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Abstract—We propose a tactical homotopy-aware decision-
making framework for game-theoretic motion planning in urban
environments. We model urban driving as a generalized Nash
equilibrium problem and employ a mixed-integer approach
to tame the combinatorial aspect of motion planning. More
specifically, by utilizing homotopy classes, we partition the high-
dimensional solution space into finite, well-defined subregions.
Each subregion (homotopy) corresponds to a high-level tactical
decision, such as the passing order between pairs of players.
The proposed formulation allows to find global optimal Nash
equilibria in a computationally tractable manner by solving a
mixed-integer quadratic program. Each homotopy decision is
represented by a binary variable that activates different sets
of linear collision avoidance constraints. This extra homotopic
constraint allows to find solutions in a more efficient way (on
a roundabout scenario on average 5-times faster). We exper-
imentally validate the proposed approach on scenarios taken
from the rounD dataset. Simulation-based testing in receding
horizon fashion demonstrates the capability of the framework
in achieving globally optimal solutions while yielding a 78%
average decrease in the computational time with respect to an
implementation without the homotopic constraints.

Index Terms—Game-theoretic motion planning, Homotopy
Planning, Decision-Making

I. INTRODUCTION

As autonomous vehicles navigate through dynamic envi-
ronments, the need for intelligent decision-making becomes
paramount. Traditional motion planning approaches, which
employ predict-then-plan pipelines, do not take into account
the mutual dependence of all vehicles’ decisions. They often
struggle in environments characterized by complex interac-
tions among road agents, resulting in an overly conservative
or passive behavior, also known as the frozen robot prob-
lem [1]. In interaction-rich environments, the coupling between
vehicles’ decisions poses a significant challenge to motion
planning. Some approaches attempt to remedy this problem by
improving the quality of predictions by harnessing the power
of deep-learned motion forecasting models [2]–[6]. Alternative
techniques utilize forward simulation models, where a transi-
tion model of the environment describes how the traffic scene
evolves due to actions taken by the agent in a probabilistic
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manner [7]–[9]. Other methodologies exploit game-theoretic
models to generate interactive behavior by solving a joint
trajectory prediction and planning problem [10]–[17]. This
work falls into the latter category, where we leverage the
principles of game theory and homotopy planning [18, 19] to
generate globally optimal collision-free motion plans in urban
environments.
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Fig. 1. An example of a roundabout scenario with four players. The non-
convex problem is represented in Frenet coordinate frame (lower half) which
allow to easily incorporate homotopy class constraints to determine the
optimal passing sequences. The conflict regions are used to construct collision
avoidance areas and the binary variables h1,2, h1,3, and h2,4 encode the order
in which vehicles enter their conflict regions, representing different homotopy
classes. The lower section showcases two different tactical options and their
corresponding trajectories. In the s1− s3 progress plane, fixing an homotopy
class corresponds to activate different sets of linear constraints.

This work lies in the domain of non-cooperative game
theory, where agents are self-interested, yet not adversarial,
with some shared objectives - e.g., nobody wants to collide.
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We investigate urban driving scenarios where vehicles follow
pre-planned reference paths, such as that depicted in Fig. 1,
while adjusting their speed to account for interactions with
other vehicles. The multiagent trajectory planning problem
is formulated as a generalized Nash equilibrium problem
(GNEP) [20] with linear shared collisions constraints en-
coded using a mixed-integer quadratic programming (MIQP)
framework. Building on the cooperative structure of urban
driving [11, 13, 21], we recast the problem as a generalized
mixed-integer potential game (GMIPG) [22, 23], a specialized
form of generalized potential games (GPGs) which are a
subclass of GNEPs with desirable convergence properties. To
manage the computational complexity of this problem, we in-
troduce homotopy class constraints to tame the combinatorial
aspect. More specifically, by leveraging homotopy principles,
we partition the solution space into distinct subregions, each
representing a sequence of high-level tactical decisions, such
as the order in which vehicles enter their conflict regions, as
demonstrated in Fig. 1. This formulation allows us to trans-
form the trajectory planning problem into a more manageable
form, facilitating an exhaustive yet computationally efficient
search over all possible passing orders to identify the globally
optimal solution. Finally, the MIQP is integrated within a
model predictive control (MPC) framework and tested in a
roundabout scenario extracted from the rounD dataset [24] to
validate its performance and global optimality guarantees.

A. Related Work

Our work relates to several topics in the game-theoretic
planning and prediction literature.

