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Abstract— A critical task for developing safe autonomous
driving stacks is to determine whether an obstacle is safety-
critical, i.e., poses an imminent threat to the autonomous
vehicle. Our previous work showed that Hamilton Jacobi
reachability theory can be applied to compute interaction-
dynamics-aware perception safety zones that better inform an
ego vehicle’s perception module which obstacles are considered
safety-critical. For completeness, these zones are typically larger
than absolutely necessary, forcing the perception module to
pay attention to a larger collection of objects for the sake of
conservatism. As an improvement, we propose a maneuver-
based decomposition of our safety zones that leverages infor-
mation about the ego maneuver to reduce the zone volume. In
particular, we propose a “temporal convolution” operation that
produces safety zones for specific ego maneuvers, thus limiting
the ego’s behavior to reduce the size of the safety zones. We
show with numerical experiments that maneuver-based zones
are significantly smaller (up to 76% size reduction) than the
baseline while maintaining completeness.

I. INTRODUCTION

The complexity of vehicle autonomy defies the existence
of universally applicable performance metrics and objectives,
as well as any simple descriptions of the multitudinous
constraints that must be satisfied during operation. Despite
these challenges, the need to quantify confidence in such
systems as a prerequisite for their safe deployment has
motivated decompositional approaches whereby various sub-
systems of the autonomy stack are separately validated (e.g.,
towards synthesizing a safety argument for the combined
system [1]). Subdividing validation and verification (V&V)
problems into component-wise performance requirements
improves the tractability of both certifying and building safe
systems. In this work we consider additional data-dependent
decomposition of V&V, further aiding tractability by defining
performance requirements on a scenario-specific basis.

One component where evaluation is seemingly straightfor-
ward is object detection which, when regarded in isolation,
enjoys a plethora of established metrics from the computer
vision community capturing performance on a given dataset.
The choice of what this validation data should be, however,
invokes “full-stack” considerations of which obstacles (e.g.,
other vehicles, pedestrians) in a scene have the potential to
be safety-critical, taking into account downstream behavior
prediction, planning, and control components. That is, while
we might aspire to demand high detection performance for
all obstacles in a large radius around an autonomous vehicle
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Fig. 1: Incorporating maneuver-based decomposition in ob-
stacle perception zone calculation can significantly improve
soundness while maintaining desirable completeness proper-
ties. We demonstrate how constraining ego vehicle dynamics
to a family of lane change maneuvers during zone compu-
tation (blue) can minimize volume when compared to an
unconstrained example (orange). An example of a valid lane
change considered within the maneuver constraint is shown
in black.

(AV), in practice perception system performance should be
optimized for a more restricted, task-specific perception zone.
Prior works have defined such AV perception zones on the
basis of predictive assumptions on agent behavior [2], [3]
or otherwise first-principles reachability analysis considering
the underlying dynamics of the AV-obstacle interaction [4].

In order to weigh these approaches against each other, it is
useful to introduce notions of completeness and soundness,
both desirable properties of perception zones. Informally, a
zone is complete if all safety-critical objects in a scene are
captured within; a zone is sound if all objects within the
extent of the zone indeed have the potential to be safety-
critical. Of these two, completeness is non-negotiable: it is
necessary that a perception system raise all obstacles relevant
to AV safety for downstream consideration/computation.
Soundness requirements are therefore typically relaxed, e.g.,
as in [4], with the interpretation of adding a conservative
expectation for detecting further objects beyond the zones’
necessary completeness. However, recognizing that the intent
of defining perception zones is to make the development of
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valid object detectors more tractable, we seek to improve the
soundness of our zone constructions.

