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Abstract— Ensuring safety remains a key challenge for
autonomous vehicles (AVs), especially in rare and complex
scenarios. One critical but understudied aspect is the potential
risk situations, where the risk is not yet observable but can
be inferred from subtle precursors, such as anomalous behav-
iors or commonsense violations. Recognizing these precursors
requires strong semantic understanding and reasoning capabil-
ities, which are often absent in current AV systems due to the
scarcity of such cases in existing driving or risk-centric datasets.
Moreover, current autonomous driving accident datasets often
lack annotations of the causal reasoning chains behind inci-
dents, which are essential for identifying potential risks before
they become observable. To address these gaps, we introduce
PotentialRiskQA, a novel vision-language dataset designed for
reasoning about potential risks prior to observation. Each sam-
ple is annotated with structured scene descriptions, semantic
precursors, and inferred risk outcomes. Based on this dataset,
we further propose PR-Reasoner, a vision-language-model-
based framework tailored for onboard potential risk reasoning.
Experimental results show that fine-tuning on PotentialRiskQA
enables PR-Reasoner to significantly enhance its performance
on the potential risk reasoning task compared to baseline
VLMs. Together, our dataset and model provide a foundation
for developing autonomous systems with improved foresight and
proactive safety capabilities, moving toward more intelligent
and resilient AVs.

I. INTRODUCTION

The complexity of real driving scenarios has become one
of the most significant obstacles to AV safety [1], which lies
in the variety of driving scenarios, diverse kinds of traffic
participants, their abundant interaction, and complicated se-
mantic relations. Thus, accurately predicting and mitigating
risks under various situations remains a challenging task.
Among the various risks in driving, a particularly critical
yet often overlooked challenge is the presence of potential
risks, exemplified in Fig.1. The definition of potential risk is
introduced in [2], [3] as a kind of dangerous events, implicit
events that will occur within several seconds. In other words,
it is a kind of risk that is not directly observable at a given
moment, especially by typical autonomous vehicle (AV)
systems, but with observable precursors and will appear
soon. By properly interpreting the contextual precursors,
autonomous driving systems can anticipate risks before they
are fully observable, gaining more time for risk avoidance
and enhancing the system’s safety redundancy.

However, such precursors are usually difficult for AV
systems to recognize, as they may involve complex semantic
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information, require common-sense reasoning, or be em-
bedded in objects of information that are challenging for
current perception models to detect. Current autonomous
vehicle systems predominantly rely on deep neural networks
for tasks like perception, planning, and end-to-end systems
[1], [4], [5], whose performance is highly dependent on
the quality and diversity of the training datasets. However,
existing risk datasets used for training AV systems primarily
emphasize observable risks, while being deficient in potential
risk scenarios.

Another major defect is the lack of sufficient and com-
prehensive semantic annotation of existing datasets. Tradi-
tional autonomous driving datasets are often based on basic
coarse annotations [6], [7], [8], failing to capture the rich
contextual information necessary for identifying potential
risks. In recent years, there has been a growing emergence of
datasets incorporating natural language annotations [9], [10],
which provide a more expressive and interpretable way to
describe driving scenes or accidents. However, most of these
datasets focus primarily on the basic scene descriptions, lack-
ing a comprehensive description chain for risks, especially
potential risks. Thus, such potential risk reasoning is often
missing in current language-model-based AV systems due to
the lack of training data that captures these subtle yet critical
relationships.

To this end, we present PotentialRiskQA, a language-
centric dataset for potential risk reasoning and cognition,
designed to enhance autonomous vehicles’ capability to an-
ticipate and mitigate potential risks. Specifically, we collect
diverse potential risk scenarios from multiple sources and
annotate each instance with a structured natural language
reasoning chain that captures the causal flow from seman-
tic precursors to inferred risks. In addition, we introduce
PR-Reasoner, a VLM–based reasoning framework, which
achieves state-of-the-art performance on potential risk rea-
soning tasks.

The main contributions of this paper are:
• We construct PotentialRiskQA, the first language-based

dataset for potential risk reasoning and cognition, ad-
dressing the data sparsity and deficiency in existing
autonomous driving datasets for potential risk identi-
fication challenges.

