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Abstract

Efficient path planning for autonomous mobile robots is a critical problem
across numerous domains, where optimizing both time and energy consump-
tion is paramount. This paper introduces a novel methodology that considers
the dynamic influence of an environmental flow field and considers geometric
constraints, including obstacles and forbidden zones, enriching the complex-
ity of the planning problem. We formulate it as a multi-objective optimal
control problem, propose a novel transformation called Harmonic Transfor-
mation, and apply a semi-Lagrangian scheme to solve it. The set of Pareto
efficient solutions is obtained considering two distinct approaches: a deter-
ministic method and an evolutionary-based one, both of which are designed
to make use of the proposed Harmonic Transformation. Through an exten-
sive analysis of these approaches, we demonstrate their efficacy in finding
optimized paths.

Keywords: Motion and Path Planning, Collision Avoidance, Optimization
and Optimal Control, Multi-objective Optimal Control
2020 MSC: 49M25, 90C59, 68W50

1. Introduction

The continual research and development of new and more advanced path
planning approaches play a pivotal role in Robotics [1]. Such techniques
enable autonomous mobile robots to navigate efficiently and safely in complex
and dynamic environments, making them essential for various applications,
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from logistics to monitoring and exploration. In this context, new challenges
arise when robotic systems address not just a singular objective but multiple
and often conflicting goals. These objectives can range from minimizing
travel time and energy consumption simultaneously to optimizing factors
like safety and resource allocation [2].

In single-objective approaches, the most commonly prioritized factors are
typically the path’s length [3, 4] and travel time [5, 6]. However, by incor-
porating other additional attributes, such as path safety/vulnerability and
smoothness [7, 8], we can significantly improve both the quality and the ap-
plicability of results. Regarding the more general class of routing problems,
where a sequence of visits is demanded, a multi-objective variant of the Ori-
enteering Problem (OP) was proposed in [9], where the goal was to maximize
the cumulative reward obtained while concurrently minimizing the exposure
to sensors deployed in the environment.

Furthermore, it is also imperative to acknowledge that, in numerous do-
mains, environmental dynamics substantially influence the trajectories and
behaviors of the vehicles. This is particularly evident in fields such as
aerospace, where factors like air density, wind patterns, and gravitational
forces intricately shape the aircraft flight paths [10]. Similarly, in maritime
environments, the varying properties of water, including currents and tur-
bulence, substantially impact the maneuverability of underwater or surface
vehicles [11].

Therefore, an adequate navigation strategy holds the potential to gener-
ate paths that optimize robot movement according to the surrounding flow
field resulting from atmospheric and/or ocean currents. This synergy be-
tween path planning and environmental dynamics enhances the efficiency and
speed of vehicle navigation and bolsters adaptability, ensuring that robots
can navigate seamlessly through environments where flow dynamics are sig-
nificant. Ultimately, this approach fosters improved resource utilization and
reduced energy consumption, increasing the system’s performance across a
broad spectrum of robotic applications.

The literature offers a variety of approaches to tackling environmental
flow dynamics. These methods include graph-based methods [12] and evo-
lutionary algorithms [13], which prioritize energy-efficient path planning, as
well as sampling-based planners [14], which focus on achieving time-optimal
paths. It is important to highlight that in scenarios with constant thrust (ve-
locity of the vehicle concerning the flow), minimizing energy is equivalent to
minimizing time. In contrast, in situations considering a constant net speed,
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the travel time is directly proportional to the path length.
In this context, multi-objective formulations have emerged as a notewor-

thy approach. For instance, [15] introduces a particle swarm optimization-
based algorithm that considers multiple objectives, including travel length,
path smoothness, economic cost, and path safety. Methods that integrate
both task and path planning problems are presented in [16, 17], whose goals
are to maximize the collected reward while minimizing the energy expendi-
ture, considering single and multi-robot systems. In another recent study,
[18] employs a level set method to ascertain energy-time optimal solutions
within dynamic flow environments.

In this paper, we introduce an innovative approach to deal with time and
energy-efficient path planning within environments characterized by static
flow fields and stationary obstacles. This problem is posed as a multi-
objective optimal control problem with forbidden zones in the state space.
We highlight the following contributions:

• A novel transformation, dubbedHarmonic Transformation, is employed
to map values onto the [0, 1] range to deal with the forbidden zones and
avoid possible numerical problems in the computation of the value func-
tions. We show that, given that the corresponding assumptions hold,
a semi-Lagrangian approach converges to the unique viscosity solution
of the corresponding transformed partial differential equations;

• Considering that time and energy are usually conflicting costs, we pro-
pose two approaches to find the set of Pareto efficient solutions in a
multi-objective manner: a deterministic one, based on solving mul-
tiple single-objective optimizations concurrently; and an evolutionary
approach, based on a proper multi-objective evolutionary algorithm.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: Section 2 delin-
eates the problem formulation and introduces the Harmonic Transformation,
demonstrating its application within a dynamic programming framework;
Section 3 elaborates on the two distinct approaches we propose to address
the multi-objective problem; Section 4 presents numerical results, showcas-
ing the efficacy of our proposed approaches; Lastly, in Section 5, we provide
concluding remarks and outline potential avenues for future research.
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2. Problem formulation

Given a compact region of interest in the state space, we consider an
agent described by:

ẋ = f(x,u), (1)

ẋ = f1(x) + F2(x)u, (2)

with x ∈ Rn being the agent’s states, and u ∈ U the control inputs in the
allowable control inputs set U ⊂ Rm. Also, f(x,u) : Rn+m → Rn represents
the agent’s dynamics, which can be decomposed into f1(x) : R

n → Rn (the
flow vector field) and F2(x) : R

n → Rn×m (the steering matrix).
In the context of optimal control, we consider a cost function, ℓ(x,u) :

Rn+m → R, that attributes a cost to every pair (x,u) whose x is not a target
state. We can also define a value function v(x) : Rn → R describing the
minimum value for each point, x, in state space (with a trajectory starting
at this point), such that:

v(x) = inf
u∈U

∫ ∞

0

ℓ(x,u)dt. (3)

Since any path starting from a point along the optimal path should be opti-
mal, we can use a Dynamic Programming Principle for v(x) of the form:

v(x) = inf
u∈U

{
v(yx(∆t,u)) +

∫ ∆t

0

ℓ(yx(t,u),u)dt

}
,

with yx(t,u) representing the point at time t along the path, taken when
considering the control input defined by u(t), for the system dynamics in
(1).

