arXiv:2511.22829v1 [cs.RO] 28 Nov 2025

Safe Autonomous Lane Changing: Planning with
Dynamic Risk Fields and Time-Varying Convex
Space Generation

Zhen Tian'f, Zhihao Lin!'"$

Abstract—This paper presents a novel trajectory planning
pipeline for complex driving scenarios like autonomous lane
changing, by integrating risk-aware planning with guaranteed
collision avoidance into a unified optimization framework. We
first construct a dynamic risk fields (DRF') that captures both
the static and dynamic collision risks from surrounding vehi-
cles. Then, we develop a rigorous strategy for generating time-
varying convex feasible spaces that ensure kinematic feasibility
and safety requirements. The trajectory planning problem is
formulated as a finite-horizon optimal control problem and
solved using a constrained iterative Linear Quadratic Regulator
(iLQR) algorithm that jointly optimizes trajectory smoothness,
control effort, and risk exposure while maintaining strict
feasibility. Extensive simulations demonstrate that our method
outperforms traditional approaches in terms of safety and
efficiency, achieving collision-free trajectories with shorter lane-
changing distances (28.59 m) and times (2.84 s) while main-
taining smooth and comfortable acceleration patterns. In dense
roundabout environments the planner further demonstrates
robust adaptability, producing larger safety margins, lower
jerk, and superior curvature smoothness compared with APF,
MPC, and RRT based baselines. These results confirm that
the integrated DRF with convex feasible space and constrained
iLQR solver provides a balanced solution for safe, efficient, and
comfortable trajectory generation in dynamic and interactive
traffic scenarios.

I. Introduction

Autonomous lane changing remains one of the most
challenging tasks for autonomous vehicles (AVs), par-
ticularly in complex traffic environments where both
safety and efficiency must be carefully balanced [l],
[2]. The complexity arises from the need to handle
multiple types of interactions with surrounding vehicles
while ensuring collision-free maneuvers in highly dynamic
environments [B]. Successful execution of lane changes
requires sophisticated planning that considers not only the
geometric constraints of the road but also the kinematic
limitations of the vehicle and the uncertain behaviors of
surrounding traffic participants [4].

The challenge of autonomous lane changing is further
compounded by several critical factors [5]. First, the
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continuous interaction with surrounding vehicles requires
AVs to make real-time decisions while considering the
intentions and behaviors of multiple agents [f]. This
involves real-time prediction of surrounding vehicles’ tra-
jectories together with risk assessment to ensure safe ma-
neuvers. Second, the dynamic nature of traffic participants
introduces uncertainty in_predicting future trajectories
and interaction patterns [[7]. Different driving styles and
varying road conditions make it challenging to accurately
model and predict vehicle behaviors. Third, the need to
balance multiple competing objectives, including safety,
efficiency, and comfort, makes the trajectory planning
process inherently complex [8]. These objectives often con-
flict with each other, requiring sophisticated optimization
strategies to find suitable trade-offs [9].

Various approaches have been proposed to address the
challenges of autonomous lane changing, which can be cat-
egorized into: potential field methods, optimization-based
methods, and learning-based methods. Each methodology
presents unique advantages and limitations in addressing
the complex requirements of safe and efficient lane chang-
ing.

1) Potential Field Methods: Traditional potential field
approaches attempt to generate safe trajectories by mod-
eling surrounding vehicles as repulsive forces [10]. These
methods construct artificial potential fields where ob-
stacles generate repulsive forces while the target lane
creates attractive forces, guiding the vehicle through safe
regions [11]. While these methods offer intuitive implemen-
tation and computational efficiency, they often struggle to
handle complex dynamic scenarios and may suffer from
local minima problems [[12]. Moreover, they typically lack
explicit consideration of vehicle dynamics and kinematic
constraints, potentially generating physically infeasible
trajectories that cannot be executed by the vehicle’s
control system [[13].

2) Optimization-based Methods: Optimization-based
planning methods [14] have shown promise in generating
smooth and feasible trajectories by explicitly consid-
ering vehicle dynamics and various constraints. These
approaches typically minimize objective functions that en-
code desired behaviors while satisfying safety and feasibil-
ity constraints [[15]. However, these approaches face several
limitations: the high computational complexity hinders
their applications in dynamic environments, challenges
in handling non-convex constraints arising from obstacle
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avoidance requirements, and difficulty in incorporating
dynamic risk assessment hampers their ability to adapt
to changing traffic conditions [1L§].

3) Learning-based Methods: Learning-based methods,
particularly reinforcement learning [17], offer solutions
for handling complex lane-changing scenarios by learning
policies from experience or demonstration [18]. These
approaches can potentially capture complex patterns
in traffic behavior and generate strategies for different
scenarios [19]. However, they often lack interpretability
in the decision-making process and struggle to provide
consistent safety guarantees, especially in novel situations
that differ from training data [20]. The challenge of
ensuring robustness across diverse scenarios and the need
for extensive training data remain significant obstacles to
their practical deployment.