• We propose a novel annotation and reasoning paradigm
for the potential risk reasoning task, featuring a struc-
tured and interpretable reasoning chain that bridges se-
mantic precursors and inferred risks, enabling effective
training of vision-language models.
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Risk type: Blind Zone; ID: xxxx-xxxx-xxxx 

Risk Precursor Appearance Frame: 27
Risk Appearance Frame: 104
Collision/Pseudo Collision Frame: 136
Frame per second: 23.75

Risk Summary: The red bus ahead suddenly brakes and 
changes lane to right by crossing the solid line, indicating 
a potential risk ahead. 

Normal Drive

Case 1:

Risk Precursor Appearance Risk Appearance Collision/Safe

𝑡 = 0, normal. 𝑡 = 1.14𝑠, the red bus is braking and 𝑡 = 3.49𝑠, changing lane 

to right over the solid lane. 

𝑡 = 4.38𝑠, the stopping car 

becomes visible. 

𝑡 = 5.73𝑠, ego collides with 

the stopping car. 

Case 2:

𝑡 = 0, normal. 𝑡 = 1.24𝑠, a ball drops from the children and 𝑡 = 1.80𝑠, the ball 

is rolling into the road .

𝑡 = 2.84𝑠, a child rushes out 

for the ball. 

𝑡 = 3.68𝑠, ego stops and avoid 

collision. 

Base Information

Scenario Description:
road_structure: Tunnel with multiple lanes… 
Unusual Analysis:
The red bus in the same lane ahead suddenly brakes…
Potential Risks: 
A stopped vehicle or an obstacle ahead that is not directly visible…
Driving Suggestion: 
slow down… increase the distance from the red bus ahead… 
Meta Action: SLOW DOWN AND KEEP LANE

Sub-task Annotation

In this scenario, the ego vehicle is driving on a straight lane in 
a tunnel… The behavior of bus is unusual…In normal traffic 
flow within a tunnel with good road conditions and no visible 
hazards, vehicles do not suddenly brake without warning… 
Possible causes could be a blocked risk source ahead of the 
bus that is not visible to the ego - vehicle driver, such as a 
stopped vehicle or an obstacle… Immediately apply gentle 
but firm braking to slow down… Meta action: SLOW DOWN 
AND KEEP LANE

Scene-level Annotation

Fig. 1: The structure and scenario examples of the PotentialRiskQA dataset. The key feature of potential risks is that they
are not directly observable, but can be inferred from observable precursors.

• We introduce PR-Reasoner, a VLM-based reasoning
framework tailored for potential risk in autonomous
driving. Quantitative analysis shows its enhanced rea-
soning capabilities under complex driving scenarios.

II. RELATED WORKS

A. Potential Risk Cognition

Current research on potential risk cognition and preven-
tion remains scarce. Early studies addressed potential risks
through predefined rules and knowledge, with a scenario-
knowledge matching method. A typical early study is [2],
[3], which built a knowledge base for the case of a child
possibly running across the street to catch a bus. A more
recent promising line lies in knowledge-graph-based methods
[11], [12], leveraging knowledge graph (KG) embedding
techniques to encode natural language KG into vectors, fol-
lowed by scene graph construction and match methods [13],
[14]. However, such methods heavily rely on the richness
of manually crafted knowledge bases, which is inherently
against the long-tail feature of driving scenarios.

With the development of deep learning, more studies
have adopted neural networks to perform risk anticipation
tasks by such as visual feature analysis [15], [16], trajectory
prediction [17], [18], risk zone estimation [19], etc. However,
the performance of data-driven methods is restricted by the
training dataset, while the potential risk problem remains an
underexplored issue with the long-tail feature and a lack of
expression in current datasets.

In general, extensive knowledge of potential risks and
sufficient data both play a crucial role in potential risk cog-
nition tasks. The rapidly advancing Vision-Language Models
(VLMs) and Multimodal Large Language Models (MLLMs)

[20], [21], [22], [23] have shown great potential due to
their knowledge acquired from extensive training corpora
and their learning capabilities from datasets [24]. Therefore,
a language-based dataset specifically focused on potential
risks in autonomous driving is more necessary.

