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Fig. 13. Simulation results for the synchronous (left part) and the asynchronous (right part) con-
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troller for two different sensing periods (I" € {0.1 5,10 s}) and Ty = 20 s, n = 8.



Note that the results are similar for the two controllers when period T’y changes. A
minor difference is that the minimal relative distances are smaller for the asynchronous
controller: when Ty = 30 s, the minimal relative distance of 20.11 m for the syn-
chronous controller reduces to 17.78 m for the asynchronous controller. The bottom
figures compare the speed changes of the controlled vehicle (solid lines) in response
to the speed changes of the front vehicle (dotted lines). Similarly, the speed of the
controlled vehicle gets closer to vy for increasing period T’y. For both controllers, the
maximal speeds increase from 16 m/s to 20 m/s when the period increases from 10 s
to 30 s.

In the second set of experiments, we evaluate how the number of speed levels n
affects the performance of the two controllers for four different values of n = 2, n = 4,
n = 6 and n = 8. The period of the front vehicle’s speed function is T = 20 s and the
sensing period is T' = 0.02 s.

The results for the synchronous controller are shown in the left part of Fig.12. We
can see that for decreasing number of speed levels, the relative distance increases. For
instance, when n = 8, the minimal relative distance is 33.32 m, which becomes 60.49
when n = 2. Thus, occupancy deteriorates when less speed levels are used. This result
simply confirms a consequence of Theorem 3. The bottom figure compares the speed
changes of the controlled vehicle in response to the speed changes of the front vehicle.
The result similarly shows that the maximal speed of the controlled vehicle increases
from 16 m/s to 20 m/s with the number of speed levels. However, beyond a certain
number, the performance improvement is negligible: e.g., the speed curves for n = 6
and n = 8 are almost identical.

For the asynchronous controller, similar results are shown in the right part of Fig.12.
For decreasing number of speed levels, the relative distance increases. The minimal
relative distance changes from 33.02 to 57.61 m when the speed level reduces from 8
to 2. These benchmarks show that varying the number of speed levels does not result in
significant performance differences between synchronous and asynchronous controller.
However, the relative distances for the considered speed levels are slightly smaller for
the asynchronous controller.

In the third set of experiments, we evaluate how the period 7' of sensing the free
distance ahead affects the performance for 7' = 0.1 s and 7' = 10 s with n = 8
and Ty = 20 s. The results for the synchronous controller are shown in the left part
of Fig.13. Note the transient behavior when the period 7" increases. In the speed dia-
gram the controlled vehicle accelerates from O to the highest speed 24 m /s because the
largest relative distance is reached only in the transient phase. Furthermore, for increas-
ing period, the range of the relative distance increases. When 7' = 0.1 s, the relative
distance changes in the interval [34.16, 153.14] m , which becomes [12.30, 161.60] m
when 7' = 10 s as the uncertainty about the free distance increases with the period.

For the asynchronous controller, the results are shown in the right part of Fig.13.
Note that period of sensing has significant impact on the performance of the asyn-
chronous controller. For increasing period, the relative distance considerably increases.
Furthermore, compared to the synchronous controller, there is no obvious oscillation
during the transient phase. This is because the asynchronous controller computes an
estimation of the free distance at each local time step. As a result, the controlled ve-



hicle will not accelerate to the highest speed 24 m/s, which is the possible for the
synchronous controller.
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Fig. 14. Simulation results for the synchronous controller with and without considering the brak-
ing distance of the front vehicle (right and left part, respectively) for 75 € {10 s, 30 s}.

Setting 2: in the subsequent experiments, we evaluate how performance changes
when we take into account in the evaluation of the free distance the braking distance
of the front vehicle travelling with speed vy (t) = vgo + vyo * sin(w * t). At time ¢ its
braking distance is v (t)%/2xby for a constant braking rate bs. We take by = 5m/s? for
experimental purposes. Then the corresponding safe accelerating and braking distances
are D} = D; —vs(t)2/2x by and B, = B; — vs(t)?/2 = by.

