract only the points within the rectangular
ROI through the inner products of the vectors. As with the

circular ROI, constraints on the Zg axis can be added if
required.

S

=3 (cos 6, sin6j) = (uy, uy)
— b
V=== (“yv _”X)
2[u]
Aj = (cj,x,cj,y) —u—-v
Bj = (¢jx, jy) — U+ v
G = (cjxscjy) Fu+v
. —_— —_— — 2
in, 0= 4B -a6p < |48
G . . 2
pi = ) (2)
and 0 < B;C; - pGp; = | BG;
otherwise
m
by — b; ° G
N v
u Gj
5] .Gpt a Cj. Gpl B}Cj
A;Cp;
B;Cp;

{6}

FIGURE 4. The rectangular ROL.

Similar to the circular ROI, we repeated the corresponding
task through the double loops of Algorithm 2 and completed
the reduction for the rectangular ROI, as shown in Fig. 5.
We also performed quick processing using a break. For the
rectangular ROI, we can set the range of the ROI by adjusting
the height a and the width b; the amount of overlap of each
rectangular ROI can be adjusted by changing the distance
between the center points.
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FIGURE 5. Example of the rectangular ROI based on the trajectory.

Algorithm 2 The Pseudo-Code for the Rectangular ROI

Input: 3D point cloud based on the sensor frame 5p,
Homogeneous transformation matrices gT and § T,
Set of ROI center points c,
Set of tangent angles 6,
Height and width of rectangular ROI a and b
Output: Set of the points within the ROI RO!
1: n = size of Sp
2:m=size of ¢
3:ROI =0
4:6p = ngTSp
5:forj — 1tomdo
6: =3 (cos 6;, sin Gj) =
7.

ﬂ%“(“}”_uﬁ
8: A—(c]x,c”)—ﬁ—v
9: B—(c/x,c”)—u—i—v
10: C—(c]x,c]y)—}—u—i—v
11: end for

12:fori — 1tondo

13: forj — ltomdo

(utx, uy)

< g

b

—_— —_— 2

14 0 <35 a0 < |am,
—_— —_— 2

and 0 < B;c; “BOp; < || BG then
15: ROI .push(®p;)
16: break
17: end if
18: end for
19: end for

Ill. SIMULATION

We applied the circular and rectangular ROI determina-
tion methods proposed in this paper through simulations.
First, we generated artificial point cloud data, straight and
curved trajectories, to focus on the influence of the distance
parameter between the center points. We applied the two ROI
determination methods. Second, we constructed the factory
map in the Gazebo simulator and validated the results on
several keyframes.

A. SIMULATION OF THE ARTIFICIAL FRAMES
There are parameters of the diameter, height, and width
in the circular and rectangular ROIs. However, since these

8507



IEEE Access

J. H. Park et al.: Trajectory-Based 3D Point Cloud ROI Determination Methods for Autonomous Mobile Robot

TABLE 1. The artificial point cloud data in the simulation.

Straight data Curved data
Points.
50 Trajectory
» Robot
40
20
Points
Trajectory 30
» Robot
10 —_
E E
> > 20
0 >
B 10 20 30 0 s0 60 70 & 10
Xim]
of »
-10 . - - . v i
0 10 20 30 40 50 60
X [ml
20451 points 19678 points

TABLE 2. The circular ROI classification results using the simulation’s artificial frame data.

The distance between the center points [m] (Ratio to the diameter of the circle [%])
9m (150%) 6m (100%) 3m (50%) 0.6m (10%)
Straight _ T ——— Qe e
data e (O FE—— T ek
6234 points (30.48%) 9460 points (46.26%) 11467 points (56.07%) 11897 points (58.17%)
Curved B
data o
6060 points (30.8%) 9288 points (47.2%) 11287 points (57.36%) 11777 points (59.85%)

parameters can be set in various ways as needed by the user,
we fixed them at specific values and conducted the validation
by focusing on the distance between the center points. At this
time, we set the distance at various ratios of the diameter or
height for each circular and rectangular ROISs, considering
both sparse and dense ROI cases; 150%, 125%, 100%, 75%,
50%, 25%, and 10%. Therefore, we set the diameter and
width to the same value to extract the same region through
the two ROI determination methods and the height to half
the width, which is an arbitrary value; a diameter of 6 m for
the circular ROI, the height of 3 m, and width of 6 m for the
rectangular ROL

To verify the influence of the distance parameter between
center points more accurately, we generated and utilized
dense artificial point cloud data with uniform intervals instead
of data from specific environments with multiple densities.
Since circular and rectangular ROIs show different charac-
teristics in straight and curved trajectories, we set up the
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straight and curved trajectories and point cloud data as shown
in Table 1. At this time, since there is no constraint on the
Z-axis in this validation, for simplicity, we created the point
cloud only for the XY plane by making the value of the
Z-axis zero; straight data with 10 m width and 80 m length,
curved data with 10 m width and 50 m radius. We also set
the robot’s pose to have (0, 0) position and O rad of heading
angle.

We conducted a simulation in an Ubuntu 18.04 environ-
ment using the Intel i7-10750H CPU, and extracted points
with the proposed ROI determination methods by receiving
the point cloud data previously generated at 20 Hz using ROS
(Robot Operating System) melodic. Also, we used classifica-
tion evaluation metrics as criteria for performance verifica-
tion. We first determined the ground truth ROI represented
by the solid red lines in Tables 2 and 4, and labeled the point
cloud data true or false to assess the accuracy of the two ROIs,
proposed in this paper, determined along the trajectory while
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TABLE 3. The circular ROI classification evaluation metrics and processing time using the simulation’s artificial frame data.

The .