B. Risk-Centric Datasets for Autonomous Driving

Over the past few years, a number of risk-oriented datasets
have been introduced to supplement traditional AD datasets
like Waymo [25] or nuScenes [6]. Despite recent progress,
existing risk-centric datasets are not sufficient for potential
risk anticipation, falling short in several key aspects.

Identifying potential risks requires temporally coherent,
first-person sequential data to capture semantic precursors
before any observable danger. However, many risk-centric
datasets adopt third-person or aerial views [26], [27], [28], or
provide only isolated snapshots of the risk moment [10], [29],
lacking sufficient temporal context for forward inference.
Even in video-based datasets with continuous sequences [9],
potential risk scenarios account for only a small fraction, as
these datasets usually target all types of risk. This imbalance
further limits the ability of VLMs to effectively learn from
early precursors and anticipate potential risks.

Besides, they lack structured, language-based annotations
that connect semantic precursors to risks, which is an essen-
tial form of supervision for training VLMs. Early accident
datasets usually provide only coarse annotations [30], e.g.,
bounding boxes, object types, or high-level enumerable event
tags, but lack the semantic depth. In recent years, with
the rise of VLMs, a large number of accident or driving
risk datasets annotated with natural language have begun to



Potential Risk Reasoning task:

Prompt: Suppose you are… First, please 
carefully watch… according to the following 
steps… Output should be format…

Vision Language Model (VLM)
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Vision Projector

Vision Encoder

Key Frame Sequence

Sub-task1 Scenario Description: Watch the video...

Sub-task2 Unusual Analysis: Find all unusual…

Sub-task3 Potential Risk: Infer potential risks…

Sub-task4 Driving Suggestion: To avoid risks…

Sub-task5 Meta Action: Provide executable …

Reasoning Chain 𝓒: 𝒔 → 𝒑 → 𝒓 → 𝒂
1. Scenario Description: It is … a tunnel ahead… 
2. Unusual Analysis… unseen tunnel hazard… 
Reduce speed to match the … 5. Meta Action: …

𝒔: Ego vehicle is entering tunnel ahead…  

𝒑: Vehicles in the same lane are decelerating…

𝒓: an unseen obstacle or a slow vehicle ahead…

𝒂𝟏:Reduce speed to match the deceleration…

𝒂𝟐: KEEP LANE AND SLOW DOWN

Fig. 2: The proposed PR-Reasoner framework. Based on VLMs, the proposed model takes a frame sequence and textual
prompts as inputs. The output is a structured reasoning chain.

emerge, either simple risk descriptions [9], [10] or multiple
risk-related sub-tasks and QA-pairs [31], [32].

To our knowledge, the only prior dataset specifically
addressing potential risks is proposed in [3]. However, this
dataset is limited in scale, lacks rich annotations for reason-
ing, and is not publicly available.

III. METHODOLOGY

A. Overview of PR-Reasoner

We formalize the potential risk reasoning task as follows.
Given the visual observation Vt and textual context Tt at
current time step t, the goal is to infer the potential risk
r that is not currently observable, but may emerge after a
future interval ∆t based on identifiable semantic precursors
p in the current input. Formally, we define a reasoning model
fr, s.t.,

r = fr(Tt, Vt) (1)

where p ∈ Tt ∪ Vt, r /∈ Tt ∪ Vt, but r ∈ Tt+∆t ∪ Vt+∆t.
To solve this task, we propose PR-Reasoner, a vision-

language reasoning framework built upon a VLM backbone,
as shown in Fig.2. The PR-Reasoner framework comprises
a vision encoder, a textual tokenizer, and a VLM backbone.
Additionally, it incorporates a structured reasoning chain that
guides both the prompt formulation and output generation,
enabling logical and interpretable potential risk reasoning.