To deal with constraints on x, such as forbidden or dangerous zones,
we consider that the value function must be infinite in these locations. In
addition, assuming that ℓ(x,u) is always non-negative, the value of the target
location must always be null. When considered together, these constraints
lead to the boundary conditions:

v(x) =

{
0 for x(t) = xg,

∞ for x(t) ∈ ∂O,

with xg representing a desired target location, and ∂O representing the
boundaries of forbidden regions O.
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2.1. Harmonic Transformation and Dynamic Programming

To properly deal with obstacles/forbidden zones, we use a transformation
so that the value function image is mapped from [0,∞) to [0, 1). Although
the Kruzkov Transformation is usually employed in these cases, it can lead to
numerical problems when the value function assumes large values [19]. This
problem can be somewhat mitigated by employing a scalar multiplying v(x),
but finding a suitable scalar can be a tiresome process in some cases. In this
sense, we consider a transformation of the form:

v̄(x) = H(v(x)) = v(x)

1 + v(x)
= 1− 1

1 + v(x)
,

hereinafter referred to as Harmonic Transformation, H(.).
As we shall detail subsequently, to derive a suitable Dynamic Program-

ming Principle for the transformed problem, the following property of this
transformation is essential:

H(x1 + x2) =
x1 + x2

1 + x1 + x2

1
1+x1

1
1+x1

,

=
H(x1) +

x2

1+x1
+ x2 − x2

H(x1) +
1+x2

1+x1
+ (1 + x2)− (1 + x2)

,

=
H(x1) + x2 − x2

(
1− 1

1+x1

)
1 +H(x1) + x2 − (1 + x2)

(
1− 1

1+x1

) ,
=

H(x1) + (1−H(x1))x2

1 +H(x1) + x2 − (1 + x2)H(x1)
,

H(x1 + x2) =
H(x1) + (1−H(x1))x2

1 + (1−H(x1))x2

. (4)

2.1.1. Numerical approximation

By applying property (4), a Dynamic Programming Principle can be
found for the transformed value function:

v̄(x(t)) = inf
u∈U

{
v̄(yx(∆t,u)) + q(x(t),u)

1 + q(x(t),u)

}
, (5)

q(x(t),u) = (1− v̄(yx(∆t,u)))

∫ ∆t

0

ℓ(yx(t,u),u)dt,
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and a semi-Lagrangian (SL) numerical scheme can be used to approximate
the solution by employing a time discretization, followed by a space dis-
cretization.

We consider the time discretization of Eq. (5), with step ∆t, by applying
a trapezoidal approximation for the integral term∫ ∆t

0

ℓ(yx(t,u),u)dt ≈
∆t

2
(ℓ(xk+1,uk) + ℓ(xk,uk)) ,

g(xk,uk) =
∆t

2
(ℓ(xk+1,uk) + ℓ(xk,uk)) , (6)

and a trapezoidal method to solve the system of equations composed of (1)
(assuming that the control input is held constant between the two samples),
leading to

xk+1 = xk +
∆t

2
(f(xk,uk) + f(xk+1,uk)) , (7)

v̄k(xk) = inf
u∈U

{
v̄k+1(xk+1)+(1−v̄k+1(xk+1)) g(xk,uk)

1 + (1− v̄k+1(xk+1)) g(xk,uk)

}
. (8)

Next, we perform the space discretization of v̄ by considering an unstruc-
tured grid of points covering the state space. Once these points are used to
represent v̄, they are the only points over the space for which the value is up-
dated. And since v̄(xk+1) might not be a part of the grid, it is replaced by a
finite element linear interpolation over the grid. One way of doing this linear
interpolation is by employing a Delaunay triangulation on the unstructured
grid points to find a triangulation of the space. We consider these triangles as
our finite elements and represent the interpolation of v̄(xk+1) as Ivk+1

[xk+1].
Taken together, both discretizations (time and space) lead to an SL ap-

proximation scheme of (5), in the form:

v̄k(xk) = infu∈U

{
Iv̄k+1

[xk+1] +
(
1− Iv̄k+1

[xk+1]
)
g(xk,uk)

1 +
(
1− Iv̄k+1

[xk+1]
)
g(xk,uk)

}
, (9)

with boundary conditions

v̄k(xk) =

{
0 if x(t) = xg,

1 if x(t) ∈ ∂O.
(10)
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As in most approaches based on Dynamic Programming (DP), Eq. (9)
can be solved backward in time using a value iteration algorithm. Since we
have formulated our problem as a stationary/infinite horizon optimal control
problem, an acceleration technique known as policy iteration [19, Section
8.4.7] can also be employed.

At every grid point, the optimal policy is:

uk=argmin
uk∈U

{
Iv̄[xk+1] + (1−Iv̄[xk+1]) g(xk,uk)

1 + (1− Iv̄[xk+1]) g(xk,uk)

}
,

and fixed for this iteration. Afterward, the value function is updated accord-
ing to conditions (10) and

g(xk,uk) = v̄(xk) (1 + (1− Iv̄[xk+1]) g(xk,uk))

− (1− g(xk,uk))Iv̄[xk+1]. (11)

The algorithm iterates until it converges to the minimum of the value func-
tion.

Finally, the original value function (3) can be recovered by:

v(xk) =
v̄(xk)

1− v̄(xk)
.

One of the main problems in this case is that Eq. (11) defines a set of non-
linear equations. However, it is important to note that this is a highly sparse
problem, for which specialized solvers drastically increase performance.

The DP Principle in Eq. (5) can be recast as a partial differential equation,
known as the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equation for the transformed
value function of the form:

sup
u∈U

{
−∇v̄(x) · f(x,u)− (1− v̄(x))2 ℓ(x,u)

}
= 0. (12)

With this representation in mind, considering the usual regularity con-
ditions in the literature to ensure that the value function is continuous, we
can state the following result regarding the optimal control problem and the
proposed SL approximation scheme.
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Theorem 1. Consider the optimal control problem represented by the HJB
equation (12). As long as f and ℓ are Lipschitz, and ℓ is positive definite, with
regards to the states, there exists a unique viscosity solution to this equation,
representing the transformed value function of the optimal control problem.
In addition to this, if ℓ > 0, for every x different from the target state, ℓ
is convex with regards to u, u is bounded, and f is bounded, the proposed
numerical scheme converges to this unique solution as the time step, ∆t, and
the maximum distance between points on the grid, ∆x, tend to zero, so long
as ∆x tends faster than ∆t.

Proof. The proof of this theorem is presented in Appendix A.

2.2. Energy and time value functions

Even though we have shown that an SL scheme can be employed with
the Harmonic Transformation with any cost function ℓ that satisfies the
conditions of Thm. 1, in this work, we will focus our attention on two specific
costs, and the multi-objective problem defined by them.

Assuming that

ℓT (x,u) =

{
1 if x ̸= xg,

0 if x = xg,
(13)

its value function in Eq. (3) can be written as:

vT (x) = inf
u∈U

∫ ∞

0

ℓT (x,u)dt = inf
u∈U

∫ T (x)

0

1dt = T (x), (14)

which corresponds to the time taken to reach the target state from the current
state, hereinafter referred to as time value function.

We aim to examine the cost incurred in the following form:

ℓ(x,u) =

{
uTu, if x ̸= xg,
0, if x = xg,

so that its value function represents the energy required to reach the target
state from the current state (assuming the energy is given by the squared
L2 norm of the control inputs), it could lead to an ill-posed optimal control
problem since the agent could decide to stop indefinitely at any equilibrium
point of its dynamics, without being penalized.
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In that regard, we consider the cost:

ℓE(x,u) =

{
ε+ uTu if x ̸= xg,

0 if x = xg,
(15)

with ε being a small scalar that penalizes the time taken to reach the target
state. Consequently, its value function in Eq. (3) can be written as:

vE(x) = inf
u∈U

∫ ∞

0

ℓE(x,u)dt = inf
u∈U

∫ T (x)

0

(ε+ uTu)dt,

= εT (x) + inf
u∈U

∫ T (x)

0

uTu dt, (16)

and can be interpreted as the energy used to reach the target state plus a
small penalization of the time taken to reach it from the current state. We
will refer to this value function as the energy value function.