Min/Max Average

Or;ﬁlgl [gi] [g;] [}?Z] [EIX] Precision | Recall | Accuracy Eglse] Enmsf]:

[EA]

150 % 10 6234 0 6197 | 8020 1 0.5015 | 0.6970 3.42/14.79 12.491

125 % 12 7422 0 5009 | 8020 1 0.5971 0.7551 4.43/15.46 13.670

Straight 100 % 14 9460 0 2971 | 8020 1 0.7610 | 0.8547 4.14/17.08 14.645
data 75 % 19 10696 | 0 1735 | 8020 1 0.8604 | 0.9152 8.48/17.92 17.078
50 % 28 11467 | 0 964 | 8020 1 0.9225 | 0.9529 5.34/20.23 18.015

25 % 56 11683 0 748 | 8020 1 0.9398 | 0.9634 12.35/25.17 | 20.276

10 % 139 11897 | 0 534 | 8020 1 0.9570 | 0.9739 11.53/35.88 | 21.563

150 % 10 6060 0 5744 | 7874 1 0.5134 | 0.7081 3.38/13.66 12.471

125 % 11 7435 0 4369 | 7874 1 0.6299 | 0.7780 3.46/18.84 12.850

Curved 100 % 14 9288 0 2516 | 7874 1 0.7869 | 0.8721 4.49/15.82 15.152
data 75 % 19 10560 | O 1244 | 7874 1 0.8946 | 0.9368 5.64/17.6 16.480
50 % 28 11287 | 0 517 | 7874 1 0.9562 | 0.9737 8.74/18.35 17.709

25 % 55 11671 0 133 | 7874 1 0.9887 | 0.9932 8.57/24.52 19.785

10 % 136 11777 | 0 27 7874 1 0.9977 | 0.9986 10.82/34.38 | 21.253

TABLE 4. The rectangular ROI classification results using the simulation’s artificial frame data.
The distance between the center points [m] (Ratio to the height of the rectangle [%])
4.5m (150%) 3m (100%) 1.5m (50%) 0.3m (10%)

Straight | T | e—

data o I —— o

12431 points (60.78%) 12431 points (60.78%)

Curved g 3
data
7900 points (40.15%) 11644 points (59.17%) 11834 points (60.14%) 11851 points (60.22%)

maintaining the previously set constant width. As a result, for
all cases of circular and rectangular ROIs, we classified all
points into four categories: true positive (TP), false positive
(FP), false negative (FN), and true negative (TN). The classi-
fication results of the points are presented in Tables 2 and 4.
We attached only four cases; 150%(Sparse case), 100%(Fit
case), 50%(Dense case), 10%(Very dense case). The number
of points extracted through these ROIs and the ratio of the
total number are listed as well. Using (3), we calculated
the precision, recall, and accuracy values, which are clas-
sification evaluation metrics [24]. In addition, to analyze
the processing time, we derived the minimum, maximum,
and average values using 100 repeated measurements. The
number of ROIs, classification results of the points, classifi-
cation evaluation metrics, and processing time are listed in
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Tables 3 and 5. The number of ROIs and average processing
time are presented as graphs in Figs. 6 and 7.

o TP
Precision = ——
TP + FP
TP
Recall = ——
TP 4+ FN
TP + TN
Accuracy = + 3)

TP + FP+ FN + 1IN

First, looking at the circular ROI results, there is lit-
tle difference between the straight and curved trajectories.
As shown in Table 2, since the circular ROIs always exist
inside the ground truth ROI in both trajectories, the number of
FP points is 0, and the precision has a value of 1 for all cases in
Table 3. In addition, as the distance between the center points
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TABLE 5. The rectangular ROI classification evaluation metrics and processing time using the simulation’s artificial frame data.

The .
num P kP FN N Precision | Recall | Accuracy lvlttrl'lr/nl\:a[aX A‘t]i:lige
of ROI | [EA] | [EA] | [EA] | [EA] [ms] [ms]
[EA]
150 % 19 8525 0 3906 | 8020 1 0.6858 0.8090 5.33/29.54 15.676
125 % 23 10137 0 2294 | 8020 1 0.8155 0.8878 5.45/24.37 16.194
Straight 100 % 28 12431 0 0 8020 1 1 1 592/23.4 18.743
data 75 % 37 12431 0 0 8020 1 1 1 7.5/26.76 20.652
50 % 56 12431 0 0 8020 1 1 1 9.04/32.06 21.178
25% 111 12431 0 0 8020 1 1 1 13.23/40.64 | 22.758
10 % 277 12431 0 0 8020 1 1 1 27.52/51.34 30.696
150 % 19 7883 17 | 3921 | 7857 0.9978 0.6678 0.7999 4.62/19.17 15.697
125 % 22 9434 26 | 2370 | 7848 0.9973 0.7992 0.8782 5.89/22.82 18.117
Curved 100 % 28 11621 | 23 183 | 7851 0.9980 0.9845 0.9895 5.63/25.24 19.315
data 75 % 37 11791 | 29 13 7845 0.9975 0.9989 0.9979 6.8/27.01 20.289
50 % 55 11799 | 35 5 7839 0.9970 0.9996 0.9980 8.02/31.07 21.501
25% 109 11799 | 42 5 7832 0.9965 0.9996 0.9976 14.07/41.63 22.904
10 % 272 11802 | 49 2 7825 0.9959 0.9998 0.9974 25.66/54.68 29.948
TABLE 6. The information of the keyframes used in the simulation. 5300 The number of circular ROIs
m -6-Straight data
Position X Position Y Heading 6 % 200
[m] [m] [rad] E - //
Keyframe 1 18 -29.99 -3.14 2 o =
2 o ‘ . |
EZ?E:EZ i 2280072 -223.(;5 13 6134 P I R
Average time in circular ROI
decreases and the circular ROIs fill more area of ground Tag
truth ROI in Table 2, the number of FN points decreases, §25
and recall and accuracy increase in Table 3. In the case of B 20 o
the average processing time, there is no significant difference §15 _ ailnks
2 S

between the two trajectories, as shown in Table 3, since the
number of points in two artificial data is similar to about
20,000. However, in Fig. 6, as the distance decreases and the
number of ROIs required increases, the average processing
time increases. When an excessively large number of ROIs
is used like the distance value of 10%, the average time is
maximized.