In this framework, the input text and visual information are
first encoded as token sequences XT and XV , respectively,
which are then concatenated and fed into the VLM:

C = VLM(XT , XV ) (2)

The output C is the structured reasoning chain, which
captures the intermediate inference process from scene un-
derstanding to actionable decisions. Specifically, it begins
with a semantic description s, identifies the precursor p,

infers the latent risk r, and proposes a driving suggestion
a:

C : s → p → r → a (3)

1) Vision Encoder: Considering the limitations of the con-
text window and onboard deployment demands, we sample
every 0.5 seconds in the backward direction before the cur-
rent time step t, resulting in a total of 5 frames that cover a 2-
second time window. Our later analysis demonstrates that this
window length is enough for most potential risk scenarios.
Each frame will be resized to a specific resolution H ×W ,
constructing a structured visual input Vt ∈ RN×H×W×3. N
denotes the number of frames, and N = 5 for most scenarios.
However, in our datasets, due to limitations in data duration,
the value of N may be a smaller value.

Given the visual input Vt, we first extract visual fea-
tures using the default vision encoder provided by different
VLM backbones. These features are then transformed into
modality-aligned visual tokens XV via a trainable visual
projection layer, ensuring compatibility with the language
input space.

2) Textual Tokenizer: The textual tokenizer transforms
raw language inputs Tt into token sequences XT suitable
for processing by the VLM backbone, and subsequently
decodes the output tokens into natural language. In this work,
we adopt the default tokenizer provided by each selected
VLM backbone to ensure compatibility and consistent text
encoding behavior across models.

3) VLM Backbones: To evaluate the generality and ef-
fectiveness of our method across different architectures
and model capacities, we adopted a diverse set of VLM
backbones in this work. The VLM backbone receives the
concatenated visual and textual tokens (XV , XT ) as input
and generates the corresponding output tokens in an autore-
gressive manner. The output tokens are then decoded by the



textual tokenizer to produce the final textual reasoning chain
C.

B. Reasoning Chain with Auxiliary Sub-tasks

To support interpretable and semantically grounded rea-
soning in the potential risk reasoning task, we introduce
a structured reasoning chain paradigm C for VLMs. The
reasoning chain consists of five progressive components: (1)
a high-level scene description (s), (2) identification of a
semantic risk precursor (p), (3) inference of the potential
risk (r), (4) a driving suggestion to avoid risk (a1), and (5)
a meta-action executable and compatible with current AV
systems (a2).

This chain reflects how humans reason about potential
risks in complex driving environments. To effectively learn
this structured reasoning process, we further propose five
auxiliary sub-tasks, each aligned with a specific component
of the chain, to provide targeted supervision and enhance
reasoning capability, including Scenario Description, Un-
usual Analysis, Potential Risks, Driving Suggestion, and
Meta Action. By learning from such auxiliary sub-tasks, PR-
Reasoner can acquire the ability to reason about potential
risks in complex and ambiguous scenarios, grounding its
decisions in interpretable and context-aware semantic cues.
The detailed definition of these sub-tasks can be found in
the Supplementary Material.

IV. POTENTIALRISKQA DATASET

A. Dataset Overview

We provide PotentialRiskQA, a language-based dataset for
the potential risk reasoning task. From multiple sources, we
collected first-person perspective videos related to potential
risks during driving, most of which were sourced from in-
vehicle dash cameras. Fig.1 illustrates the structure with the
task hierarchy of the dataset, where three parts of annotations
are provided for each risk scenario, i.e., base information,
scene-level annotation, and sub-task annotation.

The base information includes the risk type and ID,
key frame annotations, and a brief risk summary. The key
frame annotations identify three critical moments in the
video. The Precursor Appearance Frame marks the earliest
time when the semantic precursors become observable to
the ego vehicle, allowing the potential risk to be inferred,
e.g., other traffic participants’ unexpected behaviors, unusual
signals, etc. The Risk Appearance Frame corresponds to
the moment when the risk becomes observable and should
be detected by AV system. Finally, the (Pseudo) Collision
Frame denotes either the point of collision. Under near-
collision conditions, this marks the most critical frame at
which a collision would have occurred if the ego vehicle
executed no evasive maneuver.

The scene-level annotation is directly aligned with the
reasoning chain C required for potential risk reasoning.
As aforementioned, this part of annotation consists of five
progressive components. These components collectively span
the reasoning process from scene understanding to risk
anticipation and action planning. Furthermore, the sub-task

annotations, aligned with the auxiliary sub-tasks, provide
more detailed information about the scenarios and are in a
more structured format.