In this work we examine how conditioning on the specific
driving scenario, i.e., computing perception metrics specific
to an operational design domain (ODD), may be applied to
improve soundness without sacrificing completeness. This
may be regarded as a natural extension of [4]. In that work
knowledge of interaction dynamics, representing downstream
behavior planning subsystems, was used to restrict the des-
ignation of obstacles as safety-critical within interaction-
dynamics-aware perception zones, or safety zones for short.
Here we leverage the additional context of the AV’s intended
driving maneuver to further reduce safety zone size and
improve V&V tractability. Computationally we continue to
apply tools from Hamilton-Jacobi (HJ) reachability analysis
[5], [6] to completely account for the closed-loop interaction
dynamics between the AV and obstacle agents, now with
additional constraints specifying AV maneuver completion.
Accounting for such constraints is the primary technical
challenge addressed by this work. That is, compared to
previous safety zones [4] that consider only the AV/obstacle
interaction up until potential collision within a time horizon,
these refined maneuver-aware perception zones require this
potential collision to occur intermediately along one of
the ways the AV planner may choose to accomplish the
maneuver.
Statement of Contributions: Our contributions in this work
are two-fold, specifically:

1) We refine the interaction-dynamics-aware perception
zones put forward in [4] by equipping HJ-reachability
formulations with AV maneuver constraints, thus pro-
ducing tighter maneuver-conditioned zones without
introducing safety blind spots. The computation of
these maneuver-aware perception zones is enabled
by a novel “temporal convolution” operation which
enables modeling of temporal dependencies between
state goals, i.e., potential collision conditioned on the
ego maneuver completion.

2) We instantiate the maneuver-aware perception zones
for two representative scenarios: a lane change and a
right-angle turn, and conduct a series of experiments
that demonstrate that these constraints significantly im-
prove zone soundness while maintaining completeness.

We believe that the resulting perception safety zones may be
used in a “drop-in” fashion, sub-selecting objects to consider
for AV perception metrics computation, in order to direct
development effort towards the most impactful increases in
AV performance, safety, and trust.

II. RELATED WORK

Computing a dynamics-aware perception zone can be for-
mulated as a reachability problem [4], and in this section, we
discuss reachability-based approaches that trade off between
completeness and soundness. Reachability analysis [6]–[11]
is a popular verification technique for ensuring a, possibly
stochastic, system stays within a desired range of operation
and does not reach forbidden regions in the state space.

In safety-critical human-robot interactive settings, such as
in autonomous driving, to make strong safety arguments,
oftentimes overly conservative assumptions are made to
account for uncertainty in human behaviors. However, such
assumptions may result in impractically sized sets that un-
duly impede robot mobility (e.g., frozen robot problem [12]).

HJ reachability is a mathematical formalism for character-
izing the performance and safety properties of (multi-agent)
dynamical systems [5], [6], [13]. Typically a single reachable
set is computed offline and is formulated to account for all
possible, including worst/best-case, agent’s (human or robot)
policies regardless of the agent’s high-level intent [14], [15].
Since all possible agent policies are considered, the resulting
reachable set is complete [4]. However, through this HJ-
based formulation, the reachable set becomes a “one-set-fits-
all-scenarios” set, possibly leading to an impractically large
set.

That is, when using the set in any particular ODD, the
reachable set will be accounting for behaviors that may be
unrealistic, or out-of-scope, for that ODD.

To tackle the issue of over-conservatism and compute
reachable sets that are more practically-sized, other ap-
proaches restrict the behaviors of agents, such as assuming
agents will stay in their lane [16], [17], assuming all agents
will brake in an emergency scenario [18], [19], or that
all agents will maintain constant velocity [20]. While such
approaches can significantly reduce over-conservatism and
hence improve practicality of the set, they are not complete
as they neglect to consider other possible behaviors. In the
context of computing perception zones for obstacle detection
safety evaluation, completeness is a necessary property. In
our present work we make assumptions on the intent of
AV behavior at the routing level, but allow for any varia-
tions in lower-level planning that accomplish this behavior.
In this context possibly the closest work, algorithmically
speaking, to ours is [21] which allows for modeling temporal
dependencies (e.g., considering collisions occurring along
the way to an AV completing its maneuver) in an HJ
formulation. Compared to [21], the temporal convolution
operation we advance in this work accounts for the necessary
temporal dependency without requiring any additional state
dimensions; keeping the dimensionality as low as possible
is paramount for the computational tractability of HJ-based
approaches.

