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Fig. 6. Speed control illustration according to speed limits VL

100 meters (interval [40,140)), and then stop at 0km/h at 140 meters (interval
[140,—)). For each speed limit, below the solid line of the same color is the
corresponding controllability region, assuming by, = —3.4m/s? and At = 1s.
Moreover, the area below the dotted line of the same color is the part of the
corresponding controllability region from which the vehicle is controllable after
applying the maximal acceleration a,,q., = 2.5m/s? for At.

The figure shows also the possible speed variations and the associated dis-
tance for respectively initial speeds of 30, 60 and 90km/h. For initial speed of
30 and 60km/h the vehicle is controllable with respect to the three speed limits,
whereas for initial speed 90km/h it is not possible to respect the speed limit
of 50km/h. The figure shows in green for 30 and 60km/h, possible choices of
speed variations and the corresponding traveled distance during At¢. Note that,
whereas every acceleration preserves controllability for initial speed 30km/h, the
maximal acceleration apq, = 2.5m/ s? for 60km/h results in a speed exceeding
the controllability limit.

3.2 The follow policy and travel time prediction

Using the braking B and speed control C functions, we now define the primitive
follow policy and the related travel time prediction function tt. These primitives
are used next to define the more sophisticated control policies for vista types.

The follow(vs,p) policy takes as input a position p located in the current
vista vs of the ego vehicle ahead on its route. This policy controls the speed of
the ego vehicle so that it follows safely the position p i.e., by keeping the distance
P — pe as small as possible while remaining safe.

First, the policy observes the speed limits enforced on the ego vehicle route in
its vista vs till the position p. To do so, it relies on the function speed-limits(vs, p)
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defined next to compute the speed limit constraints VL in the appropriate format
defined in subsection 3.1.

. . d
speed-limits((q., ar. qa),p) <

let (hi,...,h) < (h € F | typey, = speed limit, py, <. p)
return <(O Ve); (phl — De; Vhl)v ceey (ph;C — De, ‘/hk)a (p — Pe; O)>

That is, the current speed limit V, is applied at the current position, the next
speed limit V},, is applied from its position py, (if any), etc, and the speed limit
0 is applied at position p.

Second, the follow(vs, p) policy uses the speed control function C given the
current speed v, and the speed limit constraints VL on the route to compute the
commands Av and Ad for the driving platform (as explained in subsection 2.3
and illustrated in Figure 4):

follow(vs, p) et VI speed-limits(vs, p)
drive C(v., VL)

Recalling that the speed control function C is a partial function, note that
follow(vs, p) executes correctly only if C is called with parameters satisfying
the controllability property. To this end, the next proposition establishes the
pre/postconditions for the correct execution of follow(vs, p) in terms of vs and p
according to the assumptions about the B and C functions.

Proposition 1. Let (hi,..., hi) be the ordered set of speed limit signs from the
front obstacles F' in vs before p. The policy follow(vs, p) executes correctly only

if

1. v < Vg, that is, current speed is lower than the current speed limit,

2. Pe+eB(ve) <e ph; +e B(Vh,), that is, speed limit preservation with respect to
any speed limit h; located such that pe <. pr, <e P,

3. pe +e B(ve) < p, that is, safety distance preservation to the position p.

In this case, the speed variation Av and the distance traveled Ad satisfy, for any
speed limit signal h; as above (where taking implicitly py, ef p):

4. Ve + Av < Ve if pe +e Ad <e ph,,

5. ve + Av < Vi, if pr; <e Pe +e Ad <c Phiyy s

6. Pe +e Ad+e B(ve + Av) <¢ pp; +e B(Va,) if pe +e Ad <. pp,,
7. Pe +e Ad +¢ B(ve + Av) <, p.

Proof. The follow(vs, p) policy calls the speed control function C with the current

speed v, and the speed limit constraints VL o ((0,Ve), {(Ph; —Pes Vi, )i k> (0—
Pe, 0)) to obtain the speed variation Av. Then, the conditions 1-3 above are
simply restating the controllability conditions, that is, the preconditions guaran-
teeing a valid return value (Av, Ad) = C(ve, VL), relative to the current speed
and the position of the ego vehicles with respect to front obstacles in the vista,
respectively:
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— B(ve) <0+ B(V,) (condition 1),
— B(ve) < pn; — pe + B(Vy,) for all i € [1, k] (condition 2),
— B(ve) < p— pe + B(0) (condition 3)

In a similar manner, the conditions 4—7 are restating the postcondition of the
successful call, respectively:

— v+ Av <V, if 0 < Ad < pp, — pe (condition 4),

Ve + Av < Vi, if pp, — pe < Ad < pp,, — pe for some i € [1, k] (condition 5),
Ad+B(ve + Av) < pp, — pe +B(Vy,) for all i € [1, k] such that Ad < pp, — p
(condition 6),

Ad+B(ve+Av) < p—p+B(0) (condition 7) because the last limit constraint
enforces the speed 0 at distance p — pe. a

Finally, consider a typical vista vs involving a front vehicle f at position p
and a signal h located at position py, protecting a critical area situated between
the ego vehicle and f (as in Figure 5). Usually, the decision for the ego vehicle to
cross or not the position p;, between p. and py depends on the time needed to go
from p. to pp, +. cdp when safely following f. This travel time can be predicted
if we assume the ego vehicle will drive continuously according to the follow(vs, p)
policy at least until it reaches the position pp +. cdp.