1) Game-theoretic Motion Planning: In the realm of dy-
namic non-cooperative game theory, road agents are viewed
not merely as passive entities navigating predefined paths, but
as active participants in a dynamic game of strategy [25].
There exist several solution concepts for predicting the out-
come of the strategic interactions of a game. These include
minimax regret, correlated equilibrium, and trembling-hand
perfect equilibrium, among others. However, the most widely
adopted solution concept is the Nash equilibrium (NE) [26,
27]. At the NE, no agent can improve its outcome by unilateral
deviations from its strategy, and thus being a self-enforcing
strategy, it can be quite attractive to seek.

Game-theoretic approaches have proven to be effective for
modeling decision-making and have been successfully applied
in various applications, namely urban driving [11, 13]–[15, 28,
29], and racing [30]–[34]. A substantial body of work employs
iterated best response algorithms to find a Nash equilibrium
in the joint trajectory space of all agents[17, 30]–[32, 35]–
[37], and nonlinear programming (NLP) techniques dedicated
to solving the coupled optimal control problems (OCPs) of
GNEPs [10, 12, 14, 38]. Other approaches exploit the intrinsic
cooperative nature of urban driving to give the trajectory
planning problem additional structure. This allows reducing
the OCPs to a single one within a GPG [39] framework [11,
13, 21, 40], and solving for a pure-strategy Nash equilibrium
using a suitable off-the-shelf solver. This work aligns with
the latter approach, as we aim for a more refined notion of

equilibria [39, 41] - one that is optimal from the social point
of view as it introduces some notions of fairness [40]. In
a decentralized multi-agent setting, the solution obtained by
solving the GPG is likely to be found by the players, thus it
enhances strategy alignment [42] in the game.

In the above-mentioned related work, the employed shared
collision constraints are generally non-convex. This presents a
computational complexity in solving the GNEP and presents
challenges regarding the optimality of the solution. Several
attempts to tackle this issue are present in the literature. For
example, in [43], a penalty approach is utilized to absorb
the collision constraints in the cost function, which simplifies
computational complexity but comes with the drawback that
the penalty parameter must go to infinity to ensure collision
avoidance. In [44], a semidefinite programming (SDP) ap-
proach is employed then a hierarchy based on fixed rules is
computed; however, this approach results in a rank constraint
that is dropped in the relaxed problem. Alternatively, convex-
ification techniques have been employed in [45]–[49]. While
such techniques attempt to remedy the problem, they bring
forth several challenges: the resulting approximations may
compromise collision avoidance guarantees, with only local
optimality being ensured [10, 12, 13, 32, 50]. Additionally,
meticulous handcrafting of the initial guess is required, given
the inherent sensitivity of NLP solvers to it, as highlighted
in [10, Section 5.6].

Mixed-Integer programming (MIP) allows integrating dis-
crete decision-making within continuous optimization frame-
works [51]. Additionally, it offers a powerful framework
for computing optimal trajectories with linear hard collision
avoidance constraints [52]–[54]. Advanced software solutions
such as Gurobi™ [55] have played a pivotal role in making
MIP a viable choice for medium-term trajectory planning and
high-level tactical decision-making [52, 56]. MIP has been
successfully employed in multi-agent systems. For instance,
in [57, 58] propose a distributed MIP approach that efficiently
handles the scheduling of autonomous vehicles at (multiple)
intersections. Similarly, [59] extends the application of MILP
to include trajectory smoothing, thus guaranteeing that au-
tonomous vehicles not only navigate intersections efficiently,
but also improve passenger comfort and reduce fuel consump-
tion. In [60], Caregnato-Neto et al. propose a novel line-of-
sight constraint in MIP models to ensure connectivity between
agents in a multi-agent systems, enhancing the tractability
and efficiency of MIP for motion planning algorithms. In
[61], Bhattacharyya et al. propose an optimal control and
inverse optimal control based method for interactive motion
planning in lane merging scenarios. The non-convex nature
of the feasible regions and lane discipline is handled by intro-
ducing integer decision variables, thereby resulting in a MIQP.
Furthermore, MIP has been successfully integrated in various
game-theoretic motion planning frameworks. For instance,
in [37, 62], a multi-agent planning problem is formulated as
a differential game and solved within an MIQP framework,
where decisions are optimized to ensure efficient and safe
trajectories by minimizing a joint cost function that accounts
for individual agent goals and players joint dynamics. In [63],
a tree-based approach is employed, and the optimal trajectory
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is solved within a mixed-integer linear programming (MILP)
framework. While in [64], a hierarchical MIQP scheme is
employed for a multi-agent planning problem. We refer the
reader to [65] for a comprehensive survey of MIP motion
planning approaches for both single-agent and multi-agent
settings.