Alternatively, recent works have turned to online estima-
tion of human intent to adapt the reachable set to correspond
to the estimated human intent model [22]–[24], and therefore
improve the soundness of the reachable set. However, these
methods primarily focus on estimating parameters describing
a human behavior prediction model to help reduce the over-
conservatism in an AV’s planning algorithm. However, utiliz-
ing human behavior prediction is incompatible with our goal
of computing perception zones for obstacle detection safety
evaluation since we require the computation of perception
zones to be modular and independent of other modules in
the autonomy stack.



III. PRELIMINARIES AND NOTATION

In this section, we briefly introduce the Hamilton-Jacobi-
Bellman (HJB) equation which is the mathematical formula-
tion underpinning the computation of our perception zones,
and establish some notation used throughout this paper.

A. Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman Equation

In this section, we provide a short introduction to the
optimal control theory and the HJB equation which is central
to the computation of perception safety zones studied in this
work. Since a perception zone describes regions where it
is possible for two vehicles to collide (under assumptions
about their behaviors), we can check if collision is possible
by solving an optimal control problem.

An optimal control problem deals with the problem of
finding a control law u(·) for a given system that minimizes
a cost functional subject to state, control, and dynamics
constraints. Let the dynamics of a system be ẋ = f(x, u, t)
where x ∈ Rn is the state, and u ∈ U ⊂ Rm is the control
input. For a single agent case, x and u denotes the agent’s
state and controls respectively, and f the agent’s dynamics.
In the case of two agents interacting with each other, x would
denote the joint (or relative) state between the two agents,
u would describe the joint controls, and f would denote the
joint (or relative) dynamics.

Consider a cost function J(x(·), u(·), t0, tf) = D(x(tf))+∫ tf
t0
C(x(t), u(t), t)dt where D : Rn → R is the terminal cost

(e.g., distance to final goal) and C : Rn × Rm × R → R is
the running cost (e.g., control effort) over the time horizon
[t0, tf ]. For the current time t0, let the current state of the
system be x(t0) = x0. Then the optimal control law u(·) that
minimizes the cost function J over a time horizon [t0, tf ] is
the solution to the following optimization problem,

min
u

D(x(tf)) +

∫ tf

t0

C(x(t), u(t), t)dt

s.t. ẋ = f(x, u, t) (1)
x(t0) = x0

u(t) ∈ U

To solve for the optimal control law u⋆(·) from (1) for all
initial states, it can be shown that it is equivalent to solving
the HJB partial differential equation (PDE),

∂V (x, t)

∂t
+min

u∈U
{∇xV (x, t)⊺f(x, u, t) + C(x, u, t)} = 0

(2)
where V (x, tf) = D(x). The solution to the HJB PDE
V (x, t) is known as the Bellman value function which
represents the cost incurred from starting at state x at time
t and controlling the system optimally (i.e., with u⋆(x) =

minu

{
∂V (x,t)

∂x

T
f(x, u, t) + C(x, u, t)

}
) until time tf . That

is, V (x, t) = J(x(·), u⋆(·), t, tf). There are three things to
note:
Zero running cost. If we assume zero running cost, i.e.,
C(x, u, t) = 0 ∀x, u, t, and let D describe the signed

distance from a goal region C (i.e., C = {x | D(x) ≤ 0}),
then the optimal control problem can be interpreted as a
reachability problem. The value function V (x, t) = D(x(tf))
is then precisely the terminal cost of the final state if the
system currently at state x were to follow the optimal control
law u⋆(·) until tf . Then V (x, t) < 0 indicates that is it
possible for the system to be inside the target set at time
tf . Moving forward, we will assume zero running cost for
the rest of the paper.
Two agent system. In the case of two agents, agent E and
C, let x denote their joint state, u = [uE, uC] ∈ UE × UC

their joint control, and f the joint dynamics. Then we can
rewrite (2) (with zero running cost) to account for the fact
that there are two control input variables to optimize over,

∂V (x, t)

∂t
+ min

uE∈UE
min

uC∈UC
{∇xV (x, t)⊺f(x, uE, uC, t)} = 0.