That is, as follow(vs, p) is a deterministic policy, we can effectively predict
the time to travel from p. to any position p’ such that p. <. p’ <. p by using
the function tt(vs, p’, p) defined below:

tt(vs,p’,p) Yot v Ve, VL < speed-limits(vs,p), <+ p' — pe, t 0
while z > 0 do
let (Av, Ad) < C(v, VL),
v v+ Av, x < x— Ad, t <+ t+ At,
VL < {(max(d; — Ad,0),V;) | (d;, Vi) € VL, Ad < d;41)

return ¢

This function “simulates” driving according to follow(vs, p) and sums up the At
steps until the ego vehicle travels the distance x = p’ — p.. Note that, in this
computation we assume that the leading position p is not changing. In typical
situations, p may correspond to the position py of a front vehicle f moving
forward. In any case, however, consequent predictions for the traveling time to
p’ can either remain unchanged or decrease (but never increase) over time.

3.3 Control policies for vista types

Each vista requires a specific operation when the ego vehicle approaches the
obstacle. The aim of the operation is to clear the obstacle safely, respecting traffic
regulations and, of course, avoiding accidents with the arriving vehicle and the
front vehicle. The operation corresponding to a vista is logically characterized
by scenarios comprising two successive phases:
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1. A caution phase during which the ego vehicle approaches the obstacle, reduc-
ing its speed if necessary, and waiting for conditions to be favorable to clear
the obstacle, e.g., approaching a merge, approaching a crossing or remaining
in the same lane before overtaking.

2. A progress phase during which the ego vehicle clears the obstacle after check-
ing that there is no risk of collision with the arriving vehicle or the vehicle in
front, e.g., to overtake a vehicle, enter a main road, cross an intersection. The
progress phase therefore, consists of moving as quickly as possible to avoid
collision with the arriving vehicle, while retaining the possibility of avoiding
a collision with the front vehicle.

An important issue in autopilot design is the interplay between cautious
behavior and progress. An extremely cautious autopilot may be safe but if it
neglects the opportunity to progress it can degrade performance resulting in bad
road occupancy and possibly deadlocks. Here are a few examples of over-cautious
control policies: driving at low speed on a freeway; stopping before a yield sign
even if the priority road is clear; not overtaking a slow vehicle in front, such as a
truck, when the ego vehicle’s performance allows it and the outside lane is clear;
stopping before a green light.

In our design, we make a clear distinction between cautious driving and
progress by providing a clearance condition that enables the transition between
the two phases. We define control policies as processes run by the autopilot to
control the speed of the vehicle by generating every At a corresponding speed
change Av. They are defined on the basis of the iterative application of the
primitive follow policy. Control policies are written as simple programs pol;, one
for every type of vista T', with guarded commands of the form

poly(vs) ¥ [init s ..] if gy — poly(vs,..) | -~ | gi = pol, (vs,...) fi

Their execution should be understood in relation to the architecture of the au-
topilot (see Figure 4) proposed in subsection 2.3. Every At, as long as the input
vistas vs sent to the autopilot have the same type T, the corresponding policy
pol executes the command whose guard is true. A guard is a state predicate
depending on the states of the vehicles and signals of the input vista. Whenever
the type of the input vista vs changes to some T’ # T at some step At, the next
policy poly is first (re)initialized and then takes over with the execution of the
commands as usual.

3.4 Policy for road vistas

The road policy for a simplified road vista vs = (g, gr, 0) is the direct application
of follow(vs, py), where f is the last (leading) front obstacle in F i.e., either a
real or fictitious vehicle before the frontal visibility limit of the ego vehicle in wvs.

road(vs) Y true follow(vs, py) fi
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3.5 Policies for merging vistas

Merging with yield sign The merge-yield policy applies for a simplified merg-
ing vista vs = (ge, qr, ¢o) as illustrated in Figure 7.

In the caution phase, the ego vehicle approaches according to follow(vs, pp)
where h is the yield sign protecting the merging point. That is, the ego vehicle
ensures B(v.) < dj, and can stop if needed at critical distance cdj, before the
merging point. In the progress phase, the ego vehicle moves towards the merging
point according to follow(vs, py) where f is the leading front vehicle in F.