In Fig.14, Fig.15 and Fig.16, we compare the performance of the synchronous con-
troller with and without considering the braking distance of the front vehicle (right and
left part, respectively). In Fig.14 we compare the results for Ty € {10 s,30 s} with
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Fig. 15. Simulation results for the synchronous controller with and without considering the brak-
ing distance of the front vehicle (right and left part, respectively) for four different speed levels
n € {2,4,6,8}.
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Fig.16. Simulation results for the synchronous controller with and without considering the
braking distance of the front vehicle (right and left part, respectively) for two sensing periods
T € {0.15,10 s}.



sensing period 7" = 0.02 s and speed level n = 8. We can see that when taking into
account the braking distance of the front vehicle, the relative distance between the two
vehicles becomes much smaller. For instance, the minimal relative distance decreases
from 20.11 m for Ty = 30 s to 11.26 m. Furthermore, the distance decreases when the
period Ty increases as shown in the top figures in Fig.14. The performance improve-
ment can also be observed from the speed diagrams shown in the bottom of Fig.14. Fi-
nally, the speed range of the controlled vehicle becomes larger and the maximal speed
increases from 16 m/s to 20 m/s for Ty = 10 s.

Similar results are shown in Fig.15 and Fig.16, which compare the results for four
different numbers of speed levels n € {2,4,6,8} and two different sensing periods
T € {0.1 5,10 s}, respectively. The relative distance reduces significantly when taking
into account the braking distance of the front vehicle. For instance, the minimal free
distance drops from 33.32 m to 17.29 m when n = 8. These results confirm that by
taking into account the movements of the front vehicle, the controlled vehicle can move
more aggressively and better utilize the free distance ahead.

6 Conclusions and future work

The paper presents a novel framework and approach for safe and efficient collision
avoidance for self-driving vehicles. The framework is model-based and assumes that
control policies are implemented as the application of acceleration, braking and con-
stant speed commands. The presented algorithms do not make any assumption about
the dynamics of the controlled vehicle except that there are functions giving the trav-
eled distance when the speed of the vehicle changes by some quantity. Additionally,
the assumptions about the vehicle’s environment are minimal as it is described by a
function F'(¢) giving at any time the free available distance ahead.

The assumption that all vehicles move in the same direction as the controlled vehicle
does not limit the generality of our approach. The same algorithm can be applied by
adequately taking into account movements in the different directions in the estimation
of the free headway distance. If for instance the distance between the controlled vehicle
and the front vehicle moving in the opposite direction is F” at time ¢, then the free
space ahead can be estimated as F' = F’' — D(/At), where At is the time needed for the
controlled vehicle to completely stop by braking from its current speed, and D(At) is
the maximal distance travelled by the front vehicle within time At.

The same algorithm can be adapted to two-dimensional movement. In that case,
the function F'(¢) can be defined as the maximal convex area containing the controlled
vehicle and such that all the obstacles are outside this area. The distances A(V,v) and
B(V,v) for initial and target speeds respectively are also replaced by adequately ap-
proximated convex areas so that the safety test boils down to area inclusion that can be
efficiently decided.

The presented approach differs from others based on control theory or controller
synthesis in that it guarantees at a high level of abstraction both safety and efficiency. We
progressively relax the assumption about perfect real-time knowledge of the free space
and provide solutions that are safe and relatively efficient even when the free space is
sporadically updated. Furthermore, switching between a set of speed levels depending



on pre-computed conditions drastically reduces the computational complexity of the
decision process. This also allows to reduce the control algorithm sensitivity to changes
of the environment while keeping driving safe and robust. Experimental results show
that it is easy to get implementations under minimal assumptions about the operational
environment.

This work is part of a larger project on the design of safe and efficient autopilots
for self driving cars. Future developments include the adaptation of this algorithm to
two-dimension movement where the free space function provides areas around the con-
trolled vehicle as well as the integration of our algorithms in autonomous car models of
the Carla simulator.
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