(3)
Reaching target set at any time. The formulation thus far
is concerned with reaching the target set C at exactly tf .
However, sometimes it is also important consider whether
the system enters the target set any time between [t0, tf ]. To
compute the corresponding value function describing entry
into the start set at any t ∈ [t0, tf ], we can solve a slight
variation of (2) (with zero running cost),

∂V (x, t)

∂t
+min

{
0,min

u∈U
{∇xV (x, t)⊺f(x, u, t)}

}
= 0. (4)

We can analogously formulate the corresponding two agent
setup for this case too.

We have just described several variations of the HJB
equation and each of these variations will be used in certain
ways to construct our maneuver-based perception safety
zones described in Section IV.

B. Notation

In the rest of the paper, we will refer to autonomous
vehicle as the “ego” vehicle, and variables corresponding
to the ego vehicle will have a subscript E. Similarly, for the
(uncontrolled) vehicle that the ego vehicle has detected and
wants to check if it is in its perception safety zone, we refer
to this uncontrolled vehicle as “the contender”. Variables
corresponding to the contender vehicle will be denoted by
a subscript C. States without any subscripts are assumed to
denote the joint state describing both the ego and contender
agents.

IV. MANEUVER-BASED PERCEPTION SAFETY ZONES

In this section, we introduce and motivate the idea of
decomposing perception safety zones based on the maneuver
type, and then describe the mathematical formulation to
construct such a maneuver-based perception safety zone.



A. High-Level Intuition

As shown in our previous work [4], safety zones can
be calculated with HJ reachability using a “min-min” for-
mulation where both the ego vehicle and the contender
seek collision. This setup is used to account for the worst-
case ego-contender interaction dynamics so the zone can
be argued as complete. Due to the conservative modeling
constraints used in the prior work, zone geometries can
become exessively large as we consider longer time horizons.
While it may be warranted to assume that the contender can
perform any dynamically feasible maneuvers for the sake of
conservatism, the ego vehicle’s next high-level maneuver is
typically known within its autonomy stack (e.g., lane change,
or a right turn). The key idea behind our work is to leverage
this information and constrain the obstacle perception zone
derivation in order to improve its soundness while retaining
completeness.

To help illustrate the idea behind a maneuver-based per-
ception safety zone, consider the following two examples.

Example 1: The ego vehicle’s next maneuver is a lane
change, which is characterized as the following constraint
CE = {yE ∈ [ydes − δy, ydes + δy]}. It specifies that the
lateral position of the ego vehicle is within δy meters from
the lane center of the desired lane situated at ydes.

Example 2: The ego vehicle’s next maneuver is 90◦ turn
to the left, which is characterized as the following constraint
CE = {ψE ≥ π/2}.
We are interested in finding all initial conditions such that the
ego vehicle can collide with the contender during the horizon
and satisfy the constraint CE by the end of the horizon.

Formally, given a fixed horizon T , an ego maneuver is
specified by a constraint set CE ⊆ ZE. The ego constraint
can be enforced either at the end of the horizon or throughout
the whole horizon. In Example 1, the latter is used, and
maneuvers such as turning or overtaking can be defined
similarly. The challenge, however, lies in capturing both
collision-seeking, and maneuver-completing behavior in all
possible permutations. This is challenging because it requires
temporal reasoning that is not easily represented within
typical HJ reachability formulations. We discuss this further
in the next subsection.