2) Homotopy Planning: Motion planning is intrinsically
an NP-hard problem [66]. This complexity arises from the
vast space of possible control actions, which requires de-
composition techniques to achieve practical solutions within
feasible time frames [52]. In the domain of game-theoretic
motion planning, several attempts have been made to im-
prove the computational tractability of the resulting game by
employing divide-and-conquer approaches. For example, [67,
68] introduces factorization techniques in which the game is
decomposed into multiple independent subgames. Other works
decompose the motion planning problem using topology-based
clustering approaches, such as path homotopy [18, 69], as
in [57, 70], where the homotopy class is defined as a set of
trajectories that share start and end points (relaxed in [19])
which can be continuously deformed into each other without
intersecting an obstacle. Additionally, path-velocity decom-
position (PVD) [71] is adopted to address the complexities
of multi-agent motion planning [72]. In PVD, a collision-
free driving corridor is obtained [70, 73]–[76], and then the
vehicle velocity is optimized along it [77]. In this work, we
integrate the concept of homotopy class in a PVD setting.
More specifically, assuming prior knowledge of the paths
vehicles travel on, we employ the notion of homotopy to divide
the joint planning space into distinct classes. This allows us to
systematically address interactions between vehicles and plan
optimal joint trajectories accordingly.

B. Contributions

In this work, we develop a game-theoretic motion planning
framework for autonomous vehicles in urban environments.
We address the prevalent lack of global optimality guarantees
[10, 14, 78] of game-theoretic frameworks by proposing a
homotopy-based tactical planner that solves the Nash equi-
libria of urban dynamic games.

In particular, we consider a setting in which a predefined
path is associated with each player. This setup allows us to
implement linear collision avoidance constraints in the Frenet
reference frame using a mixed-integer methodology. Further-
more, we embed the notion of homotopy in the formulation to
encode high-level tactical decisions between pairs of players,
effectively linking these strategies to the collision avoidance
constraints. This approach enables us to partition the planning
space into well-defined subregions, thereby facilitating an
exhaustive search over qualitatively different equilibria of
the game, such as different passing sequences. Although the
introduction of homotopy classes into our framework requires
additional binary variables, one for each pair of conflicting
paths, these variables establish dependencies among previously
independent binary variables that govern collision avoidance.
This interdependence enormously facilitates the branch-and-
bound search. Finally, we observe that the exhaustive search

over all possible tactical decisions facilitates a distributed
implementation that does not suffer from the equilibrium
selection problem. Indeed, different agents are less likely to
independently find different local equilibria – up to practically
rare hypersymmetric cases.

Experimentally, we show that in various common urban
scenarios, such as roundabouts and lane merging, our solver
can effectively identify all socially optimal Nash equilibria
trajectories of the GMIPG by iterating over all possible
homotopy classes. Moreover, we show that our framework
can solve for the optimal homotopy class alongside its Nash
equilibrium trajectory within a computational time comparable
to that required for iterating over a fixed homotopy class. This
efficiency is facilitated by the structured partitioning of the
solution space, which optimizes the computational process.
In addition, we show that tactical reasoning about homotopy
classes and their resulting coherency constraints reduces the
computational time by 78% on average in our scenarios.

C. Paper Organization

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Sec-
tion II provides a thorough overview of GNEPs and GPGs
alongside an outline of the general problem formulation.
In Section III-B, the concept of homotopy classes is intro-
duced in the problem formulation, which lays the foundation
for the introduction of the collision constraints formulation.
Subsequently, in Section III-C, the modelling of vehicles,
along with the associated objective function is introduced. In
Section IV, the performance of the MIQP problem formulation
is assessed by testing it in a roundabout scenario. Finally,
Section V presents remarks and outlines promising future
research directions.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In a dynamic game consisting of a set of A rational players,
labeled by the index set A = {1, 2, . . . , A}, every player
ν ∈ A makes decisions on their control inputs uνk ∀k ∈
[0, . . . , N − 1] over a planning horizon of length N . The state
vector of each player at time-step k, xνk, evolves according to
the following dynamics:

xνk+1 = fν(xνk, u
ν
k), ∀k ∈ [0, . . . , N − 1]. (1)

We define the augmented state and control vectors for player
ν as xν := [xνk]

N
k=0 and uν := [uνk]

N−1
k=0 , respectively. We

denote the state vector of all players at time step k as xk,
the control input vector at time step k as uk, and define
the augmented state and control vectors of all players as
x := [xk]

N
k=0 and u := [uk]

N−1
k=0 . For the sake of notational

simplicity, we adopt the notation □−ν from [20] to refer to the
quantity □ corresponding to players defined by the set A\{ν},
that is, comprising all players except ν.