Our work addresses the limitations of existing methods
through the proposal of a unified trajectory planning
framework that integrates dynamic risk fields (DRF) with
time-varying convex feasible spaces. The system architec-
ture in Fig. [l| illustrates the full workflow of the proposed
DRF-Convex-iLQR planning pipeline. The Scenarios and
Environment block represents the dynamic traffic settings
considered in this work, including highway lane changing,
dual-lane roundabout navigation, and mixed AV-HDV
interactions. The environment provides the host vehicle
with Perceived States, consisting of positions, velocities,
headings, and motion patterns of surrounding HDVs. The
Decision Making module is the core of the proposed plan-
ner. The Vehicle Model describes the kinematic evolution
of the host vehicle. The DRF encodes collision likelihood
using both static and dynamic risk terms, enabling sen-
sitivity to direction, velocity, and spatial proximity. In
parallel, the Convex Feasible Space constructs a time-
varying safe region that respects kinematic constraints,
curvature limits, and dynamic obstacle exclusion. The
Cost Function aggregates safety, comfort, efficiency, and
risk, enabling balanced optimization. Together, these com-
ponents serve as inputs to the Constrained iLQR, Solver,
which iteratively updates the control sequence through
linearization and quadratic approximation while enforcing
convex feasibility. At the bottom of the framework,
surrounding HDVs provide Observed Motion, closing the
Environment Interaction Loop. The optimized Planned
Trajectory is delivered to the host vehicle’s control
module, ensuring smooth, safe, and dynamically feasible
navigation across diverse traffic scenarios. This approach
combines risk-aware planning with guaranteed collision
avoidance through rigorous mathematical optimization.
The main contributions are summarized as follows:

o« We propose a comprehensive risk field model that
captures both static and dynamic collision risks from
surrounding vehicles, enabling effective risk assess-
ment during lane changes.

o We introduce a strategy for generating time-varying
convex feasible spaces that guarantee both kinematic
feasibility and safety requirements through rigorous
mathematical formulation.

o We formulate the planning problem as a finite-horizon
nonlinear optimal control problem and solve it using
a constrained iterative Linear Quadratic Regulator
(iLQR) algorithm that jointly optimizes trajectory
smoothness, control effort, and risk exposure.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Section
IT presents the DRF and convex feasible space modeling.
Section III details optimization problem formulation and
constrained iLQR solution. Section IV reports experimen-
tal results with analysis. Section V concludes the paper.

II. Dynamic Risk Field and Convex Space

This section introduces our integrated approach for
trajectory planning by combining DRF-based collision
risk assessment with convex feasible space generation.
The framework ensures safety through continuous risk
evaluation and kinematic feasibility through convex space
constraints.

A. Risk Field Modeling

To quantify the potential collision risks during lane
changes, a DRF is introduced to evaluate the interaction
between host vehicle (HV) and surrounding vehicles (SVs).
The total risk associated with each SV; is computed by

Ri(xa y) = (Rs,i($7 y) + Rd,i(xa y))Fe(.’E, y) (1)

where R ;(z,y) and Rg,(x,y) are the static and dynamic
risk factors, respectively. Fi.(x,y) is an exponential decay
factor. These three terms are detailed below.

The static risk component R, ;(z,y) captures the spatial
relationship between vehicles and is formulated using an
obstacle-centered modified Gaussian distribution (see Fig.

b):

raen=aeon [~ ((22) < (2))) @

where A, denotes the peak risk amplitude, while o, and o,
define the risk distribution along longitudinal and lateral
axes respectively, accounting for vehicle dimensions. The
parameter 8 determines how quickly the risk diminishes
with distance. The coordinates (Az’, Ay’) are obtained
by transforming the relative position to the obstacle’s
reference frame using its heading angle 6;, as follows:

Az'| | cos; sinb;| |z —x;
Ay'| — |—sinf; cosb;| |y —yi|"
The dynamic risk term Rg;(z,y) accounts for the
velocity-dependent interactions between vehicles. This
component considers the relative velocity between the HV
and SV;, defined as vrel,i = Vsvi — Vhost, Where vpog is the
velocity of the HV and vgy; is the velocity of SV;:
Agexp (— A2 Ay’z)

2 2
% 9y

Rai(z,y)=

3)

where Ay scales the dynamic risk intensity, o, = ky|vrel
adapts the risk distribution based on the relative velocity,
and «a modulates the position-dependent risk profile.