B. Computing Perception Safety Zones with HJ Reachability

We begin by using zE and uE to represent the dynamic
state and control input of the ego vehicle, zC and uC to rep-
resent the dynamic state and control input of the contender,
and z to represent their joint state. The actual state and
input signals (e.g. X,Y coordinates, acceleration, steering,
etc.) depend on how the specific problem is formulated. In
particular, when symmetry can be utilized to reduce the state
dimension, the HJ computation is simplified.

A generic perception safety zone needs to include all initial
conditions from which the ego can collide with the contender
within the horizon. When ego vehicle’s next maneuver is
given, we can focus our attention on all possible ways that the
ego can finish the maneuver, and ignore any ego behavior that

Fig. 2: We propose a “temporal convolution” approach that
can be used to calculate zones with two temporally-related
goals. Here, we show how our approach can be used to
represent all possible permutations of a temporally-related
dual-goal reachability derivation.

does not satisfy the maneuver specification. The maneuver-
based safety zone thus needs to include any initial condition
from which the ego vehicle can finish the ego maneuver and
incur a collision with the contender in the meantime.

Such a set in its raw form cannot be directly computed
with HJ as it involves two separate tasks (goal reaching
and collision seeking) that are not aligned, i.e., the optimal
strategy for the two goals are different. To compute the
zone, we take a “convolution”-style approach. In particular,
we separate the task into two phases: colliding with the
contender at some point within the horizon, and using the
remaining time to finish the maneuver.

Remark 1: The second phase serves as a certification that
the ego is indeed performing the maneuver. If the ego cannot
finish the maneuver from the state and time the collision
happens, it indicates that the ego behavior in the first phase
is not part of a possible realization of the ego maneuver.

The second phase can be easily computed with a low-
dimensional reachability formulation, since only the ego
vehicle is involved. For any given time t < T , suppose the
collision happens at t, the second stage can be formulated as
a simple reachability computation with boundary condition
CE and horizon T − t, where CE is the goal set. It is well-
established that the reachable set can be approximated with
the viscosity solution of a HJB PDE [5]:

VE(zE, T ) = GE(zE) (5)
∂VE(zE, t)

∂t
+min{0, min

uE∈UE
∇zEVE(zE, t)

⊺fE(zE, uE)} = 0

where GE(zE) is the boundary value function such that CE =
{zE | GE(zE) ≤ 0}, fE is the ego dynamics equation. Once
VE is computed by solving the HJB PDE, VE(zE, t) < 0
indicates that there exists a control strategy that brings zE to
CE by time T , otherwise no such control strategy exists.

Given VE, we notice that once the timing of the collision
is fixed and given, we can calculate the reachable set of
the following incident: “the ego vehicle and the contender



collide exactly at t and the ego finishes the maneuver before
T . The reachable set of this specification can be computed
with the following HJB PDE with horizon [0, t]:

G(z) = max{V ↑
E (z, t),Gcol(z)} (6)

∂V (z, τ)

∂τ
+ min

uC∈UC
min

uE∈UE
∇zV (z, τ)⊺f(z, uE, uC) = 0

where V ↑
E is the lifting of VE from ZE (ego vehicle state

space) to Z (joint state space of ego and contender), that is,
any z ∈ Z can be projected to zE ∈ ZE, and V ↑

E (z) =
VE(zE). Gcol is a function such that Gcol(z) ≤ 0 if two
vehicles are in collision and positive otherwise, uC ∈ UC is
the control input of the contender. The above HJ formulation
takes the maximum over Gcol and VE as the boundary
condition, and the resulting V satisfies that for τ < t <
T , and z(τ) = z, if V (z, τ) < 0, there exists a joint
strategy between the ego and contender such that the ego
and contender collide at time t and the ego is able to finish
the maneuver before T .

Since t can take any value between 0 and T , we sweep
through [0, T ] and perform multiple HJB PDE computation,
and index the resulting value function as V t. V t(z) < 0
indicates that there exists a strategy such that the ego and
contender collide at exactly t, and the ego is able to finish
the maneuver before T . Based on simple propositional logic,
we have the following proposition.