Se { va
v ' d; lps

Fig. 7. Merging vista with yield sign

The clearance condition allowing to switch from the caution to the progress
phase is defined as follows. For the arriving vehicle a, we assume that it can
drive at the maximal speed limit V, on its road and it is at distance d, from
the merging point. So, if the ego vehicle decides to progress and so switch to
the follow(vs, py) policy, the time to reach the merging point would be at most
tt(vs, pn +e cdp, py). Within this time the arriving vehicle will have traveled
distance V, - tt(vs, pr +c cdp, py). So the remaining distance from the merging
point will be d, — V,, - tt(vs, py +e ¢dp, py). This distance should be large enough
for a safe brake, therefore, B(V,) < dy — V, - tt(vs, p, +e cdp, py).

The merge-yield policy is therefore specified as follows. Note that the switch-
ing between the two phases is controlled by the boolean clearance flag ¢l initially
set to false and updated continuously during the caution phase.

merge-yield(vs) L init s ol false, h + yield-sign(F')
if —cl— follow(vs, pr), cl < (Vo - tt(vs, pr +c cdn, pf) + B(V,) < da)
| ¢l — follow(vs, py) fi

Lane change The lane change vista vs = (¢e, qr, q4) is illustrated in Figure 8.
In the caution phase, the ego vehicle follows the front vehicle f; on its lane.
The ego vehicle can initiate the progress phase of the lane change whenever the
following conditions hold, respectively:

1. the arriving vehicle as can stop safely behind ego’s position, B(V,,) < d,,,
2. the ego vehicle can stop safely behind the front vehicle f; on the other lane,
that is, B(v.) < dy,,



Safe by Design Autonomous Driving Systems 19

3. neither the front vehicle f; nor the back vehicle a; are currently performing
a lane change.

'Uagl dag ' d fo vaz
Tval T/ue Tfu f1
pa?‘ |pa1 | Pe |pf1 |pf2

Fig. 8. Lane change vista

These conditions provide the necessary guarantees for the ego vehicle to (be-
gin to) drive safely in the transition between the two lanes, as required for the
lane change. To check condition (3) we assume that vehicles signal lane changes,
for example by using flashing lights.

In the progress phase, the ego vehicle follows the front vehicle fo while also
performing effectively the lane change. This policy is essentially the same as
follow(vs, py,) but also includes moving safely sideways into the corresponding
lane as soon as possible and activating the flashing lights. When the lateral
movement is completed, the policy falls back to follow(vs, ps,). The lane change
policy is formalized as follows.

lane-change(vs) Y init v ol false

if —cl — follow(vs, py,), ¢l < (B(Va,) < dq, and B(v.) < dy,)
| ¢l follow(vs, py,) fi

3.6 Policies for crossing vistas

Crossing with yield sign The crossing vista with yield sign is illustrated in
Figure 9. It includes the ego vehicle traveling at speed v, at a distance d. from
the point of intersection with a main road protected by a yield sign h. In this
operation, the ego vehicle should approach cautiously moderating its speed until
it decides to progress if there is no risk of collision with some arriving vehicle
at distance d, and with allowed maximal speed V. Additionally, it should avoid
collision with front vehicles at distance d; after the intersection. We suppose
that around the intersection point there is a critical area delimited by a critical
distance cdjy, such that the presence of two vehicles in this area is considered a
potential accident.

For the caution phase, the ego vehicle is driving according to follow(vs, pp,),
that is, guaranteeing B(v,) < d.. In the progress phase, the ego vehicle is driving
according to follow(vs, py). Hence, the time needed by the ego vehicle to cross
and get out of the critical section is tt(vs, p, +e ¢dp, py). In this time, the arriv-
ing vehicle will have traveled maximal distance V, - tt(vs, py, +. cdp, py). So, the
remaining space should be enough to brake if needed to avoid collision in the crit-
ical area. This gives the clearance condition V, -tt(vs, pn +. cdn, ps)+B(V,) < dq
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Fig. 9. Crossing vista with yield sign

for switching between the two phases. The crossing with yield policy is therefore
formalized as follows:
cross-yield(vs) S init > ol false, h + yield-sign(F)
if — ¢l follow(vs, pr), ¢l < (Vo - tt(vs, pr +e cdn, py) + B(Va) < da)
| ¢l follow(vs,py) fi

Traffic lights The crossing vista vs = (g, qr, qa) illustrated in Figure 10 in-
volves the ego vehicle approaching a traffic-light protected intersection. It also
involves a signal h of type traffic light with a state variable color) taking values
red, yellow and green.

We assume that we know the duration 7}, of the yellow light. Furthermore,
we assume that the traffic lights of the intersection have an “all red” phase of
known duration T, where all the lights are red before some light passes from red
to green. These constants are very important for respecting safety regulations
requiring that when the ego vehicle enters the critical section the lights should
be either green or yellow. In addition, a vehicle entering the intersection must
exit before a light turns green on a transverse road.