In the case of the rectangular ROI, unlike the results of
the circular ROI, there are differences for the two trajecto-
ries. In the straight trajectory, the rectangular ROI exactly
matches the ground truth ROI like the circular ROI as shown
in Table 4, so the number of FP points becomes 0, and the
precision has a value of 1 for all cases in Table 5. However,
when the distance is less than 100% in Table 4, unlike the
circular ROI, the rectangular ROI becomes the same as the
ground truth ROIL. So all three classification evaluation met-
rics have values of 1 in Table 5. Conversely, in the curved
trajectory, the vertices of the rectangular ROI are outside the
ground truth ROI in Table 4, so FP points always exist and the
values of the precision are not exactly 1 in Table 5. In addition,
the inside of the ground truth ROI in Table 4, especially the
outer part of the curve, is not completely filled, so the recall

8510

10
ol ol olo) olo) olo) o) olo)
o o S & N SR
o & K=\ 2@ RGN
Distance between the center points [m]

(Ratio to the diameter of the circle [%])

FIGURE 6. The circular ROI processing time using the simulation’s
artificial frame data.

and accuracy are not exactly 1 in Table 5. But, as the distance
becomes shorter and the interval between the ROIs become
tighter, these values increase. In the average processing time
in Table 5, the values at the two trajectories are similar to each
other like circular ROI, but as the distance decreases and the
number of ROl increases, as shown in Fig. 7, the average time
is larger.

Through validation using the artificial data, we confirm
that the distance parameter has two significant influences
on the ROI results. First, when the ROI is sparsely placed
by setting the distance larger than the diameter or height
for the circular and rectangular ROIs, respectively, the ROI
always fails to fill the ground truth ROI, resulting in low
performance. In Tables 3 and 5, based on the distance of
100%, it can be seen that the classification evaluation results
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5 50 The number of rectangular ROIs
@ -e-Straight data
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Distance between the center points [m]
(Ratio to the height of the rectangle [%])

FIGURE 7. The rectangular ROI processing time using the simulation’s
artificial frame data.

at the higher rate of distance are significantly lower than the
lower rate of distance. Second, the distance parameter causes
a trade-off relationship between the classification evaluation
results and the average processing time. To avoid the problem
mentioned in the first influence, if the ROI is placed very
dense by unconditionally lowering the distance as shown in
10% of Tables 2 and 4, the average processing time will be
very long, as shown in Figs. 6 and 7. Therefore, considering
the number of points, other parameters of the ROI, and the
performance of the PC, the user should set the appropriate
distance value to ensure acceptable time while satisfying the
required classification evaluation results. In the simulations
and experiments introduced in this paper, we will use the four
distance values, 100%, 75%, 50%, and 25%, excluding sparse
cases where the distance is greater than 100%.

B. SIMULATION ON THE KEYFRAMES

For the simulation, we constructed a 100 m x 100 m factory
map in the Gazebo simulator, as shown in Fig. 8. A simple
trajectory was set, using straight lines and a curved section,
such as the solid yellow line in Fig. 8. We used the differential
drive type Scout 2.0 mobile robot (Fig. 9), and Velodyne’s
VLP-16 LiDAR (Fig. 10). We used the ROS melodic to obtain
the poses of the robot from the Gazebo simulator at 100 Hz
and control the robot at a constant velocity of 0.5 m/s along
the given trajectory. In addition, we obtained 3D point cloud
data on the factory map using LiDAR at 20 Hz. The simula-
tion was performed in the Ubuntu 18.04 environment using
an Intel i7-10750H CPU, the same as previous artificial data
validation.

To validate the performance of the two ROIs, we set up
three keyframes with two straight lines and one curve as the
target trajectory (Fig. 8 and Table 6). The raw 3D point cloud
data projected onto the XY plane and the number of points
in each keyframe are listed in Table 7. In addition, we set the
parameters of the two ROIs as follows: a diameter of 28 m
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Keyframe 3

. Keyframe2 Keyframe1 .

FIGURE 9. AGILE-X's Scout 2.0 mobile robot [22].

FIGURE 10. Velodyne's VLP-16 LiDAR [23].

for the circular ROI, a height of 12 m, and a width of 28 m
for the rectangular ROI. The center points have a minimum
set length of 42 m for both ROIs. In addition, when setting
the center points of the two ROIs, as mentioned earlier, the
distances between them were set differently in four cases:
25%, 50%, 75%, and 100% of the diameter of the circular
ROI and the height of the rectangular ROI. Therefore, as listed
in Tables 8—11, we applied circular and rectangular ROIs to
extract the points in the cases of three keyframes and the four
distances between center points.

We used the classification evaluation metrics, the criteria
used in the previous validation. Also, as in the previous
method, we determined the ground truth RO, like the solid
red lines in Tables 8 and 10, and proceeded with labeling for
the three keyframes. At this time, to compare only the middle
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TABLE 7. The factory point cloud data of the keyframes in the simulation.