Proposition 1: The following two specifications are
equivalent: (1) The ego collides with the contender and then
finishes the maneuver within T . (2) There exists a t ∈ [0, T ]
such that the ego and contender collide at t, and the ego
finishes the maneuver within [t, T ].
We can then compute the maneuver-based zone in the form
of a zero-sublevel set of the following value function:

V (z) = min
t∈[0,T ]

V t(z). (7)

Proposition 2: Let V t be the solution of (6), and V be
computed as in (7), then for any z, V (z) < 0, there exists a
time instance 0 ≤ t ≤ T , a control signal of uE : [0, T ] →
UE and a control signal of uC : [0, t] → UC such that the
ego and the contender collide at t and the ego finishes the
maneuver before T .
Proposition 2 follows from HJ reachability theory and the
convolution process that we derived above, and is the foun-
dation of our maneuver-based safety zones.

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

Our two primary claims are that the introduction of
maneuver-awareness i) maintains completeness of our ob-
stacle perception zones while ii) improving soundness. To
this end, we first leverage a Model Predictive Controller
(MPC) simulation to validate that no combination of feasible
initial conditions and ego trajectories result in collisions
that were not identified by our maneuver-aware obstacle
perception zone. We then compare state-space volumes of
our maneuver based zones against zones derived without

maneuver constraints to measure soundness improvements.
We begin with a precise definition of our maneuver-based
zones, which is described in the next section.

A. Maneuver-Aware Zone Definition

Throughout our experiments, we use two prototypical
maneuvers: A lane-change, and a rail-based 90-degree turn.

In the lane-change case, we use a 3D model for the ego
behavior:[

ẏE ψ̇E v̇E
]⊺

=
[
vE sin(ψE)

vE tan(δE)
dE

aE

]⊺
, (8)

where yE, ψE, and vE are the lateral position, heading angle,
and velocity of the ego, the inputs are the acceleration aE
and steering δE, dE is the wheel-base of the ego vehicle.
The joint dynamics between the ego and the contender is
described by a 7D dynamics:

ẋR
ẏE
ẏC
ψ̇E

ψ̇C

v̇E
˙vC


=



vC cos(ψC)− vE cos(ψE)
vE sin(ψE)
vC sin(ψC)
vE tan(δE)

dE
vC tan(δC)

dC

aE
aC


, (9)

where xR is the longitudinal distance between the ego and
the contender, the contender state and inputs are named in
the same way as the go with subscript C.

The Lane-Change maneuver completion condition is de-
fined as in example 1, with lane width 3.6 meters and lateral
terminal offset of δY = 0.8.

The Rail-based maneuver is defined by constraining ego
position and heading to a curve of varying curvature (func-
tion of heading angle). Maximum ego velocity must be
chosen such that the minimum curvature is a feasible at the
given maximum speed. For simplicity, we use a fixed turning
radius of R = 20 meters and maximum Ego speed at 10
meters per second. The ego dynamics is described by a 2D
system: [

ψ̇E v̇E
]⊺

=
[
vEκ(ψE) aE

]⊺
, (10)

where κ(·) is the curvature as a function of the heading angle,
which is specified by the rail. The joint state space between
the ego and the contender is described by a 6D dynamic
system: 

ẋR
˙yR
ψ̇E

ψ̇C

v̇E
˙vC

 =



vC cos(ψC)− vE cos(ψE)
vC sin(ψC)− vE sin(ψE)

vEκ(ψE)
vC tan(δC)

dC

aE
aC

 . (11)

The completion condition is defined by sign(ψdes)(ψE −
ψdes) > 0, where ψdes is target heading.