B. Dataset Statistics

The dataset currently comprises 400 potential risk sce-
narios, annotated with 2,400 vision-language QA pairs and
nearly 80,000 keyframes, spanning a diverse range of driving
conditions, road structures, and traffic participants, shown in
Fig.3d-f. Moreover, the dataset is continuously expanding as
we actively collect and annotate new potential risk instances.
We categorized the potential risk scenarios in the dataset
and ultimately identified nine categories, covering a wide
range of commonly encountered yet potentially unsafe traffic
scenarios, shown in Fig.3a. The most frequent categories
are Blind Zone (BZ) and Sudden Behavior (SB), which
correspond to the two representative scenario types in Fig.1.

To further investigate the temporal characteristics of po-
tential risk events, we analyze two key time intervals in
each scenario: (1) the duration from Precursor Appearance to
Collision (Precursor-to-Collision), and (2) the duration from
Risk Appearance to Collision (Risk-to-Collision), as illus-
trated in Fig. 3b. The results reveal that over 50% of Risk-to-
Collision intervals are shorter than 1.5 seconds, highlighting
the difficulty of avoiding such risks simply by reacting after
the risks become observable. In contrast, the Precursor-to-
Collision interval exhibits a broader distribution, with a
median duration of approximately 2.9 seconds, almost twice
that of the Risk-to-Collision interval (1.45 seconds). This
extended temporal window proves the value of identifying
semantic precursors, which provide ADS with critical lead
time for risk mitigation.

Fig. 3c further quantifies the additional mitigation time
gained by detecting precursors instead of observable risks
(Precursor-to-risk). The median gain is 1.50 seconds, indicat-
ing a substantial temporal advantage that can be leveraged for
safer and more proactive decision-making. Together, these
findings emphasize the importance of precursor identification
and potential risk reasoning in semantically complex scenar-
ios. This enables the AV system to gain more lead time for
risk mitigation, allowing it to proactively respond to hazards
in advance, thereby avoiding entry into high-risk operational
domains of reactive modules such as AEB, and ultimately
enhancing the safety of AV.

C. Dataset Construction

1) Data Collection: To construct the dataset, we curated
driving videos and scenarios from three primary sources:
public accident videos, driving accident datasets, and real-
vehicle collected data.

Public accident videos: We sourced publicly available
driving and accident videos from online platforms, e.g.,
YouTube and Bilibili. These videos are valuable because they
capture real-world, uncontrolled conditions, including rare
and unpredictable driving behaviors. We manually screened a
large volume of videos and extracted short clips that include
potential-risk-related incidents or near-collision events.
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Fig. 1Fig. 3: Dataset statistics of PotentialRiskQA dataset: (a) The count of different risk categories. The detailed definition of
the categories can be found in the Supplementary. (b) The comparison of Risk to Collision time and Precursor to Collision
time. (c) The distribution of the additional risk mitigation time earned by indication precursors. (d-f) The count of different
(d) weather; (e) types of traffic participants; (f) road structure in the dataset.

Driving accident datasets: We prioritized datasets that
provide video clips or frame sequences, e.g., DrivingDojo
[33], DADA-2000 [9], and CAP [34], instead of isolated
snapshots at the accident moment. For these datasets, we
conducted an initial auto-filtering based on specific rules
according to their annotation contents, followed by further
manual filtering. The selected clips are further converted
into a unified format that is consistent with our annotation
pipeline.

Real-vehicle collected data: In addition to the public
datasets, several scenario data were collected using real
vehicles in the test field. In detail, we selected several
representative scenarios during the mining of public datasets
and reproduced them in the test field. Data collection was
conducted using an onboard front-facing camera, which
features a 121° FOV, 1080p resolution, and a 2.8 mm focal
length.

2) Auto Annotation: We use an LLM-based auto-annotate
framework to generate the language-based annotations. For
each sub-task, we adopt a multi-agent annotation proce-
dure consisting of four stages: First, a Base Annotation
is generated using both the image input and prompts,
along with the outputs from previous sub-tasks to maintain
consistency across the reasoning chain. Next, a Content
Checking step evaluates the alignment between the scenario
and the base annotation, identifies unsupported, missed, or
inaccurate statements, and produces revision suggestions.
Then, in the Validation&Merging stage, these revisions are
reviewed against the video context and merged with the
base annotations to form the final result. This step also
standardizes the output into a unified format for each sub-
task. Finally, Manual Inspection is applied to ensure the
accuracy and consistency of the annotations.