Since these two cost functions (and respective value functions) are antago-
nistic, in this work we try to find a set of Pareto efficient solutions (described
either by the corresponding value function or policy defined for the agent), in
a multi-objective manner. In that regard, we present two approaches to this
multi-objective optimization: a deterministic one (based on solving multiple
single-objective optimizations concurrently), and an evolutionary one (based
on a proper multi-objective evolutionary algorithm).

3. Proposed approaches

3.1. Concurrent Policy Iteration

A simple and direct way of dealing with this multi-objective optimal
control problem would be to perform a scalarization of the cost function:

ℓα(x,u) = αℓT (x,u) + (1−α)ℓE(x,u), α ∈ [0, 1], (17)

which leads to the suitable value function in Eq. (3). A grid could be per-
formed on this convex scalar weight α, which would lead to different mono-
objective problems that could be solved separately and correspond to differ-
ent efficient solutions on the Pareto set of optimal solutions for this problem.

One way to improve this proposal is by noting that, despite solving
for different value functions, all these optimal control problems explore the
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same system (described by the agent’s dynamics, target states, and obsta-
cles/forbidden regions). In that regard, the policies could be evaluated under
all of the single-objective costs/value functions simultaneously leading to a
higher exploration of the optimal control problem.

In this setting, a naive implementation, considering policy iteration and a
grid of np scalar points in α, would consist of updating a policy for each grid
point, but calculating all np value functions for each of these points. The main
advantage of this approach is that it allows, in a sense, the different policies
to share information by means of the many value functions considered. The
main drawback is that it requires the update of n2

p value functions at each
time step, and this is the most costly step in many cases.

If we were not dealing with transformed value functions, it would suffice
to consider the time and energy value functions in (14) and (16), respectively,
since the rest of the value functions could be composed by taking the convex
combination of them using α. Since we are dealing with value functions
transformed by the proposed Harmonic Transformation, we need to define a
relationship between them, and the transformation of a convex combination
of these two value functions. In that regard, we can write

H(αvT + (1−α)vE) =
αvT + (1−α)vE

1 + αvT + (1−α)vE

=
α H(vT )

1−H(vT )
+ (1−α) H(vE)

1−H(vE)

1 + α H(vT )
1−H(vT )

+ (1−α) H(vE)
1−H(vE)

=
αH(vT ) + (1−α)H(vE)−H(vT )H(vE)

1− (1−α)H(vT )− αH(vE)
. (18)

By applying Eq. (18), we can find any of the transformed value functions
(for a given policy) as long as we have the transformed time and energy
value functions. So, only two value functions are updated and stored for
every policy, and only 2np value functions are updated at each step, leading
to the Concurrent Policy Iteration procedure presented in Alg. 1.

3.2. Genetic Algorithm and Evolutionary Policy Iteration

While the proposed CPI algorithm exchanges information about the single-
objective problems being solved to obtain better and faster results, it still
consists, essentially, of solving np single-objective optimal control problems.
In addition to this, to find the optimal policies, it is common to consider a
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Algorithm 1 Concurrent Policy Iteration (CPI)

Input: xg, α, ε
1: k ← 0
2: for each αi ∈ α do
3: Assign a corresponding initial policy u

(i)
0

4: Calculate the transformed time value v̄
(i)
T0 of using the u

(i)
0 policy, the

cost in (13), and (7), (6) and (11)

5: Calculate the transformed energy value v̄
(i)
E0 of using the u

(i)
0 policy, the

cost in (15), and (7), (6) and (11)

6: while policies u
(i)
k have not converged do

7: k ← k + 1
8: for each αi ∈ α do
9: Find the best current value for αi by

ṽ(i)(x) =

min
s

αiv̄
(s)
T (k−1) + (1−αi)v̄

(s)
E(k−1) − v̄

(s)
T (k−1)v̄

(s)
E(k−1)

1− (1−αi)v̄
(s)
T (k−1) − αiv̄

(s)
E(k−1)

10: Updates the policy by using the cost (17) defined by αi using (7),
(6) and

u
(i)
k = argmin

uk∈U

{
Iṽ[xk+1] + (1− Iṽ[xk+1]) g(xk,uk)

1 + (1− Iṽ[xk+1]) g(xk,uk)

}

11: Calculate the transformed time value v̄
(i)
Tk using the u

(i)
k policy, cost

in (13), and (7), (6) and (11)

12: Calculate the transformed energy value v̄
(i)
Ek using the u

(i)
k policy,

cost in (15), and (7), (6) and (11)

13: return Policies u
(i)
k , and value functions v̄

(i)
Tk and v̄

(i)
Ek

finite set of allowable control inputs (so that the minimum can be found from
a simple verification of all possible elements).

To overcome both problems, here we propose a multi-objective genetic
algorithm. To deal with the problem in a multi-objective approach directly,
we employ the NSGA-II [20] (specifically its fast non-dominated sorting and
crowding distance procedures), whereas the Evolutionary Policy Iteration
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[21, 22] approach is adopted to deal with a large/continuous set of allowable
controls.

In this paper, we use policies u to represent the individuals in the pop-
ulation. Equation (11) is employed with costs (13) and (15) to associate
time and energy value functions to these policies, respectively. Note that
the optimal policy, when considering any value function, would lead to an
overall smaller value over the grid of unstructured points (since it needs to
be the best policy everywhere inside of our region of interest). In that re-
gard, we use the average of the value function over the unstructured grid as
a proxy for how good that policy is, and end up with a bi-objective opti-
mization problem with average time value and average energy value as our
costs. Note that, since we are employing an Harmonic Transformation on
both value functions, they assume values in [0, 1] and, as such, so will their
average values.

In a single-objective setting, Evolutionary Policy Iteration [21] makes use
of the concept of Policy Switching to generate an elite individual which is
guaranteed to be an improvement over the policies in the current population.
In our setting, Policy Switching can be written, with regards to a specific
value function, as

ṽ(xk)= min
i∈population

vi(xk),

ups(xk) = argmin
uk∈Upop(xk)

{
Iṽ[xk+1]+(1−Iṽ[xk+1]) g(xk,uk)

1+(1−Iṽ[xk+1]) g(xk,uk)

}
,

with ṽ(xk) representing the value function obtained by taking the minimum
value over the individuals of the population, Upop(xk) the set of controls de-
fined by the policies in the population at point xk, and ups(xk) the policy
defined by taking the best control available in Upop(xk) according to ṽ(xk).
Policy Switching can also be employed as a cross-over operator that can
generate an offspring given a set of parents, in which case a subset of the
population is usually employed as the parents. In a single-objective setting,
it can be shown that when paired with a mutation operator to ensure the
exploration of the policy space, policy switching ensures the elite policy con-
vergence to the optimal policy with probability one, when the state space is
finite [22].

In our multi-objective setting, we can still employ policy switching to
generate elite individuals. Since every individual already possesses time and
energy value functions associated with its policy, it is straightforward to
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generate elite individuals concerning time and energy. In addition to this,
considering a scalar parameter α ∈ [0, 1], we can employ (18) to recover elite
individuals which are not on the extreme points of the Pareto set. In that
regard, in our proposed algorithm, we generate three elite individuals using
policy switching at every generation, the two extreme policies (associated
with minimum time and minimum energy), and a third one using a random
α at every generation. Even though the value of α could be fixed, at α = 0.5
for instance, we employ a random α to increase exploration of the Pareto Set.
To increase the convergence of the method, as well as ensure some diversity
in the population, this elite individual with a random α also considers some
control possibilities from a fixed set of control actions (aside from the ones
on the individuals on the population) when searching for the value of the
best action.