All zones were computed using a Nvidia RTX 3090. The
Lane Change zone took 979 seconds to compute, while the
90-degree turn zone took 465 seconds. Despite an expensive
offline derivation, online zone queries are rapid as they entail



Fig. 3: A sampling of experimental results from maneuver-aware obstacle perception zone completeness verification. The
obstacle perception zone can be seen in blue, and the simulated trajectory of the ego can be seen in black. Colored markers
and gray trajectory lines show trajectories of different contender initial conditions as they simulate a collision attempt with
the ego. A green marker indicates that simulation results matched our zone’s behavior, while yellow markers show cases
where our zone was more conservative than the simulation. We note that this conservatism is expected, since each simulation
trial only tests one possible ego trajectory, whereas our zones account for all dynamically feasible trajectories. Top left:
Lane chane maneuver with vE = 10m/s, vC = 5m/s, ψC = 0rad. Top right: Lane change maneuver with vE = 10m/s, vC
= 5m/s, ψC = π/2rad. Bottom left: 90◦ turn maneuver with vE = 10m/s, vC = 5m/s, ψE = 0rad. Bottom right: 90◦ turn
maenuver with vE = 10m/s, vC = 5m/s, ψE = π/2rad.

a simple grid look-up along with an optional interpolation
operation.

B. Completeness Verification

We begin by verifying our claim that leveraging maneuver-
based obstacle perception zones does not compromise com-
pleteness of our analysis. Since obstacle perception zones re-
flect the possibility of a collision given a particular dynamic
state, it is not currently feasible to verify their completeness
on real data as this would require recording scenarios where
real vehicle collisions occur. In the absence of such data, we
resort to simulation to demonstrate the completeness of our
maneuver-based zones.

We leverage simulations where the ego-vehicle follows a
fixed trajectory that is carefully chosen to abide by appro-
priate dynamic constraints and maneuvers used in obstacle
perception zone derivation. Our contender is simulated using
an adversarial MPC controller that assumes constant ego
velocity at each time step, and pursues a collision with a
preview strategy. To select initial conditions, we fix ψE and
yE where applicable to 0, representing the start of a given
maneuver. We then sweep over the remaining dimensions to
obtain 22,944 trials in total. The sweep is performed uni-
formly, with the exception of the xR, yR and yC coordinates
which are sampled more densely closer to the ego vehicle.

We use the following terminology to refer to our re-
sults. True positives and true negatives indicate simulations
where both our zone and the simulation observe the same
results; Namely, either both or neither observe a collision
(respectively). A false positive is a scenario where our zone
predicts a collision, but none are observed in simulation.
Note that an individual trial of our simulation only considers
one possible ego-vehicle trajectory, while our reachability-
based zones consider the family of all dynamically-feasible
ego trajectories together. Moreover, our adversarial MPC
controller may not be optimal (worst-case), constituting an-
other source of false-positive cases. False positive results are
thus expected from our experiments, and do not compromise
our completeness claims. False negatives, however, indicate
scenarios where our zone failed to predict a collision that
occurred in simulation. These results are problematic, as
they render our zones incomplete. We do note however,
that since we use the same dynamical models between our
reachability-based zones and our simulation, some numerical
error can be expected near zone boundaries that can result
in false negatives. In practice, the dynamical models used in
reachability-based zones should be chosen to be conservative
approximations.

Our quantitative results can be found in table I. While
we observe no false negatives in our lane change maneuver



zone, we do find a small number of failures in our turning
maneuver zone. All of the observed failures occur very close
to our zone boundary, occurring at an average value of 0.34
and a maximum of 1.34 (recall that the safety zone is com-
puted as the zero-sublevel set of the value function V ). These
values are small in the sense that all false negatives could
be made to lie within the zone, becoming true positives,
by simply inflating the threshold for ego/contender collision
by a corresponding 1.34 meters (approximately half a car
width). We report these false negatives to illustrate the fact
that in practice, though our theory guarantees completeness,
error stemming from, e.g., coarse grid discretization in the
numerical PDE solver, requires some additional safety buffer.