Keyframe 1 Keyframe 2 Keyframe 3
50 — 50 50
Trajectory’ Trajectory, Trajectory
<« Robot < Robot A Robot |
40 Points. 40 Points 40 Points. il
30 30 301
20 20 20
10 10 10
Eo Eo Eo
> > >
10 10 10 ‘
-20 | 20 =20 ( D
30 { ( :4 D) 30 <« | 30 =
40 -40 ‘ -40
-50 ; = -50 -50
-50 -40 -30 -20 -10 0 10 20 30 40 50 -50 -40 -30 -20 -10 0 10 20 30 40 50 -50 -40 -30 -20 -10 0 10 20 30 40 50
X [m] X [m] X [m]
29087 points 29376 points 29119 points
TABLE 8. The circular ROI classification results using the simulation’s keyframe data.
The distance between the center points [m] (Ratio to the diameter of the circle [%])
28m (100%) 21m (75%) 14m (50%) 7m (25%)
Keyframe | ~ B
%0 ) | 0 0
Tl 40 30 20 -0 X«[ﬁm] 10 20 30 40 50 50 40 30 20 10 XIDMI 10 20 30 40 S0 TS50 40 a0 20 -0 XK[)M] 10 20 30 40 S0 TS0 40 90 20 -0 x?m] 10 20 30 40 50
17370 points (59.72%) 18233 points (62.68%) 18248 points (62.74%) 18271 points (62.82%)
Keyframe |~ B
TS0 40 30 20 -0 X[DN 10 20 30 40 50 TS0 40 30 20 -0 X:Im] 10 20 30 40 50 “50 40 a0 20 -0 x?m 10 20 30 40 50 "5 40 30 20 -0 X?m] 10 20 30 40 50
15813 points (53.83%) 16882 points (57.47%) 16907 points (57.55%) 17051 points (58.04%)
Keyframe |~ g
3 P m »
TS0 40 B0 20 -0 x?m] 10 20 30 40 S50 T 40 30 20 -0 x;)mJ 10 2 30 40 50 TS50 40 a0 20 -10 X:Iml 10 20 30 40 50 S50 40 0 20 -0 X?m] 10 20 30 40 50
14875 points (51.08%) 16027 points (55.04%) 16386 points (56.27%) 16476 points (56.58%)

parts of the two ROIs, we matched the beginning and end
parts of the ground truth ROI with the circular and rectangular
ROIs, respectively. Therefore, we categorized the points into

four categories for all cases, and the results and the number
of points extracted through the two ROIs are summarized in
Tables 8 and 10, respectively. Finally, we calculated the evalu-
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TABLE 9. The circular ROI classification evaluation metrics and processing time using the simulation’s keyframe data.

The .
num. | TP | FP | PN [ TN | oo oo M‘t?r/n I\:ax Ari‘:lzge
of ROI | [EA] | [EA] | [EA] | [EA] recision eca ccuracy s e
[EA] S S
100 % 3 17370 0 1157 | 10560 1 0.9376 | 0.9602 5.27/21.64 | 16.003
Keyframe | 75 % 3 18233 0 140 | 10714 1 0.9924 | 0.9952 9.58/21.23 | 19.066
1 50 % 4 18248 0 127 | 10712 1 0.9931 0.9956 6.23/21.35 | 18.904
25 % 7 18271 0 107 | 10709 1 0.9942 | 0.9963 6.02/22.22 | 18.893
100 % 3 15813 0 1559 | 12004 1 0.9103 0.9469 5.01/20.11 16.18
Keyframe | 75 % 3 16882 0 356 | 12138 1 0.9793 0.9879 5.68/22.74 | 18.406
2 50 % 4 16907 0 331 | 12138 1 0.9808 | 0.9887 6.82/21.61 19.37
25% 7 17051 0 191 | 12134 1 0.9889 | 0.9935 6.51/23.09 | 18.952
100 % 2 14875 0 1140 | 13104 1 0.9288 | 0.9609 5.38/18.94 | 17.299
Keyframe | 75 % 3 16027 0 424 | 12668 1 0.9742 | 0.9854 8.49/19.4 17.781
3 50 % 4 16386 0 81 12652 1 0.9951 0.9972 6.56/23.7 18.895
25% 7 16476 0 23 12620 1 0.9986 | 0.9992 6.86/23.33 | 19.098
TABLE 10. The rectangular ROI classification results using the simulation’s keyframe data.
The distance between the center points [m] (Ratio to the height of the rectangle [%])
12m (100%) 9m (75%) 6m (50%) 3m (25%)
Keyframe : ; : :
1 i ( < ‘ A
. n@ L @ . ,
14277 points (49.08%) 14311 points (49.2%) 14282 points (49.1%) 14280 points (49.09%)
Keyframe ; 3 ] 3 7 3 ]
15081 points (51.34%) 15217 points (51.8%) 15228 points (51.84%) 15323 points (52.16%)
3| - - @y - [{@ - o)
14087 points (48.38%) 14160 points (48.63%) 14146 points (48.58%) 14146 points (48.58%)

ation results through (3) using the four categories. In addition,
for the processing time, we used 100 repeated measurements
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as before, and derived minimum, maximum, and average pro-
cessing time. The number of the ROIs, classification results of
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TABLE 11. The rectangular ROI classification evaluation metrics and processing time using the simulation’s keyframe data.