Similarly, policy switching is also employed as a cross-over operator, with
a random α ∈ [0, 1], to generate other new offspring in the population. In
this case, however, only a small number of individuals (usually 2 or 3) are
employed as parents. To create new individuals, part of the offspring is also
created by employing a simple cross-over between two policies. A random
scalar value λ ∈ [0, 1] is chosen and given policies u1(xk) and u2(xk), a new
policy is generated by

uoff = λu1(xk) + (1− λ)u2(xk). (19)

With both cross-over operators, a simple mutation with a Gaussian noise
(but modified to respect the bounds of the allowable control set) is employed
in these new individuals to ensure exploration of the policy space.

As in a standard NSGA-II algorithm, the fast non-dominated sorting pro-
cedure is employed to rank solutions according to dominance in the objective
functions space, whereas the crowding distance is employed to rank solutions
on the same level (which do not dominate one another). These ranking solu-
tions are employed when selecting individuals from the population (both for
choosing parents for the cross-over operators and for selecting survivors for
the next generation). Parents are chosen according to a binary tournament,
whereas survivors (from the combined original and offspring population) are
chosen according to their level of dominance. For the last positions avail-
able in the surviving population, a roulette strategy is employed, in which
the probability of selection is proportional to the crowding-distance of an
individual. Our approach is summarized in Alg. 2.
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Algorithm 2 Multi-objective Evolutionary Policy Iteration (MEPI)

Input: xg, npop, nger, ncp, npar, ε
1: k ← 0
2: for each individual i in the population do
3: Assign a random initial policy u(i)

4: Calculate the transformed time value v̄
(i)
T and transformed energy value

v̄
(i)
E using the u(i) policy, as well as their average values over the state
space

5: while k < nger do
6: k ← k + 1
7: Calculate crowding distance of the current population
8: Use Policy Switching over all the population to generate elite indi-

viduals with regards to the v̄
(i)
T and v̄

(i)
E value functions respectively

9: Considering a random α, use Policy Switching over all the population
to generate an elite individual with regards to the value functions

ṽ(i)(x) =
αiv̄

(i)
T + (1−αi)v̄

(i)
E − v̄

(i)
T v̄

(i)
E

1− (1−αi)v̄
(i)
T − αiv̄

(i)
E

considering an additional set of fixed control actions.
10: Generate ncp new offspring individuals using Policy Switching with

npar parents chosen using a binary tournament (decided by dominance
and crowding distance) and a gaussian mutation.

11: Generate npop − ncp − 3 individuals using the simple cross-over in
(19) with 2 parents chosen using a binary tournament (decided by
dominance and crowding distance) and a gaussian mutation.

12: Considering the individuals from the original population and the off-
spring population, sort them using the fast non-dominated sorting and
calculate their crowding distance

13: Select individuals to form the next generation of the population accord-
ing to their dominance level. Employ a roulette (using the crowding
distance) to fill the available spots when the remaining individuals
cannot be chosen with dominance only.

14: return Population u(i), and value functions v̄
(i)
T and v̄

(i)
E

14



4. Numerical simulations

4.1. Example 1

As the first example, we consider an agent with simple linear drift dy-
namics ẋ1

ẋ2

ẋ3

 =

 −1 1.2094 0.6937
−1.2094 −1 2.6564
−0.6937 −2.6564 −1

x1

x2

x3


+

−0.2415 0.3971 0.8855
−0.9701 −0.0744 −0.2312
−0.0259 −0.9148 0.4031

v1v2
v3

 ,

with x1, x2 and x3 ∈ [−1, 1] being the position on the space, and v1, v2 and
v3 ∈ [−2, 2] the control inputs. The control objective is to drive the agent
from any state (x1, x2, x3) to the goal position (−0.2, 0.2, 0). This problem
was solved using the CPI (Alg. 1) and the MEPI (Alg. 2), and in both cases,
the space was discretized by a structured grid of 1332 points (with the grid
points equally distributed in space, and with the goal added to the grid).
The step-size used for the Trapezoidal method was ∆t = 0.1.

For the CPI, we considered 14 logarithmically spaced values of αi ranging
from 0.01 to 1.0, and the allowable inputs were discretized considering 9
points in each direction (v1, v2 and v3), leading to 729 possible control actions.
The algorithm ran for 15 iterations to find the result presented in Fig. 1.

For the MEPI, we considered a population of 20 individuals, with ncp =
15, npar = 3 and σ = 0.2 as the standard deviation for the Gaussian mutation.
The initial population was randomly chosen using a uniform distribution over
the allowable controls. The algorithm ran for 60 generations to find the result
presented in Figure 2.

For this example, both algorithms were able to find similar solutions. It
is important to note that, even though for this example the CPI was able
to find a set of solutions that seem to be well-distributed in the objective
space, that is not always the case. Finding a suitable set of αi values can be
a problem at times. This problem does not happen with MEPI since it ranks
solutions based on the crowding distance metric.

4.2. Example 2 - scenario with obstacles

As a second example, we consider an agent whose drift dynamics approx-
imate a vortex with constant flow velocity centered at (0.5, 0), and complete
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Figure 1: Result running the Concurrent Policy Iteration for Example 1. The left plot
represents the solution set found, while the right plot shows how each solution corresponds
to a different path in state space, for initial point (−0.9,−0.9, 0.9). The red arrows rep-
resent the flow vector field, and the solutions are color-coded to match each trajectory
in state space with a point on the objective function space, with yellow being the fastest
trajectory and red the trajectory that spends the least amount of energy.
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Figure 2: Result running the Multiobjective Evolutionary Policy Iteration for Example 1.
The left plot represents the final population found while the right plot shows how each
solution corresponds to a different path in state space, for initial point (−0.9,−0.9, 0.9).
The red arrows represent the flow vector field, and the solutions are color-coded in order
to match each trajectory in state space with a point on the objective function space, with
green being the fastest trajectory and blue the trajectory that spends the least amount of
energy.
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actuation. The dynamics can be described by:

f̄(x, y) =

[
−1 3
−3 −1

] [
x− 0.5

y

]
,[

ẋ
ẏ

]
=

1

0.01 + ∥f̄(x, y)∥2
f̄(x, y) +

[
vx
vy

]
,

with x and y ∈ [−1, 1] representing the position on the plane, and vx and
vy ∈ [−2, 2] the agent’s velocities concerning the drift field, used as control
inputs. The control objective is to drive the agent from any state (x, y)
to the goal position (−0.5, 0.6), while avoiding the obstacle. Once again
this problem was solved by employing both, CPI and MEPI. The space was
originally discretized by 596 points, however, with this discretization, the CPI
was not capable of finding suitable solutions. Therefore, in this example, the
MEPI used 596 points to discretize the state space, while CPI used 796 points
(in both cases these points include the desired goal position and 95 points
describing the boundaries of the obstacle). The step size of the trapezoidal
method used was ∆t = 0.05 for both methods.