14exp(—sgn(vyel) (Az’ —o8gn(viel)))
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Fig. 1: Overall architecture of the proposed trajectory planning framework. The Scenarios and Environment module
provides the perceived environment states, including surrounding-vehicle motion and road configuration. The host
vehicle integrates three key components: (i) a Vehicle Model that captures kinematic evolution, (ii) a DRF that
evaluates spatial and velocity-dependent collision risk, (iii) a Convex Feasible Space that guarantees safety and
kinematic limits, and (iv) a Cost Function balancing safety, comfort, efficiency, and risk. A Constrained iLQR Solver
optimizes the risk-aware trajectory within the feasible space. Surrounding HDVs provide observed motion, forming a
closed Environment Interaction Loop. The output is a Planned Trajectory ensuring safe and smooth navigation.
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Fig. 2: Tllustration of the dynamic risk field.

The exponential decay factor F.(x,y) modifies the
overall risk based on the separation distance between the
evaluated position (z,y) and the HV’s current position

(xhost ) yhost) :

Fe(xv y) = €xXp (7\/(1' - mhost)Q + (y - yhost)2/de) (4)

where d. is a characteristic length parameter that deter-
mines how quickly the risk decays with distance from the
HV.

B. Dynamic Convex Space Generation

This subsection describes a rigorous approach for gen-
erating time-varying convex feasible spaces under vehicle
kinematic and safety requirements. The approach inte-
grates a growth-based expansion strategy with collision
avoidance guarantees. The vehicle state is denoted by
s=[x,y,0,v,¢]" € X CR® where x and y are planar
coordinates, 6 is the heading angle, v is the longitudinal
velocity, and ¢ is the steering angle.

Definition 1 (Dynamic Convex Feasible Space): Let p =
[Pz, py]T € R? denote positions in plane. For state s(t) at

time ¢, the rectangular time-varying convex feasible space
C(s,t) is defined as

C(s.t)={p € R? | A(s,t)p < b(s,t), ®(p,s,t) < 0} (5)

where the linear constraints A(s,¢)p < b(s,t) define the
rectangular bounds:

1 0 Tupper (1)
-1 0 x —Tlower (t)
< 6
0 1 [py} = | Yupper(t) (©)
0 -1 —Ylower (t)

The bounds are iteratively expanded from the vehicle’s
current position with safety margins. The nonlinear con-
straints ®(p,s,t) < 0 ensure collision avoidance with SVs
with

éz(p7 S, t) = {

where ;(t) represents the occupied region of the SV;.

Fig. B shows the evolution of the convex feasible space
C(s,t) over time, represented by growing rectangular re-
gions at different time instances. This evolution adapts to
the vehicle state through a continuous-time growth model
dependent on velocity and heading, ensuring collision-free
expansion.

Proposition 1 (Growth Tensor Representation): There
is a state-dependent growth tensor G(s,t) € R2*2 such
that the evolution of the convex set C(s,t) is described by

Cels.1) = {p+Gls.On(p) [P € (5,1} (8)

1 ifpe Oz(t)

] i=1,...
0 otherwise

) Nobs (7)
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Fig. 3: Evolution of the dynamic convex feasible space
C(s,t) over time. The rectangles represent the growing
feasible regions that satisfy both kinematic constraints
and safety requirements, while the green curve represents
a trajectory.

where n(p) denotes the outward normal vector at position
p on the boundary dC(s,t). The growth tensor G(s,t) ad-
mits the following decomposition: G(s,t) = a(s) A(0) I'(t)
with

Oé(S) = mln{ 1 + nv/vrefv amax}7

[leos@)] —sin®)]
A(9) = sin(f) | cos(6)|]’ () =ve "I,
where a(s) is the velocity-adaptive scaling factor with
constants 7, amax > 0 and the reference velocity vy > 0,
A(0) is a heading-dependent matrix, and I'(¢) is a time-
decaying component that ensures bounded expansion,
with constants 79, A > 0 and a 2 x 2 identity matrix I.

Since the vehicle kinematics further impose curvature
and velocity limits on the boundary of C(s, t), the steering
angle ¢ must satisfy |¢] < ¢émax, and the associated
curvature is bounded. This leads to Lemma

Lemma 1 (Kinematic Feasibility Conditions): Let
0C(s,t) be the boundary of the feasible space C(s,t). If
p lies on OC(s,t), the following kinematic constraints are
necessary and sufficient for ensuring space feasibility:

(p)] < tan(Pmax)/ L,

where k(p) is the path curvature at p, L is the wheelbase
length, and vmax, Wmax are upper bounds on velocity and
yaw rate, respectively.

Collision avoidance with dynamic obstacles {O;(t)} is
ensured by a separating hyperplane condition. Let each
O;(t) be a convex set. Safe separation requires that, for
each obstacle, there exists a time-varying hyperplane that
strictly separates C(s,t) from O;(t).