Fig. 10. Crossing vista with traffic lights

In the caution phase, the ego vehicle must maintain its speed so that it can
stop before the traffic light, i.e. B(v.) < d.. The clearance condition for the
progress phase is twofold:

— First, the ego vehicle should not see red light which means even if the lights
switch to yellow right after the decision to cross is taken, the ego vehicle will
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reach the entrance of the intersection before the lights turn to red. That is
tt(vs, pp, py) < Ty

— Second, the time needed to cross the critical section, that is to reach the
position pj +. cdp after the junction must be less that T, + T, that is,
tt(vs, pr +e cdn, pf) < Ty + Tar.

— Third, the junction is clear of vehicles, that is, no arriving vehicle « is in the
junction except if located at its respective entry h, and not moving v, = 0.

The crossing with traffic lights policy is therefore formalized as follows.

cross-traffic-light(vs) < init s ¢l « false, h « traffic-light(F)
if —cl — follow(vs, py,), cl < (color, = green and

tt(vs, pn, py) < T, and tt(vs, pr +. cdp, py) < T, + T and

/\aeA(pa, = Pph = (pa = Ph, \NVq = O))
| ¢l follow(vs, ps) fi

Crossing with all-way stop The crossing vista vs = {(ge, ¢F, qa) involves the
ego vehicle approaching an intersection protected by a stop sign o as illustrated
in Figure 11. We assume the intersection is all-way stop, that is, all its entries
are actually protected by stop signs.

Fig.11. Crossing vista with all-way stop

The cross-stop policy includes three phases. In the first caution phase, the
ego vehicle approaches the junction such that to stop at position of the stop sign
pr- Then, in the second caution phase the ego vehicle waits at the stop position
until (i) the intersection is clear of vehicles and (ii) ego is the earliest arrived
among the waiting vehicles. Then, in the third progress phase, ego crosses the
intersection by following its leading front vehicle f from F'.

In order to specify and implement the condition (ii) above, we assume that
ge includes a time variable st. (stop time) that records the exact time when the
vehicle stops. Also, we remind that the < relation holds for positions belonging
to the same junction, as introduced in subsection 2.1.
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The cross-stop policy is therefore formalized as follows:

cross-stop(vs) ' init > ol false, h < stop-sign(F)
if p. <. pp — follow(vs, pp)
| Pe = pr A —cl — follow(vs, pr),

el + /\aeA (e > Do = (Da = Py A Ve = O A st < st,))
| cl — follow(vs, py) fi

Note that we tacitly exclude the possibility to observe the same stop time for
two vehicles and hence to mutually block the progress over the junction. This
can be eventually achieved by using an additional arbitration protocol e.g., a
total priority order between junction entries.

4 Correctness of the Method

We will use a compositional approach for guaranteeing safety, regardless the
number of vehicles and the map characteristics. For doing that, we first define
a concept of free space for vehicles depending on their current vista and control
policy. Then, we show that the vehicles can adapt their speed depending on
their free space, that is, are always driving safely while remaining within their
free space. Moreover, we show that the proposed vista management and control
policies guarantee the free spaces stay disjoint throughout the execution, and
thus ensure the absence of collision between vehicles at any time.

The proof of correctness is, however, subject to few additional mild assump-
tions, listed here for the sake of completeness:

(A1) The merging points, crossing points and the junctions of the map are
neatly separated by road segments. Thus, the frontal visibility of every
vehicle contains at most one critical position i.e., a merging, a crossing or
a junction entry-point. Also, no such critical positions exist on the arriv-
ing roads, with the exception of the entry points belonging to the same
junction, if any. In particular, this assumption implies that the transition
from one policy to another is always to/from the road policy. Thus, the
behavior of the Control Policy Manager can be modeled as a mode au-
tomaton where each mode corresponds to the application of one particular
type of policy, as illustrated in Figure 12.

(A2) The frontal and lateral visibility do not retract. That is, pe +. fd(ge) <e
oL +e fd(q)) and 1d,(g.) <. ld.(q.) for every vehicle e, at any consecutive
positions and states pe, pl, ge, ¢, respectively, for every arriving road r in
its vista. Moreover, a vehicle located at some entry point of a junction has
full visibility over all the positions of that junction.

(A3) Speed limit signals are neatly separated and moreover, the limits never
increase when approaching junctions and/or any critical road segments.
This assumption is mandatory for the conservative evaluation of the clear-
ance conditions.
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(A4) The time period At is small enough to guarantee v - At < B(v), for all
v > Vo > 0 where Vg is the minimal speed limit used on roads. For
example, if Vo = 5km/h and B(v) ~ v2/(—=2bmaz) for bpas = —3.4m/s?
this assumption reduces to At < 200ms. The assumption is mandatory
for guaranteeing the vehicles remain in their free spaces at every cycle, as
defined next.

T € {merge-yield,
lane-change,

caution cross-yield,

cross-traffic-light,
road [clearance] cross-stop}
A 4
\| progress

Fig.12. Refined behavior of the Control Policy Manager.