For the CPI, we considered 15 logarithmically spaced values of αi ranging
from 0.01 to 1, and the allowable inputs were discretized considering 15 points
in each direction (vx and vy), leading to 225 possible control actions. The
algorithm ran for 30 iterations to find the result presented in Figure 3.

For MEPI, we considered a population with 20 individuals, with ncp =
15, npar = 3, and σ = 0.2 as the standard deviation for the Gaussian muta-
tion. The initial population was randomly chosen using a uniform distribu-
tion over the allowable controls. The algorithm ran for 100 generations to
find the result presented in Figure 4.

For this example, unlike with Example 1, the solutions were considerably
different (looking at the objective function space) and the solutions found
with MEPI have a substantially smaller energy cost than the ones from CPI.
This can be explained by the fact that CPI uses a discrete set of control
actions, while MEPI is capable of using a continuous set. It is also interesting
to note that, with both methods, the optimal time paths chose the shortest
path to the goal, while the energy optimal path tries to make the most use
of the drift dynamics possible.

4.3. Example 3 - marine navigation problem

In this third example, we consider a problem in which the agent can be
regarded as a marine vessel moving through an ocean environment. In this
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Figure 3: Result found when running Concurrent Policy Iteration for Example 2. The
left plot represents the set of solutions found while the right plot shows how each solution
corresponds to a different path in state space, for initial point (0, 0.9). The blue arrows
represent the flow vector field, the black region represent an obstacle, and the solutions
are color-coded to match each trajectory in state space with a point on the objective
function space, with yellow being the fastest trajectory and red the trajectory that spends
the least amount of energy.
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Figure 4: Result found when running Multiobjective Evolutionary Policy Iteration for
Example 2. The left plot represents the final population found while the right plot shows
how each solution corresponds to a different path in state space, for initial point (0, 0.9).
The blue arrows represent the flow vector field, the black region represent an obstacle,
and the solutions are color-coded to match each trajectory in state space with a point on
the objective function space, with green being the fastest trajectory and blue the trajectory
that spends the least amount of energy.
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Figure 5: Result found when running Concurrent Policy Iteration for Example 3. The
left plot represents the set of solutions found while the right plot shows how each solution
corresponds to a different path in state space, for initial point (16, 50). The blue arrows
represent the flow vector field, the black regions represent obstacles, and the solutions
are color-coded to match each trajectory in state space (on the right) with a point on the
objective function space (on the left), with yellow being the fastest trajectory and red the
trajectory that spends the least amount of energy.

case, the flow vector field describes the ocean currents, whereas the steering
matrix describes the allowable input velocity directions for the vehicle.

Inspired by [23, 16] we consider an ocean current model in R2 given by
the superposition of different one-point vortex solutions called viscous Lamb
vortices, given by

fi(x) = Γi


− y − c2i
2π(x− ci)T (x− ci)

(
1− e

− (x−ci)
T (x−ci)

δ2
i

)
x− c1i

2π(x− ci)T (x− ci)

(
1− e

− (x−ci)
T (x−ci)

δ2
i

)
 ,

in which, x = (x, y) is the vessel position, ci = (c1i, c2i) is the center of the
ith vortex, and δi and Γi are parameters related to its radius and strength.
In this example, we consider that four vortices are used, so that the agent
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Figure 6: Result found when running Multiobjective Evolutionary Policy Iteration for
Example 3. The left plot represents the final population found while the right plot shows
how each solution corresponds to a different path in state space, for the initial point
(16, 50). The blue arrows represent the flow vector field, the black regions represent
the obstacles, and the solutions are color-coded in order to match each trajectory in state
space with a point on the objective function space, with green being the fastest trajectory
and blue the trajectory that spends the least amount of energy.
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dynamics can be described by[
ẋ
ẏ

]
=

(
4∑

i=1

fi(x)

)
+

[
vx
vy

]
,

with vx ∈ [−3, 3] and vy ∈ [−3, 3] being the input velocities, and parameters
Γ1 = −50, Γ2 = Γ3 = Γ4 = 50, δ1 = δ2 = δ3 = δ4 = 10, c1 = (20, 30),
c2 = (60, 70), c3 = (27, 65), and c4 = (60, 30). The environment is a 100m
x 100m square (x ∈ [0, 100], y ∈ [0, 100]) with island shaped objects and is
depicted in Figures 5 and 6. The goal is to drive the vessel from any point
(x, y) in this area to the goal position (80, 80) while avoiding the obstacles.

Similarly as the other examples, this problem was solved by employing
CPI and MEPI. In both cases, the space was discretized by an unstructured
grid of 3412 points and the step size used for the Trapezoidal method was
∆t = 1.

For CPI, we considered 15 logarithmically spaced values of αi ranging
from 0.01 to 1, and the allowable inputs were discretized considering 15
points in each direction (vx and vy), leading to 225 possible control actions.
The algorithm ran for 30 iterations to find the result presented in Figure 5.

For MEPI, we considered a population with 20 individuals, with ncp =
15, npar = 3 and σ = 0.2 as the standard deviation for the Gaussian mutation.
The initial population was randomly chosen using a uniform distribution over
the allowable controls. The algorithm ran for 60 generations to find the result
presented in Figure 6.

Similarly to Example 1, the solutions found in this example were compa-
rable for both methods (though the concentration of points in the objective
space was a bit different in both cases). When considering the extremes of
the Pareto Set of solutions found, CPI was able to find the best time-optimal
solution, whereas MEPI was able to find the best energy-optimal solution.

It is also interesting to note that, with both methods, when moving along
the efficient solutions they can be visually divided into 3 groups of paths
(considering the trajectories taken in a closed loop).

4.4. Example 4 - time-varying periodic flow field

Finally, In this last example, we consider a problem with a time varying
flow field, in order to illustrate that, even though the proposed approach was
developed for static flow fields, it can still be employed in this case by means
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of a simple transformation of the state space. In this case, we consider that
the flow field is a time-varying periodic double gyre, given by[

ẋ1

ẋ2

]
=

[
−θπ sin (π(a(t)x2

1 + b(t)x1)) cos(πx2)
θπ(2a(t)x1 + b(t)) cos (π(a(t)x2

1 + b(t)x1)) sin(πx2)

]
+

[
vx1

vx2

]
(20)

with x1 ∈ [0, 2] and x2 ∈ [0, 1] the state space coordinates, vx1 ∈ [−0.8, 0.8]
and vx2 ∈ [−0.8, 0.8] being the input velocities, a(t) and b(t) periodic signals
given by

a(t) = ε sin(ωt)

b(t) = 1− 2ε sin(ωt)

and parameters θ = 0.1, ε = 0.25 and ω = 2π
5
. The control objective in this

example is to drive the agent from any state (x1, x2) to the goal position
(1.5, 0.5). The time-varying flow field, together with the goal position, is
illustrated in Figure 7.

Even though the methods presented in this paper were not directly de-
veloped to deal with time-varying flow fields, note that they can still deal
with these problems if we augment the system’s state space description to
include the time t as an state (therefore guaranteeing that all of the system’s
dynamics can be directly defined simply by the states and the control inputs.
In that regard, for our implementation, we consider that the dynamics are
defined byẋ1

ẋ2

ṫ

 =

 −θπ sin (π(a(t)x2
1 + b(t)x1)) cos(πx2)

θπ(2a(t)x1 + b(t)) cos (π(a(t)x2
1 + b(t)x1)) sin(πx2)

1

+

vx1

vx2

0

 .