For the scene-level stage, the same four-stage annotation
procedure is applied, while each sub-task will be used in
the Content Checking part. By employing different agents
at various stages, we can reduce the bias introduced by
a single LLM model, thereby enhancing the quality of
dataset annotations [35]. Specifically, in this work, we use
doubao1.5-vision from ByteDance [36], Qwen2.5-VL from
Ali [22], and GPT4o from OpenAI [21] as the annotation
agents.

V. EXPERIMENTS

A. Evaluation Metrics

To evaluate the potential risk reasoning and cognition
capabilities of MLLMs, we propose a benchmark based on
the PotentialRiskQA dataset. Specifically, we employ two
types of evaluation metrics: the first involves traditional stan-
dard NLP metrics to assess the semantic similarity between
model responses and the ground-truth annotations. In detail,
following [10], we choose BLEU-1 (BL-1), BLEU-4 (BL-4),
ROUGE-L (RO), METEOR (ME), CIDEr (CI), BertScore-F1
(BS), and BleuRT (BR) as metrics to evaluate the language
similarity between predictions from multiple aspects, such as
words, phrases, and sentence structures.

In the second part, we deployed LLM-scores, which use
MLLMs with a strong ability to judge the quality of the
answers. Following [29], [37], [38], we design three criteria
for the LLM scorer to judge the quality of the answers:
correctness, comparison, and consistency.

Correctness (CORR): This criterion assesses whether the
answer is correct to the sub-task. The LLM scorer evaluates
the alignment between the scenario and the answer based on
the scenario images and assigns a correctness score.



VLMs Size (B) NLP scores LLM scores
BL-4 BL-1 ME RO CI BS BR CORR COMP CONS

Baseline (Open-Source Pretrained VLMs)
Baseline-SmolVLM2-256M 0.25B 0.00 0.07 0.08 0.09 0.002 0.61 0.30 0.04 0.02 0.00
Baseline-SmolVLM2-500M 0.5B 0.01 0.20 0.14 0.12 0.005 0.63 0.35 0.03 0.01 0.01

Baseline-llava-ov-0.5b 0.9B 0.17 0.35 0.27 0.18 0.021 0.72 0.36 0.08 0.01 0.07
Baseline-DS-vl2-tiny (MoE) 1.0B 0.04 0.15 0.13 0.11 0.011 0.63 0.28 0.16 0.01 0.08
Baseline-SmolVLM2-2.2B 2.2B 0.02 0.13 0.12 0.12 0.010 0.64 0.37 0.12 0.03 0.06

Baseline-DS-vl2-small (MoE) 2.8B 0.26 0.46 0.30 0.23 0.046 0.74 0.39 0.39 0.07 0.31
Baseline-Qwen2.5-VL-3B 3.4B 0.28 0.47 0.32 0.30 0.121 0.78 0.45 0.49 0.09 0.33

Baseline-Qwen2.5-Omni-3B 3.4B 0.22 0.36 0.26 0.24 0.042 0.76 0.41 0.35 0.04 0.23
Baseline-llava-v1.6-7b 7.6B 0.22 0.41 0.36 0.24 0.046 0.75 0.42 0.41 0.07 0.33
Baseline-llava-ov-7b 8.0B 0.23 0.42 0.35 0.26 0.086 0.76 0.43 0.48 0.10 0.36

Baseline-Qwen2.5-VL-7B 8.3B 0.25 0.40 0.31 0.32 0.095 0.79 0.47 0.66 0.22 0.42
Baseline-Qwen2.5-Omni-7B 10.7B 0.28 0.47 0.31 0.28 0.053 0.77 0.40 0.47 0.10 0.34

Ours (PR-Reasoner with different VLM backbones)
PR-SmolVLM2-256M 0.25B 0.38 0.56 0.55 0.37 0.209 0.82 0.51 0.36 0.05 0.29
PR-SmolVLM2-500M 0.5B 0.37 0.60 0.52 0.36 0.282 0.81 0.50 0.48 0.10 0.35