I}

We remind that the behavior of an ADS is characterized by all the possible
execution sequences (g[t]);=n¢ consisting of successive states reached every At.
We assume that vehicles operate according to their specific vista policies, as
introduced previously. That is, at every step At, every vehicle e applies the
corresponding caution or progress policy step corresponding to its vista vs.

4.1 Safe vistas and safe states
def . . def def
Let ¢ = ¢[t] be an ADS state and e be a vehicle. Let respectively vs = vs.(q) =

(Ge,qr,qa) be the current vista (of some type T') and poly;(vs) be the control
def

policy applied by e in vs. Counsider ¢. = (pe, Se, Ve, Ve, ...). Then, we define
— the front lead obstacle fo, as the obstacle from F' whose position is followed
by e in the current execution step of poly(vs), that is, either
e the signal h protecting the merging or crossing (e.g., yield sign, traffic
light, stop sign, etc) during the caution phase, or
e the last (closest) front vehicle f during the progress phase of poly(vs)

— the limit position w, def mine(pfo,, Pe +e B(Ve), (Pr +e B(Vh))ner,,) where

Fy def {h € F | type;, = speed-limit, pn <. pso, }

d c[0,¢ d
— the free space of e as the route fs, &) De =04 me Where £ i) Te — Pe-
In other words, the limit of free space is determined by the strongest constraint
resulting either from the position of the front obstacle, or from the distances
required to comply with speed limits. Let us observe that p. <. m. <. Pfo, e
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Pe +e fd(ge), that is, the free space never exceeds the position of the front lead
obstacle, and consequently of the frontal visibility limit of e (because the obstacle
fo, is one of the front obstacles from F', visible in the vista vs, see Figure 13).

Fig. 13. Examples of vistas (gray) and free spaces (yellow)

We call a vista vs of type T safe if I1(vs) A Iz(vs) hold where

11(1)8) déf(pe +e B(Ue) <e 7Te)

L(vs) (fo. = h Ape <c pn) V (ph +e cdin <e pfo, ACr) if T # road
2 ] true if T = road

where Cr is provided in Table 1, for different types T

I (vs) ensures the speed of the e vehicle is adapted to its free space in its vista
vs. Is(vs) ensures the lead obstacle fo, is consistently defined with respect to
the execution phase of the policy poly(vs) for merging or crossing vista vs. The
two terms of the disjunction correspond to the caution and the progress phases
respectively. For the caution phase, the safety condition ensures that the free
space is limited by the protecting signal h and hence not intersecting the critical
section of the junction or merging. In the progress phase, however, the free space
may expand over the critical section. In this case, the condition Cy provides the
additional guarantees for having non-intersecting free spaces.

Table 1. Specific safety conditions for merging and crossing vistas

T Cr
merge-yield, cross-yield Va - tt(vs, pr +e ¢dn, pro,) + B(Va) < da
cross-traffic-light Pe Ze pn = (tt(vs, P, po,) < ttredn)A

Naca tt(vs, pr +e cdn, pro, ) < ttgreen;, A
Naca Pa X pr = (Pa = pr, A va =0)

cross-stop Ngea Pa X pr => (pa = phr, A Va =0 A ste < sta)

We call a state g safe if all the vistas are safe, for all vehicles e.
We call a state g compliant to speed limits if v, <V, for all vehicles e.
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Lemma 1. A safe state is compliant to speed limits and ensures disjoint free
spaces for all vehicles.

Proof. As the vista of every vehicle e is safe it holds p. + B(v.) <. 7. By
definition of the limit position it holds me <. pe +. B(V%). Hence, B(v.) < B(V,)
and so v, < V. Therefore, the state is compliant to speed limits.

By contradiction, suppose two vehicles ¢, co have intersecting free spaces.
First, consider that p., belongs to the free space of ¢y, that is, pe, <¢, Doy <ey Tey -
This implies ¢y belongs to the front obstacles of ¢; which is moreover located
before fo., because e, <c, pfo, - But this is impossible by the definition of fo.,
which is either the nearest protecting signal h or the nearest front vehicle to c;.

Second, consider there exists a common position p belonging to the two free
spaces, that is, p., <e, D <e, e, and pe, <e, P <ey Tep- This can happen only if
p is a merging or crossing position of the routes of ¢; and co. Let T, T3 be the
types of vistas of ¢1, co respectively. We consider the following cases, the others
being symmetric:

— T1 = merge-yield, T5 = road: that is, ¢; must give way to ¢y on the merging
at position p. As the free space of ¢; extends beyond p that means ¢ is in the
progress phase, thus, following a front vehicle fo,, located beyond the critical
section, that is, after pp+., cdn. Also, co is perceived as an arriving vehicle in
the vista of ¢;. Since the merging vista of ¢ is safe it satisfies the associated
invariant, hence we have V¢, - tt(vse,, Pr +e¢, cdp, Do, )+B(Ve,) < d.,). This
implies B(V.,) < d., and consequently m., <., p, thus contradicting the
assumption that the two free spaces intersect.