The .
num. P kP FN N Precision | Recall | Accuracy Mlt?r/nl\::[ax A:’;;;de
of ROI | [EA] | [EA] | [EA] | [EA]
[EA] [ms] [ms]
100 % 5 14277 0 88 14722 1 0.9939 0.997 5.44/21.27 | 17.602
Keyframe | 75 % 6 14311 0 51 14725 1 0.9964 0.9982 6.1/22.85 18.907
1 50 % 8 14282 0 0 14805 1 1 1 7.68/22.63 | 20.249
25 % 15 14280 0 0 14807 1 1 1 7.29/27.17 | 18.537
100 % 5 15073 8 365 | 13930 | 0.9995 | 0.9764 0.9873 5.49/23.21 15.289
Keyframe | 75 % 6 15213 4 153 | 14006 | 0.9997 0.99 0.9947 7.84/22.7 19.043
2 50 % 8 15219 9 83 14065 | 0.9994 | 0.9946 0.9969 6.4/23.54 19.575
25 % 15 15310 13 0 14053 | 0.9992 1 0.9996 7.1/27.2 20.073
100 % 4 14087 0 22 15010 1 0.9984 0.9992 5.33/21.87 | 18.212
Keyframe | 75 % 6 14160 0 0 14959 1 1 1 6.14/23.72 | 18.218
3 50 % 8 14146 0 0 14973 1 1 1 5.81/24.1 18.426
25 % 15 14146 0 0 14973 1 1 1 8.68/25.94 | 20.977
Classification evaluation metrics in the circular ROI 28 Preprocessing time in the circular ROI
g il s . . . e S
Boos X Keytame? S e
o -@ Keyframe3 £
09 28(100%) 21(7‘5%) 14(50%) 7(25%) é #

Accuracy
o
©
o
]

o
©

21(75%)
Distance between the center points [m]
(Ratio to the diameter of the circle [%])

28(100%)

14(50%)

7(25%)

FIGURE 11. The circular ROI classification evaluation using the

simulation’s keyframe data.

the points, classification evaluation metrics, and processing
time, listed in Tables 9 and 11, are summarized and presented
as graphs in Figs. 11-14.

The simulation results show that circular and rectangular
ROIs have different characteristics depending on whether the
target trajectory is straight (Keyframes 1 and 3) or curved
(Keyframe 2) like the previous validation, and the distance
between the center points of the ROI. The circular ROI is
contained within the ground truth ROI for all cases, regardless
of the target trajectory (Table 8), and therefore does not fill
it up. In addition, the closer the distance between the center
points, the more space within the ground truth ROI is filled.
Therefore, Table 9 shows that there are zero FP points. The
number of FN points reduces as the center points come closer.
Therefore, as listed in Table 9, the precision has a value of one

8514

N
=]

®

7(25%)

N
N

[N)
=]

®

Average time [ms]
>

14(50%)

21(75%)
Distance between the center points [m]
(Ratio to the diameter of the circle [%])

28(100%) 7(25%)

FIGURE 12. The circular ROI processing time using the simulation’s
keyframe data.

for all cases. The recall and accuracy increase as the distance
between the center points decreases. Fig. 11 shows graph-
ically the precision, recall, and accuracy values detailed in
Table 9. It is evident that precision always has a value of one,
and the recall and accuracy increase as the distance decreases.
Because all keyframes had almost the same number of points,
there was no significant difference in the average processing
time. However, the number of ROIs required increases with
the closeness of the center points in a keyframe. Therefore,
the average processing time is longer in a keyframe. Table 9
summarizes the minimum, maximum, and average times of
the 100 measurements as numerical values. Fig. 12 shows the
maximum and average values. Fig. 12 shows that the average
processing time is larger when the center points are closer
in most keyframes. Furthermore, for all cases, the longest
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Classification evaluation metrics in the rectangular ROI

.E 1 o & e
@
© -6-Keyframe1
E 095~ -A-Keyframe2
- Keyframe3
0.9 . . . n
12(100%) 9(75%) 6(50%) 3(25%)
_ I RI——— I ——
3 b---cC
& 095~
0.9 . . . .
12(100%) 9(75%) 6(50%) 3(25%)
§ L A —----=" s e
3
80.95
<
0.9 . . . .
12(100%) 9(75%) 6(50%) 3(25%)

Distance between the center points [m]
(Ratio to the height of the rectangle [%])

FIGURE 13. The rectangular ROI classification evaluation metrics using
the simulation’s keyframe data.

Preprocessing time in the rectangular ROI
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FIGURE 14. The rectangular ROI processing time using the simulation’s
keyframe data.

maximum processing time in a single keyframe, in the worst
case, was approximately 24 ms.

The rectangular ROI has different characteristics depend-
ing on the shape of the target trajectory, unlike the circular
ROI. As shown in Table 10, the ROI was almost identical
to the ground truth ROI, regardless of the distance between
the center points in the straight trajectory, as in Keyframes
1 and 3. However, in curved trajectories, such as Keyframe 2,
the further the center points are from each other, the fewer
spaces it fills the ground truth ROI, and there is a protrud-
ing space as well. In Table 11, the FP points exist only
in Keyframe 2, which is a curved trajectory; the number
of FN points decreases as the center points come closer.
As shown in Table 11, the precision has a value of one
only in Keyframes 1 and 3; the recall and accuracy have
relatively low values when the center points are further away.
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In addition, in Fig. 13, which shows these values graphically,
Keyframe 2 has lower values than the rest of the keyframes,
but almost the same values as the distance decreases. For
the average time, there is no significant difference between
keyframes, similar to a circular ROI. However, the processing
time normally increases with an increase in the number of
ROIs caused by the decreased distance between the center
points. In Table 11, the minimum, maximum, and average
processing times are summarized for the rectangular ROL
In addition, Fig. 14 shows the maximum and average times.
Regarding the average time, most of them took longer when
the center points were close together. The longest maximum
time in one keyframe was approximately 27 ms when the
shortest distance was used.

As the distance between center points shrinks, the circular
and rectangular ROIs are more consistent with the ground
truth ROI. All classification evaluation metrics have values
of 0.99 or higher at the shortest distance. Therefore, we can
conclude that these circular and rectangular ROIs exhibit
satisfactory performance in terms of the target. Addition-
ally, the circular ROI had 42 FPS, and the rectangular ROI
had 37 FPS when the longest maximum time was considered.
The proposed methods exhibited faster processing rates than
the raw 3D point cloud acquisition rate.