PR-llava-ov-0.5b 0.9B 0.39 0.60 0.55 0.40 0.339 0.82 0.52 0.60 0.23 0.45
PR-DS-vl2-tiny (MoE) 1.0B 0.41 0.63 0.55 0.40 0.337 0.82 0.52 0.57 0.21 0.45
PR-SmolVLM2-2.2B 2.2B 0.38 0.59 0.52 0.38 0.240 0.82 0.52 0.64 0.23 0.45

PR-DS-vl2-small (MoE) 2.8B 0.42 0.64 0.55 0.42 0.334 0.83 0.53 0.70 0.35 0.50
PR-Qwen2.5-VL-3B 3.4B 0.40 0.62 0.54 0.42 0.343 0.83 0.53 0.74 0.36 0.51

PR-Qwen2.5-Omni-3B 3.4B 0.44 0.65 0.57 0.54 0.421 0.83 0.54 0.72 0.36 0.53
PR-llava-v1.6-7b 7.6B 0.44 0.65 0.56 0.43 0.363 0.83 0.54 0.74 0.36 0.52
PR-llava-ov-7b 8.0B 0.39 0.59 0.57 0.42 0.425 0.83 0.53 0.72 0.35 0.51

PR-Qwen2.5-VL-7B 8.3B 0.41 0.62 0.54 0.42 0.307 0.83 0.53 0.75 0.39 0.53
PR-Qwen2.5-Omni-7B 10.7B 0.40 0.61 0.57 0.42 0.398 0.83 0.54 0.70 0.36 0.53

TABLE I: Evaluation results of pre-trained VLMs, as well as the proposed method PR-Reasoner with different VLM
backbones. By injecting the reasoning chain paradigm into the VLMs via SFT, these models show improved performance
in the potential risk reasoning task. Notably, to avoid confusion, we use the number of parameters marked in the official
repository on HuggingFace. For Mixture-of-Expert (MoE) architecture models, the parameter number is the number of
activated parameters. The best performance of each scale is reported in bold.

Comparison (COMP): This criterion uses the LLM
scorer to compare the quality of the answer and the annota-
tion (label). The position bias [37] is facilitated by getting
two scores with different orders of the two answers, and
using their average as the final comparison score.

Consistency (CONS): This criterion aims to assess the
consistency between the model’s responses and the prede-
fined annotations. This metric directly reflects the effective-
ness of fine-tuning.

Finally, all LLM scores are normalized to the range of 0 to
1, where a higher score indicates better answer quality. We
used Gemini-2.5-pro as the LLM scorer, which is one of the
most advanced models nowadays, and is not used in either
the annotation stage or the evaluation stage. For different
sub-tasks, we prompt the LLM scorer to focus on different
aspects. For example, the accuracy of object recognition in
scenario description, the plausibility of reasoning in poten-
tial risks, and the safety and executability of suggestions in
driving suggestion.

B. Experimental Setup

1) Model Selection: Considering the real-time require-
ments and computational constraints of onboard deployment,
we focus on lightweight VLMs with no more than around
7B parameters. Specifically, we select several representative
VLMs around three scales: less than 1B (small), around 3B
(medium), and around 7B (large), from Qwen [22], Deepseek
(DS) [23], LLaVA [39], and HuggingFace [40]. These mod-

els have demonstrated strong performance in vision-language
reasoning tasks while maintaining reasonable computational
demands for onboard use. In comparison, we first evaluate
the performance of the pre-trained models on the potential
risk reasoning task. Then, we applied the PR-Reasoner
framework, by injecting the proposed reasoning paradigm
C in these models via supervised fine-tuning (SFT) on these
models.

2) Implement Details: We split the total of 400 scenarios
into training, validation, and test sets in a ratio of 75:10:15.
Each scenario contains 5 sub-tasks with a scene-level task,
total of 6 multimodal QA-pairs. We conducted LoRA-SFT
with an initial learning rate of 1e-4, mainly based on the
ms-swift framework [41]. The training process is applied on
Nvidia H20 GPUs with 96GB of memory, with 4 epochs
trained for each model.