— T} = cross-yield, T5 = road: identical to the previous case.

— Ty = T, = cross-traffic-light: the free spaces could intersect only if the two
vehicles ¢; and cs are in the progress phase. If at least one of them is in the
junction (i.e., ¢1) then the safety condition for the other (i.e. ¢3) is violated.
That is, the 3rd constraint fails for the vista safety of co whenever p., > py,.
If none of ¢; or ¢y has yet entered the junction, their safety conditions would
require for both of them to have the traveling time to their respective traffic
lights lower than the time to pass to red, that is, the 1st constraint. But
this would mean both of the two traffic lights have a non-red color, which is
forbidden.

— Ty = T, = cross-stop: the free spaces could intersect only if the two vehicles
c1 and co are in the progress phase. But then, if at least one of them is
already in the junction, the safety condition of the other one is violated,
as in the previous case. Also, if both are at their entry points, the safety
conditions of their vistas would require for both of them to have the lowest
stop time, which is impossible. a

4.2 Preservation of safe vistas

Let respectively ¢ o q[t], ¢ = q[t + At] be two consecutive ADS states. Let
e be a vehicle with states g, e (Pes Se, Ve, Ve, o)y L & (pl,s., v, V! ...} and

e e
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vistas vs & v5e(q) def (Ges qr,qa), vs' wf v8e(q") &f (4, dwr,dsr) at ¢ and

q', respectively. Let T, T" be the types of the two vistas above and pol,(vs),
poly (vs') the corresponding control policies.

Let respectively fo,, fo, be the front lead obstacles of e according to its vistas
vs, vs’. We call the step from ¢ to ¢’ non-intrusive for e if either ps, <. pfor
or p. +. B(V)) <, Pfor - That is, either the position of the front obstacle is
progressing on the route of e, or it can change arbitrarily as long as its distance
to p. is greater than B(V).

We are now ready for proving two key preservation properties. The next two
lemmas give the conditions for preservation of vista safety, assuming respectively,
the types of the vistas do not or do change between ¢ and ¢’.

Lemma 2. If the vista vs is safe, the states q and q' are compliant to speed
limits, the step from q to q' is non-intrusive for e and vs' has the same type as
vs then, the vista vs' is safe.

Proof. I (vs"). The condition p.+.B(v.) < 7 is actually equivalent to conditions

1-3 of Proposition 1 when considering the (lead) position p e Pfo,- Then,

— conditions 4-5 of Proposition 1 guarantee v, < V/ depending on the current
applicable speed limit

— condition 6 of Proposition 1 guarantees p. +. B(v)) < pp + B(V},) for the
speed limits h € Fy such that p. <. pn <e Do,

— condition 7 of Proposition 1 guarantees p, +. B(v.) <. pyo,

— the step from ¢ to ¢’ being non-intrusive for e guarantees ps, <. Dfor, OT
pe +B(VY) <e pror -

Using all the above we can infer I (vs’) that is

def .
e +e B(vy) < m, = mine(pgor, pe +e B(VY), (pn +e B(Vi))ner,

where I}, = {h € F' | h speed limit, p,, < py, }. In particular, observe that for
any speed limit h € F’, that is not taken into account in Fy; we have p. +.
B(v)) <e pfo, <e Ph <e Ph + B(Vi).

I5(vs') First, assume fo, = h A p. <. pp, that is, the policy poly(vs) is in the
caution phase for vista vs. Two situations can happen during the step:

— no clearance: then, at the next vista vs’ we still have fo, = h and we know
from the previous point that p, 4. B(v.) <c py,,. Then, we obtain immedi-
ately p. <. pn, that is, Is(vs’) holds for the caution phase of poly(vs’).

— clearance: then, at the next vista vs’ we will have fo!, = f for some front vehi-
cle f located beyond the critical section, that is, py + cdj, <. py. Moreover,
as the clearance condition holds at vs for poly(vs) we can check that the
specific condition Cr holds at vs’, for every type of merging or crossing vista
T. That is, we obtain that I5(vs’) holds for the progress phase of poly(vs').
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Second, assume pp, +. cdp <, Pfo, N Cr, that is, the policy poly(vs) is in the
progress phase at vista vs. Then, we obtain that pp, +e cdn <c pror if pro, <e pfor -
This latter condition holds if the step is non-intrusive and moreover, assuming
there are no entry points located immediately after the end of the critical section,
that is, Assumption (A1l). Also, we can check that the specific condition C holds
at vs’ as well. In particular, we use that the states g, ¢’ are speed compliant and
moreover the speed limits are non-increasing when approaching critical road seg-
ments, that is, Assumption (A3). In addition, we use the following monotonicity
property of tt():

tt(vs’, p, pror) < tt(vs,p, ppo,) — At

for any position p between p. and pg,, provided p, <. pf,r. That is, the time
to reach a position can only improve due to the moving forward of the front
obstacle. a

Lemma 3. If the vista vs is safe, the states q and q' are compliant to speed
limits, the step from q to ¢’ is mnon-intrusive for e and vs' has a different type
than vs then, the vista vs' is safe.