Theorem 1 (Dynamic Separating Hyperplane Safety):
Safe collision-free motion is guaranteed if and only if, for
every obstacle O;(t), there exist n;(¢) € St and v;(t) € R
such that

1Dl < Vmaxs 0] < wmax  (9)

(10)
(11)

where dgape > 0 is the required safety margin and
St =: {x € R? | ||x|| = 1} is the unit-circle set for normal
directions.

The dynamic convex space then grows iteratively based
on the current boundary and its outward normal, respect-
ing all active constraints. At each infinitesimal time step

n; (t) P

<7i(t), VpeC(s,t)
n;(t) q >y

( ) + 6sdfea Vq € Ol(t>

dt, the convex set is expanded subject to kinematics and
obstacle avoidance until it reaches a constraint boundary.
Theorem 2 (Existence and Evolution of Feasible
Spaces):
Given an initial convex space C(s,0), the growth equa-
tion has a unique solution

C(s,t +dt) = {p +G(s,t) din(p) | p € C(s, 1)}

where G(s,t) is as in Proposition m, and n(p) is the
outward normal vector on the boundary 9C(s,t). The
resulting C(s, t) remains convex and satisfies the kinematic
and safety constraints in Lemma [ll and Theorem [l| for all
t>0.

The analysis establishes a rigorous method to evolve
time-varying convex sets that respect vehicle motion limits
and ensure collision-free operation in dynamic environ-
ments. The tensor-based growth representation enables
efficient computation while guaranteeing feasibility and
safety.

(12)

IIT. Optimization-based Planning Framework

Building upon the established DRF and convex space
generation, we now formulate an optimization problem to
generate feasible and safe lane chaning trajectories.

A. Optimization Problem Formulation

A finite-horizon optimal control problem is formulated
to jointly address the DRF in (ﬂ) and the time-varying
convex feasible space from Definition

The discrete-time state is xx = [Zk, Yk, Uk, Ok, Ok, q'ﬁk]T €
RS with longitudinal velocity vy, heading angle 6y, steering
angle ¢, and steering rate gz'bl€7 where steering angle
and its rate are considered to better handle the steering
dynamics. The control input is ux = [az, éx] T, where
ay, is the longitudinal acceleration and ¢y is the steering
acceleration. The system evolves via

X1 = f(Xp, ug) (13)

from the given the initial state xo = x™* € RS. The
function f is obtained from the continuous-time kinematic
bicycle model [[16] using Euler method with a sampling
period At. A receding-horizon strategy employs a planning
horizon N > 0,s0 k=0,..., N —1. The total horizon cost
is

N-1
J({xk},{uk} Z E xk,uk —|— ET(XN). (14)
k=0

The stage cost ¢(xy, uy) penalizes the reference deviation,
control effort, and collision risk, and it is defined as

0(xp,ug) = (x5 — x5 TQ (xp — x5 +u)] Ruy +R(xz)

where {x:¢!} is the reference trajectory prescribing nomi-
nal poses and velocities, and Q, R are positive semidefinite
weighting matrices on the state and control. The term
R(xx) aggregates the collision risk at time step k from
@) with a risk weighting parameter v > 0.



The terminal cost ¢7(xx) ensures that xn approaches
the desired terminal state and is defined as

x5) T Qr (o — i)
with the positive semidefinite weighting matrix Qr.

All states xj, must remain within the time-varying
convex set C(sg, tx) from Theorem P to guarantee collision-
free, dynamically feasible motion. In discrete form, if x =
[xkv Yk Vk, gka ¢k7 d)k]—rv then [pl‘a py]T = [mlﬂ yk]—r €
C(Sk,tk), and s, = [l‘k, Yk, Ok, Vg, Ok, (bk]—r The opti-
mization problem for trajectory planning is formulated
as

fT(XN) = (XN (15)

min J({xk} {ur})

{“k}k o
s.t. (@)3 [xkv yk}—r S C(Skatk)a ‘¢k| S ¢max~

The steering limit |¢g| < @max enforces bounded curva-
ture, while the convex region C ensures collision avoid-
ance per Theorem [l The risk function R and convex
constraints jointly optimize obstacle avoidance. For this
nonlinear optimization problem | an iLQR-based al-
gorithm is proposed in Section [II-B to enable efficient
and safe lane changing.

(16)

B. iLQR-based Solution

The iLQR method is selected for solving the constrained
nonlinear optimization problem ([l§) due to its real-
time efficiency and ability to handle state and control
constraints [21]. By leveraging recursive value iteration,
it efficiently enforces kinematic constraints and collision
avoidance, making it ideal for autonomous driving appli-
cations. A constrained iterative LQR algorithm solves the
discrete-time problem by successively linearizing the dy-
namics and quadratically approximating the cost function.
Let {x,io), ufco)} be an initial guess of state and control over
the horizon. At iteration ¢, the vehicle dynamic system
(IL3) is linearized as

Xpt1 R f(ng),ulC )—|—A Z)dx +B )5uk

where A,(f) 0x< x| u,(f)) and B(f) = %(xé),ug)).
0Xp = Xp — x,(C and duy = ug — u,(f) are the state and
control deviations, respectively.