Zone × True × True × False × False
Name Positive Negative Positive Negative

Lane Change 12.4% 59.5% 18.1% 0.0%
90◦ Turn 8.8% 75.1% 15.9% 0.2%

TABLE I: Experimental results from our completeness ver-
ification. See section V-B for an explanation of terminology
used in column names. We observe high completeness con-
sistency between our reachability based zones and simulation
results, as can be seen by the low number of false negative
verification results.

C. Soundness Comparison

While completeness is not compromised, we observe that
maneuver-awareness increases soundness of our zones. This
can be seen in Table II, where we perform a comparison
of state space volume between our maneuver zones and
a baseline derivation in which the maneuver constraint is
removed. This baseline zone effectively represents the union
of all dynamically feasible maneuvers over the derivation
time horizon. Our results show that we are able to achieve a
3-4x state space volume reduction compared to our baseline
approach by considering maneuver constraints.

Zone Name Volume Compared
to Baseline

Baseline 100.0%
Lane Change 30.3%
90◦ Turn 24.0%

TABLE II: A comparison of different obstacle perception
zone volumes before and after maneuver-awareness is con-
sidered within the derivation. We observe a significant re-
duction in state space volume when applying maneuver-
based decomposition to safety zones. In a V&V setting,
this implies a commensurate optimization in the performance
requirement targets of an autonomous vehicle.

D. Discussion

Recall that the prototypical use case of safety zones is
evaluation of an obstacle perception system. Depending on
how a given system’s safety-critical failures are distributed
over state space, a reduction in zone volume implies a
commensurate reduction in safety-critical failures which
warrant investigation during V&V [4]. The significantly

smaller, equally complete safety zones that we demonstrate
in this work make stringent autonomous vehicle perception
performance targets easier to achieve by providing a more
precise definition of obstacle safety-criticality.

We do note, however, that this improvement comes at the
cost of necessitating a definition of each maneuver in terms
of dynamic system constraints. Formulating a comprehensive
V&V strategy with this consideration will require all sup-
ported maneuvers of a system under test to be appropriately
captured within the reachability formulation.

A notable challenge of defining maneuvers using HJ-
Reachability is expressing them using a small enough num-
ber of state variables to make computation tractable. Due
to the curse of dimensionality, we found it difficult to
model maneuvers requiring more than 7 state variables. Thus,
modeling useful maneuvers requires tradeoffs between how
prescriptive a maneuver can be and how feasible it is to
express. We note, however, that the fallback of ignoring the
intended maneuver and simply using a safety zone as in [4]
always exists; analysis of this tradeoff serves only to im-
prove soundness. Looking ahead, certain research directions
including grid-free solvers [25] offer potential remedies to
the described dimensionality issue.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we propose a maneuver-based decomposition
of perception safety zones that leverages a novel temporal
convolution operation with the capability to account for
collision at any intermediate time along the way to maneuver
completion. We demonstrate a significant reduction in zone
volume while maintaining completeness, thus optimizing
obstacle perception performance requirements by filtering
out regions of state space not relevant to an AV’s route.

An exciting direct application of this work lies in con-
structing a holistic risk assessment of an autonomous vehicle
obstacle perception system, with a precise zone mapping
for each maneuver context yielding adaptive, and overall
less stringent, performance targets. Beyond reducing over-
conservatism (i.e., improving soundness while maintaining
completeness) in validating existing perception systems,
these zones can also be used in developing such systems. For
example, zone geometry and associated coverage analysis
may be used to inform sensor placement, range requirements,
or even to toggle sensor activation/field of view according to
perception requirements in certain directions. For standard
deep-learning-enabled perception systems, safety zones can
also be used during training to weight the loss function
to prioritize high recall within the zone. While we focus
on autonomous vehicle maneuvers within this work, the
approach we propose may be applied more broadly (i) to
other perception-equipped cyber-physical systems operating
in interactive environments such as autonomous drones or
robotic arms, and (ii) to address more general temporal
dependencies in reachability analysis, e.g., considering an
accumulated comfort metric in addition to safety.
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