Proof. I(vs'): as in the previous lemma. I5(vs’): First, consider T' = road and
T’ # road. The change from the road policy to any other merging or crossing
policy is performed because the first visible obstacle changes from a front vehicle
f (in vs) to a signal h (in vs’). This implies ps <. pp, otherwise vs would not
have been a road policy. We know for the road policy that p, <. py, that is,
the e vehicle must be able to stop behind the front vehicle f. Consequently,
fol, = h A p! <. pp holds in vs’, that is, I>(vs’) holds on the first case.

Second, consider T # road and T” # T. That is, the e vehicle is in a merging
or crossing vista vs and, while being in the progress phase, it goes beyond the
signal h and receives another vista vs’ at the next step. By Assumption (A1) we
know that all critical regions of the maps (that is, mergings, crossings, junctions,
etc) are separated by road segments. Henceforth, 77 = road unless the e vehicle
is perceiving another signal h immediately after treating the vista vs, which is
impossible. Therefore, I5(vs’) is trivially satisfied as vs’ is a road vista.

The next lemma gives a property about the evolution of the limit position
and the derived free space in a step.

Lemma 4. If the vista vs is safe, the step from q to ¢’ is non-intrusive for e,
then me <. 7., that is, the free space of e is non-retracting between g and ¢'.

Proof. In general, recall that min X < minY iff Vy € Y 3z € X. & < y. There-
fore, let us consider the terms used in the min-definition of 7/, respectively

— Pfor: as the step from ¢ to ¢’ is non-intrusive we know that Dfo, <e Dfo’, OT
P, +e B(V)) <c pfo_,. In the first case we are done (as pg,_ occurs in the
min definition of 7). In the second case we are also done as Dfor. 18 ot the

minimal value for the definition of 7.
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— pl+¢B(V)): we have either V., = V, that is, the speed limit does not change,
or Vo # V/. In the first case, p. + B(V.) occurs in the min definition of
7. and moreover p. <. p.. In the second case, V] = V} for some speed
limit h € Fy, visible for the ego vehicle e in state ¢. But then, p; +. B(V},)
occurs in the min definition of . and moreover p. <. pn <. p.. Hence,
Ph te B(Vh) Se p./g +e B(Vz)

— pn +e B(V3) for h € F!;: we have either h € Fg or h € F!;\ Fy. In the first
case, we are done, as the same term occurs on both sides. In the second case,
we have pr,. <c pn <e pn + B(Va). a

4.3 Preservation of state safety
. def , def .

Let respectively ¢ = q[t], ¢ = q[t+ At] be two consecutive ADS states. We say
that the step from ¢ to ¢ has no gaps if for any vehicle e, p/ € fs., that is, the
e vehicle moves within its free space.

Lemma 5. If q is safe then, the step from q to ¢’ has no gaps and is collision-
free.

Proof. Let fix some vehicle e. Remember that the vehicle e is following the front
leading obstacle fo, in the current execution step. Therefore, it must be able to
stop at fo,. We distinguish two cases. First, if the limit position 7. is equal to
Pfo, the vehicle must therefore be able to stop at 7. hence, it moves within its
free space. Otherwise, the limit position 7. is strictly smaller than ps, and we
further distinguish two sub-cases:

— e = Pe +e B(Ve): then, the maximal speed of e during the step could be
V. > Vb, and using Assumption (A4) we obtain V. - At < B(V.) hence, the e
vehicle moves in its free space

— Te = pp, +e B(V},) for some speed limit i located ahead on the route of e:
then, the maximal speed of e during this step could be V' >V}, > V} such
that B(V') = (pn, +¢ B(Vi)) — pe. Again, using assumption (A4) we obtain
V' At < B(V’) which implies that the vehicle e moves within its free space.

In conclusion, the step has no gaps. As ¢ is safe, by Lemma 1 the free spaces are
disjoint. Hence, the step is collision-free. a

Lemma 6. If q is safe then, the step from q to q' is non-intrusive for all vehicles.

Proof. By contradiction, assume the step from g to ¢’ is intrusive for some vehicle
e, that is, we ppr <c ppo, and prr <c p, +e B(V/). This means that the front
leading obstacle has shifted backwards and is moreover located below the speed
limit range p. +. B(VY).