IV. EXPERIMENT

We performed the two experiments in a real-world setting to
verify the simulation results of the circular and rectangular
ROIs. First, we generated the more complex trajectory in a
real-world environment, and we validated the results of the
two proposed ROI determination methods on the keyframe
data acquired in real-world environments in the same way as
in the simulation. Second, to validate dynamic situations in
which the robot moves along the given trajectory as well as
the static keyframes, we obtained the sequential frame data
using the trajectory generated in the previous experiment,
and evaluated the processing time of the two ROIs. We also
increased the number of points within one point cloud data
by accumulating the sequential frame data, and identified
the processing times of the two ROI determination methods
as the number of points increased. Finally, we conducted a
qualitative comparison of these ROI determination methods
with the method of the prior study.

A. EXPERIMENT ON THE KEYFRAMES

In the experiment, we set up a more complex trajectory than
the simulation (see the solid yellow line in Fig. 15) in an
outdoor environment. The same model of mobile robot and
LiDAR used in the simulation was used here. Additionally,
we used ZED-FOP GPS and VECTORNAV’s VN-100 IMU
(Figs. 16 to 17) to obtain the pose information of the robot.
We built an Ubuntu 18.04 environment on the NUC processor
using an Intel i5-10210U CPU mounted on the mobile robot.
The overall control and sensing were performed using the
ROS melodic. We controlled the mobile robot at a constant
velocity of 1 m/s along the given trajectory and collected the
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Keyframe 2

Keyframe 1

FIGURE 16. ublox’s ZED-FOP GPS [25].

TABLE 12. The information of the keyframes used in the experiment.

Position X Position Y Heading 6
[m] [m] [rad]
Keyframe 1 90994 .33 -44595.87 -0.422
Keyframe 2 91012.87 -44572.53 1.461

pose information at 8 Hz and 62 Hz from the GPS and IMU,
respectively. In addition, we obtained the 3D point cloud data
at 10 Hz via VLP-16 LiDAR. We obtained raw latitude and
longitude data from the GPS and converted them into XY
plane coordinates as Table 12.

As shown in Fig. 15 and Table 12, similar to the simulation,
we generated two keyframes on the given trajectory and listed
the raw 3D point cloud data projected onto the XY plane and
the number of those in Table 13. Additionally, we set the
parameters of the two ROIs as follows: a diameter of 12 m
for the circular ROI, a height of 6 m, and a width of 12 m
for the rectangular ROI, and we set a minimum center point
distance of 36 m for both ROIs. We set the distances between
the center points to the four cases set in the simulation: 25%,
50%, 75%, and 100% of the diameter for the circular ROI and
the height of the rectangular ROI. We applied these ROIs to
all keyframes and distances to extract the points, as shown in
Tables 14-17.

8516

FIGURE 17. VECTORNAV's VN-100 IMU [26].

In addition, we conducted a performance evaluation of
both ROIs in the same manner as in the simulation. Similar
to the solid red lines in Tables 14 and 16, we determine
the ground truth ROIs to measure whether the two pro-
posed ROIs have an exact width along the target trajectory.
Using this, we classified all points into four categories: TP,
FP, FN, and TN. For each of the circular and rectangu-
lar ROIs, the classification results for all cases are listed
in Tables 14 and 16. The number of points extracted and the
ratio of the total number are summarized. Using (3), we calcu-
lated the classification evaluation metrics of precision, recall,
and accuracy, as we did for the simulation. We detailed
the results of the classification evaluation metrics in
Tables 15 and 17, and plotted the results in Figs. 18 and 20.
Similarly, we measured the processing time in the same man-
ner as in the simulation: minimum, maximum, and average
time of 100 measurements. Tables 15 and 17 summarize these
time values as numerical values. Figs. 19 and 21 show the
maximum and average values, respectively.

Although, unlike in the simulation, the keyframes in the
experiment did not have a clear straight or curved target
trajectory, their results were almost identical. The results
of the circular ROI matched the simulation because it was
independent of the shape of the target trajectory. As shown
in Table 14, the ROI is contained within the ground truth
ROI, and it fills up as the distance between the center points
decreases. Table 15 shows that the number of FP points is zero
and that the number of FN points decreases when the distance
becomes smaller. Therefore, the precision has a value of one
for all cases, and the recall and accuracy increase as the
distance decreases. Fig. 18 shows the constant precision with
one and the recall and accuracy that increase with a decrease
in distance. The average processing time in one keyframe was
similar between the keyframes, and as the number of required
ROIs increased, a higher value was required. As shown in
Fig. 19, the average time tends to increase as the distance
decreases. In addition, the longest maximum time in a single
keyframe was approximately 8 ms at a distance of 50 %.

Furthermore, the rectangular ROI has almost identical
ground truth ROI as the straight trajectory but differs in
the curved trajectory. Therefore, our findings are affected
because the ROI shows different results for relatively curved
Keyframes 1 and 2. Table 17 shows that more FN points
are found in Keyframe 2, which has greater curves, and
their numbers decrease as the center points come closer.
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TABLE 13. The real point cloud data of the keyframes in the experiment.

Keyframe 1

Keyframe 2
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26710 points
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TABLE 14. The circular ROI classification results using the experiment’s keyframe data.

The distance between the center points [m] (Ratio to the diameter of the circle [%])
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In addition, the precision between the keyframes is similar,
but the recall and accuracy are lower in Keyframe 2 when the
distance is greater. Fig. 20 shows the differences between the
two keyframes. Both keyframes have similar values close to
one in precision, but Keyframe 2 has lower values in recall
and accuracy when the distances are greater. In the case of
the average processing time in one keyframe, there is no
difference between the keyframes as in the circular ROI, but
less distance makes the value greater. As shown in Fig. 21,
for both keyframes, the average time required increased as
the distance decreased. In addition, the longest maximum
processing time in one keyframe was approximately 11 ms
in the case of the shortest distance.
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The values of the classification evaluation metrics are 0.99
or higher when the distance between the center points is
the shortest. Both ROIs show quicker than the data; the
circular and the rectangular ROIs exhibit speeds of 125 FPS
and 91 FPS, respectively, for the longest maximum time.
Therefore, we can conclude that the proposed methods pro-
vide high performance.