The stage cost is approximated quadratically around

the current trajectory as

(17)

T T
f(xk’ uk) ~ Z(xg),ug)) + Vxé‘(z)(SXk + Vug‘(z)(SUk

sup| (Vi v2.el®|suy

where V2,0, V2,0, V2, 0 and V2 ( represent the second-
order partial derivatives of the stage cost with respect to
states and controls, |, denotes evaluation at the current
iteration point (x,(f),u,(f)) The gradients V¢ and V¢
incorporate risk penalties and boundary constraints.

The backward pass computes local feedback Kj and
feedforward kj gains by propagating the second-order
cost-to-go, subject to the risk and convex feasibility

o
=

o
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<
~
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Fig. 4: Convergence analysis of proposed method.

constraints. Define V, € R"™ and V., € R™ " as the
gradient and Hessian of the value function, respectively,
where n is the dimension of the state space, then

Ki = —Quu Quer ki =—Qpu Qu (19)
where
Qu=B" Vo +Vul] ), Qo =AYV 4V,
Qua =R+ B"" Voo BY, Quz=B"" V. AY,
Que=Q+ A§f Voo AL

The updated cost-to-go satisfies V, = Q, — KkT Quu ki,

and V. = sz - K; Quu K.
The forward pass updates the control action by
u,(fﬂ) = ugf) + ak, + Ki (ngﬂ) — x,(f)) (20)

where « € (0,1] is a line search parameter.

Each forward step checks feasibility px = |1, yx]" €
C(sg, tx) for the position components; if violated, the al-
gorithm adjusts gradients or re-projects to remain strictly
in C. Risk gradients from R(xy) are incorporated to
discourage motion into hazardous zones. This backward-
forward iteration continues until convergence or maximum
iterations. The optimization process operates at 10 Hz
with 0.1 s discretization, with trajectories typically main-
taining validity for 0.3-0.5 s and re-optimization frequency
adaptable to env1ronmenta1 changes

The final solution {xk Juy, )} satisfies both kine-
matic feasibility and collision avoidance while minimizing
v R(xx). By unifying potential-field risk modeling and
convex set growth in a single receding-horizon framework,
real-time implementations can generate trajectories that
adapt to dynamic obstacles and continuously remain safe
driving.

C. Stability Analysis

The risk-sensitive planner must remain within C while
penalizing risk. An iterative procedure refines an initial
nominal solution until a local minimum of the objective
J is found. The risk penalty v R(xy) shifts the trajectory
away from high-risk regions, while the convex boundary
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Fig. 6: Comparison of minimum distances to SVs for
different planning methods. The red shaded area indicates
unsafe.

constraint enforces safe separation from obstacles and road
edges.

To analyze the algorithm’s convergence, Fig. H shows the
evolution of normalized cost components including state
deviation, control effort, steering, and acceleration costs.
The stabilization of these components around iteration
60 — 70 indicates convergence to a locally optimal solution
that satisfies both feasibility (x; € C) and safety (i.e.,
low v R(xx)). This demonstrates that our iLQR process
effectively balances risk minimization with constraint
satisfaction, consistently generating stable and feasible
trajectories.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL EVALUATION

Simulations are conducted in MATLAB 2024b to eval-
uate the proposed approach for safe and efficient au-
tonomous driving in complex lane-changing scenarios.
We compare our iLQR-based method with several base-
line approaches including Dynamic Window Approach
(DWA) [@], polynomial-based planning (Poly) [23], Bezier
curve planning [@], and lattice-based planning [25]. Video
demonstrations of experimental cases are available onlineH.

The comparative analysis demonstrates several key
advantages of our method:

Thttps://youtu.be/25YhYCXV1J]

TABLE I
Comparison of Algorithm Performances
j D T
Methods Vx Yy Jz

(m/s?) | (m/s?) | (m/s*) | (m) (s)
iLQR 9.96 0.40 0.38 28.59 | 2.84 £0.03
DWA 5.38 0.39 0.15 45.82 8.04 £0.04
Ploy 5.32 0.38 1.38 57.62 | 11.08 £ 0.05
Bezier 5.42 0.39 0.22 49.11 8.63 £ 0.05
Lattice 5.38 0.37 0.16 42.32 7.29 £ 0.05

vz, Vy: average longitudinal and lateral velocities; j_: aver-
age longitudinal jerks; D: average lane changing distance;
T: average lane changing time.