Like the other examples before it, this problem was solved using the CPI
(Alg. 1) and the MEPI (Alg. 2), and in both cases, the space was discretized
by a structured grid of 5625 points (with a 15× 15× 25 grid over x1, x2 and
t). The step-size used for the Trapezoidal method was ∆t = 0.2 (matching
the step size on the grid for t). Since the flow field employed is periodic,
time loops on itself every 5 seconds, and as such we only represent time over
[0, 5).

For CPI, we considered 12 logarithmically spaced values of αi ranging
from 0.01 to 1, and the allowable inputs were discretized considering 15
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Figure 7: Time-varying flow field for (20) in Example 4. Each plot represent a time
snapshot of the flow field, and the red circle represents the desired goal in this example.
Note that, even though the flow field is time-varying, it is periodic with period 5, therefore
the snapshots represent one period. 25
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Figure 8: Result found when running Concurrent Policy Iteration for Example 4. The
left plot represents the set of solutions found while the right plot shows how each solution
corresponds to a different path in state space, for initial point (0.65, 0.35). The solutions
are color-coded to match each trajectory in state space (on the right) with a point on the
objective function space (on the left), with yellow being the fastest trajectory and red the
trajectory that spends the least amount of energy.
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Figure 9: Result found when running Multiobjective Evolutionary Policy Iteration for
Example 4. The left plot represents the final population found while the right plot shows
how each solution corresponds to a different path in state space, for the initial point
(0.65, 0.35). The solutions are color-coded in order to match each trajectory in state space
with a point on the objective function space, with green being the fastest trajectory and
blue the trajectory that spends the least amount of energy.

points in each direction (vx1 and vx2), leading to 225 possible control actions.
The algorithm ran for 14 iterations to find the result presented in Figure 8.

For MEPI, we considered a population with 20 individuals, with ncp =
20, npar = 3 and σ = 0.2 as the standard deviation for the Gaussian mutation.
The initial population was randomly chosen using a uniform distribution over
the allowable controls. The algorithm ran for 30 generations to find the result
presented in Figure 9.

Aside from the minimal energy solution (which looks a bit different for
both methods), the trajectories found for both methods are quite similar.
Unlike the previous examples, though, it is hard to see those trajectories
over the flow field in a single plot. In that regard, Figure 10 illustrates one
of the tractories found over several time snapshots of the flow field.
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Figure 10: Time snapshots of one of the trajectory solutions found by Multiobjective
Evolutionary Policy Iteration in Example 4. Each plot represent a time snapshot of the
time-varying flow field, in blue, the trajectory is displayed in black, and the red circle
represents the desired goal in this example.
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5. Conclusion and Future Work

Path planning approaches are of paramount importance in Robotics, as
they enable autonomous robots to navigate complex and dynamic environ-
ments with efficiency and safety. This paper proposes a multi-objective path
planning formulation to determine paths that simultaneously optimize travel
time and energy consumption.

The presented methodology incorporates the dynamic influence of envi-
ronmental flow fields and considers obstacles and forbidden zones. Our ap-
proach relies on the proposed Harmonic Transformation, which maps values
onto a specific range, effectively mitigating potential numerical issues.

In order to determine the set of Pareto efficient solutions within the con-
text of multi-objective optimization, we present two distinct approaches. The
first approach is deterministic, involving the simultaneous solution of multi-
ple single-objective optimizations. This deterministic method capitalizes on
the parallel resolution of individual objectives to achieve Pareto efficiency.
The second approach takes on an evolutionary perspective. By employing
principles of evolution and selection, this evolutionary approach explores the
solution space to uncover Pareto optimal solutions more adaptively and com-
prehensively.

In future work, trying to overcome some of the computational limitations
of this approach, we intend to study the use of adaptive grids [24], as well as
how this problem could be handled in a reinforcement learning context.

Appendix A. Proof of Theorem 1

The proof of Theorem 1 is divided into two parts. The first one proves
that the HJB equation admits a comparison principle and a unique viscosity
solution, whereas the second part employs the Barles-Souganidis Theorem
[25, Theorem 2.1] to show that the proposed SL numerical scheme converges
to this viscosity solution.

Appendix A.1. Viscosity solution - existence and uniqueness

For the HJB equation in (12), we can write the Hamiltonian

H(x, v,p) = sup
u∈U

{
− p · f(x,u)− (1− v)2 ℓ(x,u)

}
,

which is easily shown to be uniformly continuous in x, v and p, convex in
p and monotone in v if f is Lipschitz and ℓ is positive semidefinite and
Lipschitz.
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In addition to this, considering that f(.,u) and ℓ(.,u) are Lipschitz in
x (with moduli of continuity L1 and L2 independent of u), it follows that
(considering that the sup is attained by u for H(y, v,p))

H(x, v,p)−H(y, v,p) ≤ p · (f(y,u)− f(x,u)) + (1− v)2 (ℓ(y,u)− ℓ(x,u)) ,

H(x, v,p)−H(y, v,p) ≤ L1∥p∥∥x− y∥+ L2∥x− y∥,
H(x, v,p)−H(y, v,p) ≤ L3 (1 + ∥p∥) ∥x− y∥,

with L3 = max(L1, L2). Since a similar bound can be similarly found for the
other difference, it follows that

|H(x, v,p)−H(y, v,p)| ≤ L3 (1 + ∥p∥) ∥x− y∥,

and, according to [19, Theorem 2.13], the viscosity sub and supersolutions of
(12) admit a comparison principle, and, as such, equation (12) has a unique
viscosity solution.

Appendix A.2. Convergence analysis

Having shown that equation (12) admits a unique viscosity solution, as
well as a comparison principle, from the Barles-Souganidis Theorem [25,
Theorem 2.1], it suffices to show that the proposed numerical scheme is
monotone, a contraction mapping and consistent to ensure its convergence
to the viscosity solution.
→Monotonicity

Consider two functions W and V , with W ≤ V for every point on the
grid. Suppose that the inf operator in (9) is attained by w for W , and u for
V . It follows that:

W k(xk) ≤
IWk+1

[xk+1] +
(
1− IWk+1

[xk+1]
)
g(xk,u)

1 +
(
1− IWk+1

[xk+1]
)
g(xk,u)

,

V k(xk)−W k(xk) ≥
IV k+1

[xk+1] +
(
1− IV k+1

[xk+1]
)
g(xk,u)

1 +
(
1− IV k+1

[xk+1]
)
g(xk,u)

−
IWk+1

[xk+1] +
(
1− IWk+1

[xk+1]
)
g(xk,u)

1 +
(
1− IWk+1

[xk+1]
)
g(xk,u)

,

V k(xk)−W k(xk) ≥
IV k+1

[xk+1]− IWk+1
[xk+1]

ΩV (xk,u)ΩW (xk,u)
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with

ΩV (xk,u) =
(
1 +

(
1− IV k+1

[xk+1]
)
g(xk,u)

)
(A.1)

ΩW (xk,u) =
(
1 +

(
1− IWk+1

[xk+1]
)
g(xk,u)

)
which implies that V k(xk) − W k(xk) ≥ 0 because we employed a linear
interpolation, and ΩV (xk,u) > 0, ΩW (xk,u) > 0, since V ≤ 1, W ≤ 1,
g(xk,u) > 0.
→Contractiveness

Considering two functions W and V , with w minimizing W . It follows
that:

V k(xk)−W k(xk) ≤
IV k+1

[xk+1]− IWk+1
[xk+1]

ΩV (xk,w)ΩW (xk,w)
.