To ensure the reproducibility of the experiment, we use
the same prompt as the Base Annotation part in the auto-
annotation procedure. Besides, we employed greedy de-
coding during inference, selecting the highest-probability
token at each step to generate outputs, thereby eliminating
randomness in the decoding process. We selected the best
model on the validation dataset using the early stop strategy
with the default Causal Loss as the metric.

C. Results and Analysis

1) Effect of PR-Reasoner Framework: As shown in
Table.I, it is evident that introducing the proposed PR-



Reasoner framework significantly enhances model perfor-
mance on the potential risk reasoning task over various
VLM backbones. This improvement is particularly noticeable
for small- and medium-sized models, e.g., the SmolVLM2
models. For large-scale pre-trained VLMs that already pos-
sess strong reasoning capabilities, the proposed method also
provides performance improvements across the metrics.

Overall, by introducing PR-Reasoner, VLMs exhibit sig-
nificant improvements in both the accuracy and reliability
of their responses on the potential risk reasoning task, as
well as in the completeness of their structured reasoning
paths. This enables the models not only to identify risks
and provide decision recommendations accurately, but also to
produce structured outputs that are compatible with existing
AV systems, thereby effectively enhancing the overall safety
of autonomous driving.

2) Effect of Model Scales: We further analyze the impact
of model size on the performance of the potential risk reason-
ing task. For pre-trained VLMs, there exists a clear positive
correlation between model size and task performance across
both NLP and LLM metrics. However, by introducing the
reasoning paradigm of PR-Reasoner, this scaling effect di-
minishes significantly beyond 3B parameters. Models around
3B, such as Qwen2.5-VL-3B, already achieve competitive
performance across most metrics. Further increasing the
parameter count to large scale yields marginal improvements,
particularly in LLM scores. This observation suggests that
the proposed reasoning chain paradigm introduced by PR-
Reasoner compensates for the lack of scale, enabling smaller
models to match the similar reasoning ability of larger
models in the potential risk reasoning task.

VLMs CORR COMP CONS
Baseline-llava-ov-0.5b 0.03 0.01 0.05

Baseline-Qwen2.5-Omni-3B 0.11 0.00 0.11
Baseline-Qwen2.5-VL-7B 0.40 0.07 0.26

PR-llava-ov-0.5b 0.42 0.14 0.24
PR-Qwen2.5-Omni-3B 0.59 0.22 0.32
PR-Qwen2.5-VL-7B 0.66 0.27 0.37

TABLE II: The performance of representative models in
potential risk reasoning tasks.

3) Performance on Potential Risk Reasoning Task: Specif-
ically, we evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed PR-
Reasoner with several representative VLM backbones on the
potential risk reasoning task, focusing solely on scene-level
annotations, as shown in Table II. The performance trends
observed here largely align with those seen across all tasks on
average, supporting the overall conclusions regarding model
behavior.

Notably, the impact of model scale is more pronounced on
this task compared to the average of all tasks, even beyond
3B parameters, indicating that larger models benefit more
when handling complex, multi-step reasoning without the
saturation observed in overall task metrics. Moreover, the
average performance on this task is consistently lower than
the overall task average. These observations are consistent
with the nature of the potential risk reasoning task, which

inherently involves longer and more complex reasoning
chains.

VI. CONCLUSION

We present PotentialRiskQA, the first language-based
dataset specifically designed for potential risk reasoning in
autonomous driving systems, capturing hundreds of multi-
source, real-world potential risk scenarios under complex
driving conditions, with nearly 80,000 annotated frames.
To support this task, we propose a novel annotation and
reasoning paradigm centered around a structured reasoning
chain, which bridges semantic precursors with potential risks
through five aligned sub-tasks. Building on this foundation,
we introduce PR-Reasoner, a VLM-based framework tailored
for potential risk reasoning. We evaluate PR-Reasoner along-
side several state-of-the-art VLMs with onboard-scale model
sizes, and the results demonstrate its superior performance in
handling potential risk reasoning under challenging scenar-
ios. We believe this work provides an essential foundation for
improving the semantic foresight and proactive safety capa-
bilities of autonomous driving systems, facilitating existing
performance limitations in complex, unstructured environ-
ments.
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