1) Trajectory Efficiency: As shown in Fig. E(a) and
Fig. f(b), our iLQR~based method achieves significantly
shorter lane-change distances, completing the maneuver
within 28.59 m compared to 42 — 57 m required by other
approaches. The optimized trajectory (green line) exhibits
smooth path characteristics while maintaining consistency
with the dynamic convex feasible space constraints.

2) Velocity Control: The longitudinal velocity profile in
Fig. f(c) demonstrates our iLQR superior speed regulation
capabilities, maintaining a stable velocity profile around
10 m/s compared to the fluctuating patterns of other
approaches.

3) Lateral Motion Strategy: Fig. a(d) highlights our
method’s aggressive yet efficient lane-changing strategy.
The initial lateral velocity peak reflects an intentional
trade-off of motion smoothness for significant time effi-
ciency, enabling a rapid lane change in 2.84 s without
collisions—much faster than the 7 — 11 s of other ap-
proaches. Despite higher instantaneous lateral velocity,
the controller swiftly stabilizes the motion, balancing rapid
maneuvering with vehicle stability. This aligns with our
optimization objective of minimizing lane-changing time
while ensuring safe operation.

4) Acceleration Management: The longitudinal acceler-
ation profile in Fig. B(e) shows that our iLQR method
maintains smoother acceleration changes within a reason-
able range of 1 m/s?, whereas other methods exhibit
more aggressive acceleration patterns.

These results validate that our approach successfully in-
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Fig. 7: Overall visualization of the proposed DRF-iILQR planning pipeline in a dual-lane roundabout. (a) Scenario
layout. (b) DRF evolution. (¢) Evolution of the Dynamic Convex Feasible Space C(s,t) under the Growth Tensor. The
green trajectory demonstrates that the HV maintains a safe, feasible, and risk-aware motion while interacting with

multiple surrounding vehicles.

tegrates risk awareness with convex feasibility constraints,
producing trajectories that are not only dynamically fea-
sible but also optimized for achieving safety and comfort
simultaneously. The iterative nature of our iLQR solution
effectively refines the initial trajectory (green dots) into
a smooth, executable path (green line) that satisfies all
constraints.

To evaluate the safety performance of different planning
methods, we analyze the minimum distance between the
HV and SVS. Fig. f compares these distances, highlighting
unsafe zones below 3m (red shading). Our iLQR-based
method achieves a 0.0% collision rate, matching the
polynomial method, while DWA, Bezier, and lattice-based
methods have collision rates of 6.5%, 8.6%, and 6.5%,
respectively. With a median distance of ~ 10 m and
consistent safety margins, our method balances safety
and performance, avoiding excessive conservatism while
efficiently utilizing space.

Table ﬂ compares key performance metrics of various
planning methods. Our iLQR-based approach achieves the
highest longitudinal velocity (9.96 m/s?) and comparable
lateral velocity (0.40 m/s?). It also achieves the shortest
lane-changing distance (28.59 m) and time (2.84 s) with
minimal variation (£ 0.03 s), demonstrating efficiency and
consistency. Although its longitudinal jerk (0.38 m/s?) is

slightly higher than DWA | this trade-off ensures a balance
between smoothness and efficiency.

Fig. H(a) shows the dual-lane roundabout with four
entrances and four exits. The host vehicle (HV) enters at
Entrance 1 and aims to perform a lane change while inter-
acting with multiple surrounding vehicles (SVs). The sce-
nario intentionally includes heterogeneous SV behaviours
(slower leading vehicle, aggressive merging vehicle, and
a fast rear vehicle) to stress-test the proposed dynamic
planning framework.

A. Evolution of Dynamic Risk Field

Fig. H(b) presents the time evolution of the DRF at
t =0, 1.5, 3.0, and 4.5 s. At ¢t = 0, the risk distribution
is nearly isotropic because the HV has just entered the
roundabout and no close interaction is occurring. As time
progresses to t = 1.5 and 3.0 s, a strong asymmetric risk
lobe emerges in front of SVy and SV, consistent with
the dynamic risk model in (B) where the relative velocity
and relative heading increase the collision likelihood.
Near t = 3.0-4.5 s, the DRF exhibits a strong lateral
gradient as SV3 accelerates toward the inner lane. This
behaviour demonstrates the DRF’s ability to continuously
quantify the directional and velocity-dependent collision



(a) t= 0.5 s (Before Lane Change)

Risk Rixy)

It
Xy

20
3 -3
(€)t=3.55 (Late Lane Change)

Risk R(xy)

(a)

(a) Minimum Safety Distance

(B) t = 2.0 5 (Early Lane Change)

y
o8
-0 o6
20 N\ os
10
™ o2
%0
PRy o~ 00
— 30
» =
2= e ®
» T 10
30 Y

Risk Rixy)