Note that, for the case in which both IV k+1
[xk+1] and IWk+1

[xk+1] are equal
to 1, the inequality is trivially upper bounded by anything larger than zero.
As such, we can consider, as a worst-case bound, the case in which one of
them is one and the other is 1− ε, leading to

V k(xk)−W k(xk) ≤
1

1 + εg(xk,w)
∥V −W∥(k+1)

∞ ,

with ∥V −W∥(k+1)
∞ being the maximum of the error between the two func-

tions in the next time step. Since we are assuming that ℓ(x,u) > 0, then
g(xk,uk) > g∆t > 0 ∀xk,uk, and a similar bound can be found forW k(xk)−
V k(xk), then:

∥V −W∥(k)∞ ≤
1

1 + εg∆t
∥V −W∥(k+1)

∞ .

As we solve the problem back in time, this shows that our approximation
scheme is a contraction mapping. From the Banach fixed-point Theorem, it
guarantees that our approximation scheme converges to a unique solution.
→Consistency

We start our consistency analysis by considering the error of time dis-
cretization, comparing solutions from (5) and (8). If we consider that the inf
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operator is attained by u in (8), it follows that:

v̄(x(t))− v̄k(xk) ≤
v̄(yx(∆t,u)) + (1− v̄(yx(∆t,u)))

∫ ∆t

0
ℓ(yx(t,u),u)dt

1 + (1− v̄(yx(∆t,u)))
∫ ∆t

0
ℓ(yx(t,u),u)dt

− v̄k(xk+1) + (1− v̄k(xk+1)) g(xk,u)

1 + (1− v̄k(xk+1)) g(xk,u)
.

Some algebraic manipulations lead to:

v̄(x(t))− v̄k(xk) ≤
(v̄(yx(∆t,u))− v̄k(xk+1))

(1 + q(x(t),u)) (1 + (1− v̄k(xk+1)) g(xk,u))

+
(1− v̄(yx(∆t,u))) (1− v̄k(xk+1))∆g

(1 + q(x(t),u)) (1 + (1− v̄k(xk+1)) g(xk,u))
,

q(x(t),u) = (1− v̄(yx(∆t,u)))

∫ ∆t

0

ℓ(yx(t,u),u)dt,

∆g =

∫ ∆t

0

ℓ(yx(t,u),u)dt− g(xk,u).

From [26, Lemma 406B], we know that, using a trapezoidal method to
solve the system dynamics in (1) leads to a bound (over one time step)

∥yx(∆t,u)− xk+1∥ ≤ LM∆t2,

with L the Lipschitz constant of f(x,u) with regards to x, and ∥f(x,u)∥ ≤
M . Note that tighter bounds are available for the local truncation error
of the trapezoidal method (the error over one time-step), but these usually
require extra assumptions about the smoothness of f . In addition to this,
from [27, Corollary 1.4], considering that ℓ(t) is Lipschitz, we have that∣∣∣∣∫ ∆t

0

ℓ(yx(t,u)dt− g(xk,u)

∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣∣∫ ∆t

0

ℓ(yx(t,u)dt−
(ℓ(xk, ū) + ℓ(yx(∆t, ū), ū))

2

∣∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣∣(ℓ(xk+1, ū)− ℓ(yx(∆t, ū), ū))

2

∣∣∣∣
≤ ∆t2

8

(
sup ℓ̇− inf ℓ̇

)
+KLM∆t2,
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with K being the Lipschitz constant of ℓ with regards to x, and C1 some
constant.

If we consider that, v̄ is Lipschitz continuous, it follows that∣∣∣∣∫ ∆t

0

ℓ(yx(t, ū), ū)dt− g(xk, ū)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C1∆t2,

|v̄(yx(∆t,u))− v̄(xk+1)| ≤ C2∆t2, (A.2)

and that the worst case upper bound for (A.2) happens when one of the value
functions is equal to 1, while the other is equal to 1− ε, it follows that

v̄(x(t))− v̄k(xk) ≤
C3∆t2 + ∥v̄ − v̄k∥∞

1 + εḡ∆t
. (A.3)

If we consider that the inf operator is attained by u∗ in (5), and that

ûk =
1

∆t

∫ ∆t

0

u∗(τ)dτ

is the control obtained by the mean of the optimal control over a time step,
it follows that

v̄k(xk)− v̄(x(t)) ≤ v̄k(xk+1) + (1− v̄k(xk+1)) g(xk, ûk)

1 + (1− v̄k(xk+1)) g(xk, ûk)

−
v̄(yx(∆t,u∗)) + (1− v̄(yx(∆t,u∗)))

∫ ∆t

0
ℓ(yx(t,u

∗),u∗)dt

1 + (1− v̄(yx(∆t,u∗)))
∫ ∆t

0
ℓ(yx(t,u∗),u∗)dt

.

Some algebraic manipulations lead to:

v̄k(xk)− v̄(x(t)) ≤
(v̄k(xk+1)− v̄(yx(∆t,u∗)))

(1 + (1− v̄k(xk+1)) g(xk, ûk)) (1 + q̄(x(t),u∗))

+
(1− v̄(yx(∆t,u∗))) (1− v̄k(xk+1))∆ĝ

(1 + (1− v̄k(xk+1)) g(xk, ûk)) (1 + q̄(x(t),u∗))
, (A.4)

q̄(x(t),u∗) = (1− v̄(yx(∆t,u∗)))

∫ ∆t

0

ℓ(yx(t,u
∗),u∗)dt,

∆ĝ =

(
g(xk, ûk)−

∫ ∆t

0

ℓ(yx(t,u
∗),u∗)dt

)
.
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Consider that

yx(∆t,u∗) = xk +

∫ ∆t

0

f(yx(τ,u
∗(τ))dτ,

xk+1 = xk +
∆t

2
(f(xk, ûk) + f(xk+1, ûk)) ,

since f can be decomposed, as in (2), it follows that

yx(∆t,u∗) = xk +

∫ ∆t

0

f1(yx(τ,u
∗(τ))dτ +

∫ ∆t

0

(F2(yx(τ,u
∗(τ))− F2(xk))

2
u∗(τ)dτ

+

∫ ∆t

0

(F2(yx(τ,u
∗(τ))− F2(xk+1))

2
u∗(τ)dτ +

F2(xk)

2

∫ ∆t

0

u∗(τ)dτ

+
F2(xk+1)

2

∫ ∆t

0

u∗(τ)dτ,

yx(∆t,u∗) = xk +

∫ ∆t

0

f1(yx(τ,u
∗(τ))dτ +

∫ ∆t

0

(F2(yx(τ,u
∗(τ))− F2(xk))

2
u∗(τ)dτ

+

∫ ∆t

0

(F2(yx(τ,u
∗(τ))− F2(xk+1))

2
u∗(τ)dτ +

F2(xk)∆t

2
ûk +

F2(xk+1)∆t

2
ûk,

yx(∆t,u∗)− xk+1 =

∫ ∆t
2

0

(f1(yx(τ,u
∗(τ))− f1(xk)) dτ +

∫ ∆t

∆t
2

(f1(yx(τ,u
∗(τ))− f1(xk+1)) dτ

+

∫ ∆t

0

(F2(yx(τ,u
∗(τ))− F2(xk))

2
u∗(τ)dτ

+

∫ ∆t

0

(F2(yx(τ,u
∗(τ))− F2(xk+1))

2
u∗(τ)dτ.