B. EXPERIMENT ON THE SEQUENTIAL FRAMES

We obtained 1327 sequential 3D point cloud frames by mov-
ing the robot along the trajectory with the same settings as
the experiment on the keyframes, and utilized them to derive
two results. At this time, we fixed the distance between the
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TABLE 15. The circular ROI classification evaluation metrics and processing time using the experiment’s keyframe data.

nTu}:r? TP | FP | FN | TN . Min/Max | Average

of ROT | [EA] | [EA] | [EA] | [EA] Precision | Recall | Accuracy EII?SE]: E;ns?
[EA]

100% 4 8379 0 760 | 17571 1 0.9168 | 0.9715 | 492/591 5.235
Keyframe | 75% 5 8733 0 406 | 17571 1 0.9556 | 0.9848 5/6.89 5.289
1 50% 7 8991 0 146 | 17573 1 0.984 0.9945 | 5.21/7.98 5.408
25% 13 9093 0 32 | 17585 1 0.9965 | 0.9988 5.81/6.76 6.039
100% 4 10520 0 852 | 15123 1 0.9251 | 0.9678 491/58 5.148
Keyframe | 75% 5 10681 0 691 | 15123 1 0.9392 | 0.9739 | 5.01/6.73 5.194
2 50% 7 10968 0 399 | 15128 1 0.9649 | 0.9849 | 5.16/6.57 | 5.429
25% 13 11238 0 111 | 15146 1 0.9902 | 0.9958 | 5.69/6.48 5.825

TABLE 16. The rectangular ROI classification results using the experiment’s keyframe data.

The distance between the center points [m] (Ratio to the height of the rectangle [%])
6m (100%) 4.5m (75%) 3m (50%) 1.5m (25%)
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™ ™
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TABLE 17. The rectangular ROI classification evaluation metrics and processing time using the experiment’s keyframe data.

nTu}:r? TP | FP | FN | TN iy Min/Max | Average

of ROT | [EA] | [EA] | [EA] | [EA] Precision | Recall | Accuracy EII?SE]: E;ns?
[EA]

100% 7 6983 8 14 | 19705 | 0.9989 0.998 0.9992 | 5.35/6.66 | 5.559
Keyframe | 75% 9 6994 4 0 19712 | 0.9994 1 0.9999 | 5.71/7.09 5.97
1 50% 13 6992 4 0 19714 | 0.9994 1 0.9999 | 6.35/7.37 | 6.703
25% 25 6960 6 0 19744 | 0.9991 1 0.9998 | 8.3/10.64 | 8.634
100% 7 8533 4 1357 | 16601 | 0.9995 | 0.8628 | 0.9486 | 5.66/7.66 | 5.927
Keyframe | 75% 9 9174 0 708 | 16613 1 0.9284 | 0.9733 | 5.87/6.61 6.139
2 50% 13 9826 59 45 116565 | 0.994 0.9954 | 0.9961 | 6.46/7.28 | 6.738
25% 25 9804 52 0 16639 | 0.9947 1 0.998 8.1/10.27 | 8.454
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TABLE 18. The circular and rectangular ROIs processing time using the experiment’s sequential frame data.

Min time | Maxtime | Average time
[ms] [ms] [ms]
Point cloud cycle 94.895 106.812 100.856
Circular ROI processing time 4.718 9.407 5.555
Rectangular ROI processing time 6.434 13.646 7.928

TABLE 19. The circular and rectangular ROIs results using the experiment’s accumulated frame data.

The cumulative num. of | The num. of frames | Average num. L . .
. . Min time Max time Average time
the sequential frames accumulated of points [ms] [ms] [ms]
[EA] [EA] [EA]
1 1327 26237.45 4.718 9.407 5.555
5 265 131179.74 25.538 28.760 27.239
. 10 132 262346.83 51.005 74.361 54.731
Circular
ROI 25 53 655898.68 126.987 149.783 137.898
50 26 1311490.08 259.137 299.993 278.35
75 17 1966791.82 424.148 481.319 437.885
100 13 2622980.15 560.974 650.781 603.667
1 1327 26237.45 6.434 13.646 7.928
5 265 131179.74 37.524 45.068 40.205
Rectangular 10 132 262346.83 75491 90.885 80.811
ROI 25 53 655898.68 186.356 237.293 200.883
50 26 1311490.08 384.069 442.899 405.898
75 17 1966791.82 616.388 658.933 629.026
100 13 2622980.15 816.388 895.131 853.505

TABLE 20. The qualitative comparison with the existing study using the experiment’s keyframe data.

Raw point cloud Long cuboid ROI [20] Circular ROI Rectangular ROI

Rawponioud | ..t  cemROl | ¢ GruarROl Rectangular R
,,,,, pan =
vvvvv Ports Ponis Pons
a5t > Rober a5t » Rotol a5t > ool 4us4 > Roser

Keyframe | = | : - m
| -l Y/
: . o _— )
Keyframe | = : ya w //?ﬁ
2 a4 -

,,,,,

center points at the smallest 25% ratio that derived the best ROISs, and showed the results in Fig. 22 and summarized the

classification evaluation results in the previous experiment. calculated minimum, maximum and average time in Table 18.
First, we compared the 3D point cloud data cycle with the Looking at the average time results in Table 18, the point
processing time of the two proposed ROI determination meth- cloud data were obtained for the 10 Hz we set, and the
ods for the sequential frames. For the total of 1327 frames, processing time of the two ROIs was similar to that of the

we measured the data cycle and processing time of the two previous experiment on the keyframes. In addition, as shown
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Classification evaluation metrics in the circular ROI
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FIGURE 18. The circular ROI classification evaluation using the
experiment’s keyframe data.