(a) Path Curvature () - All Vehicles

Risk Level R(x,y)

(b) Velocity Profile

(b) HV Curvature Field in Space-Time

(d) Curvature Rate dx/dt

(b)

(c) Acceleration Profile

=== Proposed (DRF-iLQR) =V, (Proposed) m— g, (Proposed)
10 4 = APF (Artificial Potential Field) 8 = = vy (Proposed) = 21 /\\ == = ay (Proposed)
’E‘ == MPC (Model Predictive Control) . —— vy (APF) 9 Eem——— ! \ —— ax (APF)
— = = Safety Threshold v - é 1 SN =
g € 61 = -
5 = s LA
© > =
+ = o O7T%
2 O 44 ©
: g . o
< > | , 8 -1
= 2 % v}
N <<
57
04 —2
0 T T T T T 1 T T T T T 1 T T T T T 1
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Time (s)

Time (s)

Time (s)

(c)

Fig. 8: Quantitative analysis of the proposed DRF-ILQR planner. (a) Evolution of the DRF along the lane-change
manoeuvre. (b) Path curvature and curvature-rate profiles for all vehicles and the HV. (c) Comparison of minimum
safety distance, velocity, and acceleration profiles between the proposed method, APF, and MPC baselines.

risk, enabling gradient-based avoidance within the iLQR
optimizer.

B. Evolution of Convex Feasible Space

Fig. H(C) shows the expansion and deformation of the
dynamic convex feasible space C(s,t) from ¢t = 1.0 to
4.0 s. At t = 1.0 s, the feasible set expands primarily
forward due to the velocity-dependent scaling factor «(s)
in Proposition [l|. Because no obstacle is yet constraining
the HV laterally, the set remains symmetrically shaped
around the vehicle.

By t = 2.0 s, SV; has moved cloger, and the separating
hyperplane condition in Theorem [|f trims the right-hand
side of C(s, t), preventing any unsafe expansion toward the
conflict zone.

At t = 3.0 s and 4.0 s, the feasible set becomes
increasingly skewed toward the left side as both SV and
SV3 create high-risk zones. The Growth Tensor naturally
rotates the feasible region according to the HV’s heading
direction via A(6), while the exponential decay term I'(¢)
prevents unbounded expansion. These results confirm that

the convex feasible space continuously adapts to traffic
geometry, vehicle kinematics, and dynamic obstacles.

C. Safety-Aware Motion Behaviour

Combining the DRF with the convex feasible region
ensures that the iLQR-generated trajectory (green curve
in the figures) always remains inside the safe, dynamically
reachable area:

e The HV never enters a region with high DRF inten-
sity, showing successful risk-aware behaviour.

o The trajectory remains smooth and curvature-feasible
due to the kinematic constraints in Lemma [If.

e The lane-change manoeuvre occurs only when the
Growth Tensor expands sufficiently in the target
direction, guaranteeing future feasibility.

Fig. E provides a quantitative view of how the proposed
planner exploits the DRF and convex feasible space to
achieve safe and comfortable lane changing.

Fig. E(a) shows the evolution of the Dynamic Risk Field
along the host vehicle trajectory at four representative
instants. Before lane change, the high-risk region is mainly
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Fig. 9: Statistical and multi-criteria comparison of dif-
ferent planners. (a) Violin plots of safety margin for the
proposed DRF-LQR planner, APF, and MPC. (b) Multi-
dimensional performance radar chart including safety,
comfort, efficiency, smoothness, robustness, and compu-
tation speed.

concentrated around the leading vehicle and the rear
vehicle on the target lane. As the manoeuvre starts, the
DRF peak moves laterally and its magnitude decreases,
indicating that the iLQR solution actively steers the
host vehicle away from high-risk lobes created by fast-
approaching surrounding vehicles. After the lane change
is completed, the risk distribution becomes compact and
symmetric again, confirming that the host vehicle has
settled into a low-risk configuration.

Fig. B(b) depicts the curvature r(t) and curvature-
rate profiles for all vehicles and the host vehicle. The
proposed planner keeps the host vehicle curvature within
the theoretical bound in Lemma [ll, and the curvature-
rate remains smooth without sharp spikes. This means
that the convex feasible space and steering constraints are
effectively enforced, avoiding physically infeasible or overly
aggressive steering actions. In contrast, the background
curvature field highlights that some surrounding vehicles
exhibit more abrupt curvature changes, which the host
vehicle must safely respond to.