If we consider that f1 and F2 are Lipschitz in x, and that u is bounded,
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it follows that

∥yx(∆t,u∗)− xk+1∥ ≤ L1

∫ ∆t
2

0

∥yx(τ,u
∗(τ))− xk∥dτ

+ L1

∫ ∆t

∆t
2

∥yx(τ,u
∗(τ))− xk+1)∥dτ

+ L2

∫ ∆t

0

∥yx(τ,u
∗(τ))− xk∥dτ

+ L2

∫ ∆t

0

∥yx(τ,u
∗(τ))− xk+1)∥dτ,

∥yx(∆t,u∗)− xk+1∥ ≤ L1

∫ ∆t
2

0

∥yx(τ,u
∗(τ))− xk∥dτ

+ L1

∫ ∆t

0

∥yx(τ,u
∗(τ))− xk+1)∥dτ

+ L2

∫ ∆t

0

∥yx(τ,u
∗(τ))− xk∥dτ

+ L2

∫ ∆t

0

∥yx(τ,u
∗(τ))− xk+1)∥dτ.

Considering that ∥f∥ ≤M,∀x,u, it follows that
∥yx(τ,u

∗)− xk∥ ≤Mτ,

and we arrive at the bound

∥yx(∆t,u∗)− xk+1∥ ≤ (L1 + L2)

∫ ∆t

0

∥yx(τ,u
∗)− xk+1∥dτ +

(L1 + L2)M∆t2

8

∥yx(∆t,u∗)− xk+1∥ ≤ L̄

∫ ∆t

0

∥yx(τ,u
∗)− xk+1∥dτ + M̄∆t2,

which, from the integral form of the Gronwall-Bellman inequality leads to

∥yx(∆t,u∗)− xk+1∥ ≤ M̄∆t2eL̄∆t.

Considering that

g(xk, ûk)−
∫ ∆t

0

ℓ(yx(t,u
∗),u∗)dt =

∫ ∆t
2

0

(ℓ(xk, û)−ℓ(xk,u
∗) + ℓ(xk,u

∗)− ℓ(yx(t,u
∗),u∗)) dt

+

∫ ∆t

∆t
2

(ℓ(xk+1, û)−ℓ(yx(∆t,u∗),u∗)) dt+

∫ ∆t

∆t
2

(ℓ(yx(∆t,u∗),u∗)− ℓ(yx(t,u
∗),u∗)) dt,
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and, considering that ℓ is convex in u, from Jensen’s inequality, it follows
that

−
∫ ∆t

2

0

ℓ(xk,u
∗)dt ≤ −∆t

2
ℓ(xk, ûk)

−
∫ ∆t

∆t
2

ℓ(yx(∆t,u∗),u∗)dt ≤ −∆t

2
ℓ(yx(∆t,u∗), ûk),

so that

g(xk, ûk)−
∫ ∆t

0

ℓ(yx(t,u
∗),u∗)dt ≤∫ ∆t

2

0

(ℓ(xk,u
∗)− ℓ(yx(t,u

∗),u∗)) dt

+

∫ ∆t

∆t
2

(ℓ(xk+1, ûk)− ℓ(yx(∆t,u∗), ûk)) dt

+

∫ ∆t

∆t
2

(ℓ(yx(∆t,u∗),u∗)− ℓ(yx(t,u
∗),u∗)) dt.

Considering that ℓ has Lipschitz constant K with respect to x, it follows
that

g(xk, ûk)−
∫ ∆t

0

ℓ(yx(t,u
∗),u∗)dt ≤

∫ ∆t
2

0

KMτdτ +

∫ ∆t

∆t
2

(
KM̄∆t2eL̄∆t +KMτ

)
dτ

g(xk, ûk)−
∫ ∆t

0

ℓ(yx(t,u
∗),u∗)dt ≤ KM∆t2

2
+

KM̄∆t3

2
eL̄∆t.

If we consider that, v̄ is Lipschitz continuous, it follows that

g(xk, ûk)−
∫ ∆t

0

ℓ(yx(t,u
∗),u∗)dt ≤ C4∆t2 + C5∆t3eL̄∆t

|v̄(xk+1)− v̄(yx(∆t,u∗))| ≤ C6∆t2eL̄∆t.

Considering also that the worst case upper bound in (A.4) happens when
one of the value functions is equal to 1, while the other is equal to 1 − ε, it
follows that

v̄k(xk)− v̄(x(t)) ≤ C4∆t2 + (C5∆t3 + C6∆t2) eL̄∆t + ∥v̄ − v̄k∥∞
1 + εḡ∆t

. (A.5)
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By combining (A.3) and (A.5), we have that

∥v̄ − v̄k∥∞ ≤
C7∆t2 + (C5∆t3 + C6∆t2) eL̄∆t

εḡ∆t

≈ C7∆t2 + (C5∆t3 + C6∆t2) (1 + L̄∆t)

εḡ∆t
,

in which the last approximation comes from considering that, for θ close to
zero, eθ ≈ 1+ θ. Asymptotically, this bound is dominated by the linear term
when ∆t→ 0, since the higher order terms vanish faster. In that regard, we
will write

∥v̄ − v̄k∥∞ ≤ C∆t. (A.6)

For the space discretization error, we analyze the errors of the value func-
tion on the grid points, by comparing (8) and (9). To differentiate them, we
will denote the value on the grid points of (9) by V k. If we consider that the
inf is attained by u in (8), it follows that:

V k(xk)− v̄k(xk) ≤
IV̄k+1

[xk+1]− v̄k+1(xk+1)

ΩV (xk,u)Ωv̄(xk,u)
,

with ΩV from (A.1) and

Ωv̄(xk,u) = 1 + (1− v̄k+1(xk+1)) g(xk,u).

By considering that V is Lipschitz, g(xk,u) > g∆t, and that the worst case
upper bound happens when one of the value functions is equal to 1, while
the other is equal to 1− ε leads to:

V k(xk)− v̄k(xk) ≤
C8∆x+ ∥Vk − vk∥∞

1 + εg∆t
.

with C8 being a constant and ∆x being the largest distance between any
point and a grid point.

Since a similar bound can be found for v̄k(xk)− V k(xk), then:

∥Vk − vk∥∞ ≤
C8∆x+ ∥Vk − vk∥∞

1 + εg∆t

∥Vk − vk∥∞ ≤C9
∆x

∆t
. (A.7)
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with C9 a constant. Combining (A.6) and (A.7), we have that:

∥v − V ∥∞ ≤ C10∆t+ C9
∆x

∆t
,

with C10 a constant. Similarly to the original Kruzkov transformation, the
best coupling between ∆t and ∆x, in this case, is given by ∆x = ∆t2,
indicating that our grid resolution should be finer than our time
discretization resolution.

Since we have shown that our scheme is monotone, a contraction
mapping, and consistent, from the Barles-Souganidis Theorem, we have
proven that it is convergent.
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