Preprocessing time in the circular ROI
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FIGURE 19. The circular ROI processing time using the experiment's
keyframe data.

in Fig. 22, which is the results of the entire sequential frames,
both ROIs have almost uniform processing time and much
smaller values than the data cycle. This verifies that the
processing speed of the two ROIs is faster than the data
acquisition rate (on average, approximately 18 and 13 times,
respectively), not only in the static keyframes but also in the
sequential frames where the robot moves dynamically.
Second, we confirmed the processing time of the proposed
ROI determination methods for point cloud data with vary-
ing numbers of points in one frame by accumulating the
previously acquired sequential data. The number of points
within the point cloud is determined by relying on sensors.
However, we adopted the cumulative method to check the
tendency of the processing time of the two ROIs for the
different number of points. We conducted the experiment by
setting the cumulative number of frames to a total of seven;
1, 5, 10, 25, 50, 75, and 100. At this time, as explained
in II-A, we transformed the accumulated data into the global
coordinate based on robot pose information when reaching
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Classification evaluation metrics in the rectangular ROI
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FIGURE 20. The rectangular ROI classification evaluation metrics using
the experiment’s keyframe data.

Preprocessing time in the rectangular ROI
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FIGURE 21. The rectangular ROI processing time using the experiment’s
keyframe data.

the cumulative target number, and extracted points along the
trajectory by applying two ROIs. As a result, the number
of frames accumulated, the average number of points, and
the minimum/maximum/average processing time for each
case of the two ROIs are summarized in Table 19. Here,
the data with the cumulative number of 1 corresponds to
the previous sequential frames, and the experiment was con-
ducted by accumulating this data. Also, Fig. 23 graphs the
minimum/maximum/average time of the two ROIs according
to the number of each cumulative frame and the average
number of points. In the graph, the circle and triangle rep-
resent the average time, and the vertical bar represents the
minimum/maximum time. Looking at the results, it was con-
firmed that as the number of points increased by increasing
the cumulative amount of the sequential frame, the processing
time of the two ROIs increased almost linearly. Therefore,
these results allow us to infer the tendency that the processing
time is required in proportion to the number of points in one
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FIGURE 22. The circular and rectangular ROIs processing time and point
cloud data interval using the experiment’s sequential frame data.
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FIGURE 23. The circular and rectangular ROIs processing time and

average number of points using the experiment’s accumulated frame
data.

point cloud data. In addition, through this tendency, we can
find the maximum number of points that can be processed
within the data acquisition cycle.

C. QUALITATIVE COMPARISON WITH PREVIOUS STUDY
We compared the methods of this study with the method of the
existing study, long cuboid ROI determination method [20],
using the same keyframe set in the previous experiment.
Because the results of each method varied greatly depending
on the parameter setting, the quantitative comparison was dif-
ficult; therefore, we only conducted qualitative comparisons.
In the case of the long cuboid ROI determination method,
an ROI with values of 10 m in height, a width of 12 m, and a
length of 100 m was determined around the robot. For the ROI
determination methods proposed in this study, maintaining
the experiment setting, the ROI was determined to the end of
the trajectory, and the distance between the center points was

VOLUME 11, 2023

fixed to the smallest value. We summarized the results of all
methods in Table 20.

The comparison results show that the long cuboid ROI
determination method can reduce the number of points by
extracting only the points around the robot; however, there is a
limit to the response speeds of the target task because the ROI
does not precisely match the trajectory. By contrast, because
the circular and rectangular ROIs are determined based on
the target trajectory, only points close to that trajectory can
be efficiently extracted while maintaining the resolution of
the raw data.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper proposes 3D point cloud reduction methods that
extract only important data close to the target trajectory.
These methods sequentially determine the circular and rect-
angular ROIs along the trajectory and only take the points
within these two ROIs. We conducted the verification of the
two proposed ROI determination methods through the three
types of data. Through the artificial frames, we confirm that
the distance parameter between the center points causes the
trade-off relationship between the classification evaluation
results and the processing time of the two ROIs, so that the
user should set the distance parameter with proper consider-
ation of the relationship between the two results. In addition,
through the keyframes and sequential frames, we confirm that
when the distance parameter is 25% of the diameter or height
in circular and rectangular ROIs, both in static and dynamic
situations, the classification evaluation results are close to 1,
and the processing time is much shorter than the data cycle.
There are two main contributions to these methods. First,
we can efficiently extract only the important points near the
trajectory while maintaining a high resolution of the raw data.
Second, regardless of the complexity of the trajectory, we can
determine the exact matching ROL

The proposed methods can be used in various scenarios.
First, in an autonomous driving environment, the vehicle can
only obtain important 3D point cloud data near the trajectory
to the destination rather than data on distant vehicles and
pedestrians in the opposite lane. In addition, a mobile robot
in a factory, such as the simulation in this study, can move
quickly while avoiding workers and other robots by utilizing
only data on the target trajectory. Finally, outdoor delivery
robots that have been developed recently can complete the
target task by focusing on the data near the target trajec-
tory, although they operate in a vast and complex dynamic
environment.

However, the methods proposed in this study have lim-
itations. Since these methods determine the ROI along the
robot’s target trajectory, it is essential and is planned first.
In the future, we will conduct additional studies on adjusting
the width efficiently according to the robot’s velocity rather
than the fixed width for the corresponding ROI determination
methods. In addition, we plan to verify our results through
experiments using various sensors and robots.
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