We shall distinguish two cases, depending on the nature of fo.. First, consider
that fol is a signal h. But then, h was already in the visibility range at state
q and, as pp < pfo_ it has been already considered (i.e., cleared) in the caution
phase of the policy.
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Second, consider that fo!, is a vehicle. If fo is the fictitious vehicle located at
the front visibility limit then, the visibility limit has retracted from the previous
state, where the position ps, was visible. This contradicts Assumption (A2).
Otherwise, as vehicles are never moving backwards on their routes, fo,, must be
some new vehicle that enters or crosses the road of the e vehicle in the new vista
vs’ of e at ¢’. Then, at state ¢, the vehicle e is approaching a merging, crossing or
junction and as py. < py,, , it must be in a progress phase by Assumption (A1).
We distinguish the following situations depending on the vista type T of e at at
state q:

— T = road: then, the vehicle e is driving on a high-priority road, which is
crossed or joined by some low-priority road. If some other vehicle fo!, appears
in front of the e vehicle such that ps,s <. p, +c B(V,) that means fo., would
be also in the progress phase of its vista of type merge-yield or cross-yield.
But then, this contradicts the safety of this vista of fol.

— T = merge-yield or T" = cross-yield: this situation is the dual of the above and
we have a similar contradiction for the safety of the vista of e, which must
not be in the progress phase while another (high-priority arriving) vehicle
(that is, fol) could enter on its road.

— T = cross-traffic-light or T' = cross-stop: again, these situations contradict
the safety of the vista of e, which means that no other vehicle may cross the
junction at the same time.

Lemma 7. If q is safe then q' is speed compliant and safe.

Proof. First, by Lemma 1 the state ¢ is speed compliant.

Second, we prove that state ¢’ is also speed compliant. Consider an arbitrary
e vehicle and its safe vista vs. As in Lemma 2, the condition pe + B(ve) < e
guarantees the conditions 1-3 of Proposition 1 when the e vehicle is following
the front leading obstacle fo,. Then, the conditions 4-5 guarantee v, < V.,
depending on the applicable speed limit V. at the next state ¢'.

Third, by Lemma 6 the step from ¢ to ¢’ is non-intrusive for all vehicles. We
just proven that g and ¢’ are speed compliant. Then, as all vistas vs are safe at
g by Lemma 2 and Lemma 3 all vistas vs’ are safe at ¢’. Hence, ¢ is safe.

Theorem 1. If the ADS is initially safe, it will remain so throughout its ex-
ecution. That is, the execution will preserve safety by avoiding collisions and
complying with applicable traffic requlations.

Proof. If the ADS is initially safe, by Lemma 7 all the states along the execution
are safe. Moreover, by Lemma 1 these states are compliant to speed limits and
collision free. Furthermore, by Lemma 5 the steps between them are collision-
free. a

5 Discussion

This paper makes a fundamental contribution in a rarely explored direction for
ADS, where the state of the art in autopilot design focuses on two diametrically



30 Marius Bozga and Joseph Sifakis

opposed approaches that are unlikely to be accepted in practice. On the one hand,
Al-based end-to-end solutions cannot provide the necessary safety guarantees.
On the other hand, in addition to inherent complexity limitations, approaches
based on controller synthesis over-simplify the problem to make it accessible
to mathematical analysis, and are far from being able to realistically take into
account the important details linked to various driving operations.

The idea that driving a vehicle boils down to a composition of skills, each
dealing with specific situations, is widely held. Advocated by [3], it is also adopted
in validation techniques that focus on particular classes of pre-crash scenarios
involving high-risk operations [18]. The paper demonstrates the advantages of
compositional reasoning, breaking down the general problem into sub-problems
that can be tackled by successive realistic simplifications.

A first class of simplifications is based on the application of rules whose
scope is limited by context and knowledge, to which is added the principle of
rights-based responsibility. This leads to the definition of the notion of vista
for each vehicle, and the corresponding free space in which it can circulate in
complete safety. The second class of simplifications comes from the fact that
analysis of autopilot inputs enables classification into a very limited number of
vistas, each characterized by a corresponding control policy. Hence, the idea that
the composition according to which safe driving for each type of vista implies
safe driving for any route. Finally, a third class of simplifications derives from
the assumption that vehicles drive responsibly, strictly observing the traffic rules
and staying within their allocated free space in all cases. In this way it is possible
to envisage minimal configurations for each vehicle, including a single vehicle in
front of it and vehicles whose routes may cross its own. This greatly simplifies the
mathematical analysis, which deduces the invariant constraints to be respected
by control policies on the basis of knowledge of two functions characterizing a
vehicle’s controllability. These functions and their properties define a kind of
contract between the autopilot and the underlying electrical control system for
braking and steering. They are an essential element of the proposed solution, as
they provide the predictability on which safe control policies can be built.

The results presented are an important step in a research program into the
development of safe ADS. They should be complemented by the study of safe
policies for other operations such as U-turns and parking maneuvers. In addi-
tion, their application needs to be refined by considering more detailed two-
dimensional models of the environment and the integration of autopilot with
trajectory control modules.
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