Fig. §(c) compares the proposed method against Arti-
ficial Potential Field (APF) and MPC baselines in terms
of minimum safety distance, velocity, and acceleration.
The minimum distance profile shows that the proposed
DRF-LQR planner consistently stays above the safety
threshold, whereas APF and MPC occasionally approach
or cross this limit during the lane-change interval. The
velocity and acceleration plots further indicate that the
proposed method achieves a smoother deceleration—lane-
change-reacceleration pattern, while APF tends to exhibit
oscillatory accelerations. This demonstrates that the in-
tegrated DRF and convex-space constraints enable the
planner to maintain a better trade-off between safety and
comfort than conventional APF or MPC schemes.

Fig. P(a) summarizes the safety performance of the three
planners using violin plots of the safety margin, defined
as the minimum distance to surrounding vehicles minus
the safety threshold. The proposed DRF-LQR method
exhibits the largest median and interquartile range above
zero, indicating that most trajectories maintain a comfort-
able buffer to nearby vehicles. In contrast, APF shows a

wider spread with a significant portion of samples falling
below the safety threshold, which explains the occasional
near-collision behaviours observed in the time-domain
plots. MPC performs more conservatively than APF, but
its safety margin distribution is still centred closer to the
threshold, revealing less robustness to dense or rapidly
changing traffic.

Fig. é(b) provides a multi-dimensional radar chart
comparing four planners across six criteria: safety, comfort
(low jerk), efficiency, smoothness, robustness, and com-
putation speed. All metrics are normalized to a [0, 100]
scale for visualization. The proposed DRF-iLQR planner
achieves consistently high scores in safety and robustness
owing to the integration of the DRF and the dynamic
convex feasible space, while also maintaining superior
comfort and smoothness due to the curvature and jerk-
aware optimization. MPC attains competitive efficiency
but lags in comfort and robustness, whereas APF suffers
from lower safety and smoothness because of its potential-
field oscillations. RRT* achieves reasonable safety and
robustness but exhibits the lowest computation-speed
score, highlighting the difficulty of using sampling-based
planners in real-time dense-traffic scenarios.

Overall, these statistical and multi-criteria results con-
firm that the proposed DRF-LQR framework provides
a more balanced trade-off between safety, comfort, effi-
ciency, and real-time feasibility than the baseline planners.

V. CONCLUSION

This paper presented a unified trajectory planning
framework that integrates a DRF with time-varying con-
vex feasible space generation to enable safe and efficient
autonomous lane changing. The proposed DRF formula-
tion captures both static and velocity-dependent collision
risks through anisotropic spatial modeling, while the con-
vex feasible space ensures that all generated trajectories
satisfy kinematic limits and remain collision-free under
dynamic traffic variations. A constrained iLQR algorithm
is developed to jointly optimize trajectory smoothness,
risk exposure, and dynamic feasibility in real time. Ex-
periments on highway lane-changing tasks show that the
proposed method produces smooth velocity profiles, lower
curvature rates, and consistently safe vehicle spacing. The
planner achieves a lane-changing distance of 28.59 m
and a duration of 2.84 s, reducing distance and time by
32.4% and 61.0% compared with APF and MPC baselines.
The safety margin remains strictly positive throughout
the maneuver. Dual-lane roundabout experiments further
demonstrate the adaptability of the integrated DRF-
convex-space framework. The DRF forms directional risk
gradients around fast-approaching vehicles, while the con-
vex feasible space reshapes in real time to avoid conflict
regions. Quantitative results indicate strong performance
across safety and comfort metrics, including a minimum
safety distance of 4.23m, an average safety distance of
7.85m, zero collisions, a near-miss rate of 0.8%, and a min-
imum time-to-collision of 3.45s. The method also yields
low jerk (1.18 m/s?), small lateral acceleration (1.42m/s?),



TABLE II:

Quantitative Comparison of Planning Performance

Metric Proposed APF MPC RRT* Unit
(DRF-iLQR)
Min. Safety Dist. (1) 123 2.87 3.65 312 m
Avg. Safety Dist. (1) 7.85 5.42 6.92 6.15 m
Collision Rate () 0.0% 2.5% 0.5% 1.2% %
Near-Miss Rate (]) 0.8% 8.5% 3.2% 5.8% %
TTCrin (1) 3.45 1.82 2.65 2.15 s
Max Lateral Acc. ({) 1.42 2.85 1.95 2.45 m/s?
Avg. Jerk ({) 1.18 3.52 1.85 2.65 m/s3
Curvature Smoothness (1) 0.92 0.58 0.78 0.62 -
Avg. Computation Time (]) 12.3 8.5 45.2 125.6 ms
Path Length ({) 32.4 35.8 31.2 36.5 m
(1) larger is better; (|) smaller is better.
high curvature smoothness (0.92), real-time computation [14] B. Peng et al., “Communication scheduling by deep reinforce-

(12.3ms), and a success rate of 99.2%. Future work
will extend the framework to more complex interactive
scenarios, including multi-vehicle negotiation, cooperative
planning, and environments involving pedestrians or non-
holonomic agents.
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