Additionally, we denote the decision variables for player ν
by zν := (xν , uν , qν), where qν are any additional variables
that arise due to the problem formulation, such as the homo-
topy variables in our work. Thus, we can define the following
constraints:
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zν ∈ Zν(z−ν), (2)

such that

Zν(z−ν) = {zν = (xν , uν , qν) | gνi (zν , z−ν) ≤ 0,

gνe (z
ν , z−ν) = 0},

(3)

where gνi (z
ν) collects all the inequality constraints of player

ν, such as the path constraints which include collision avoid-
ance and state and actuation limits, and gνe (z

ν) encodes the
equality constraints such as those that govern the dynamics,
as established by (1).

Each player attempts to find a strategy zν ∈ Zν(z−ν) that
minimizes some time-additive cost function Jν(zν , z−ν). To
this end, the trajectory optimization problem, for agent ν is is
expressed in the following compact form:

P ν


min

zν∈Zν(z−ν)
Jν(zν , z−ν)

s.t x0 = xinit

(4)

where xinit is the initial state of the players.
Let Sν(z−ν) denote the set of solutions of P ν . Then, the

following definition can be formulated as follows [15]:

Definition 1. (Generalized Nash Equilibrium Problem
(GNEP))
Find ẑ with ẑν ∈ Sν(ẑ−ν) ∀ν ∈ A.

As highlighted in Section I, the solution concept we seek
for the dynamic game is the (pure-strategy) Nash equilibrium
strategy, denoted as z⋆ ∈ Z .

Definition 2. (Pure-Strategy Nash Equilibrium) The pure-
strategy profile z⋆ = (z1,⋆, . . . , zM,⋆) is a pure strategy Nash
equilibrium if and only if ∀ν ∈ A the following holds:

Jν(z⋆) = Jν(zν,⋆, z−ν,⋆) ≤ Jν(z̄ν , z−ν,⋆),

∀z̄ν = Z(z−ν,⋆).
(5)

In other words, no player can improve its outcome by unilat-
erally perturbing its strategy in a locally feasible direction.

Computing the NE of (4) is non-trivial, as it is a joint
optimization problem for all the players. To this end, we seek
to exploit the structure of the cost function Jν and thus give
the game some additional structure. In a more specific context,
we aim to leverage the cooperative structure inherent in urban
driving, wherein the personal cost function Jν depends on the
states and controls of player ν only*, i.e Jν(zν).

Generalized potential games (GPGs) are a subclass of
GNEPs [23]. GPGs are characterized by possessing a pure-
strategy Nash equilibrium, with the players (unknowingly)
optimizing the same potential function [22, 79].

*It is noteworthy that such a characteristic may not find relevance in racing
applications, where the strategic objective of player ν extends beyond merely
minimizing their own personal costs to simultaneously maximizing the costs
incurred by other players.

Definition 3. (Generalized Potential Game) A GNEP is
a generalized potential game if and only if there exists a
potential function F (z) : Z 7→ R, such that ∀ν ∈ A:

Jν(zν , z−ν)− Jν(ẑν , z−ν) = F (zν , z−ν)− F (ẑν , z−ν),

∀zν , ẑν ∈ Zν , z−ν ∈ Z−ν .

Thus, the Nash equilibria sets of a game where every player
ν is minimizing Jν is equivalent to that where every player
is minimizing F †.

III. HOMOTOPY-BASED GAME THEORETIC MOTION
PLANNING

In this section, we present our methodology and problem
formulation. We begin by defining path envelopes and conflict
regions in Section III-A, which lay the foundation to define
the notion of homotopy classes in Section III-B and intro-
duce the constraints formulation, which encompasses collision
constraints, inter-sample collision constraints, precedence con-
straints, dynamics constraints, control constraints, and finally
present the overall problem formulation.

A. Path Envelopes and Conflict Regions

To effectively manage vehicle interactions in typical urban
environments, such as intersections and lane merges, we
introduce a framework that allows us to systematically define
potential areas of interaction between vehicles. Our approach,
which builds on the topological relationships between vehicle
paths presented in [80], is underpinned by the introduction of
the concepts of “path envelopes” and “conflict regions” for
vehicles.

������

(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 2. (a) Shows a player ν traversing a path rν(s) defined by vectors T ν(s)
and Nν(s). (b) Shows the path envelope Eν and its boundary ∂BEν . (c)
Shows an approximation of the envelope and boundary as a result of the
discretization procedure.

The path envelope represents the area that encapsulates
the entire trajectory of the vehicle as it traverses a path.
Mathematically, it is defined as follows.

Definition 4. (Path Envelope) The path envelope for player
ν, denoted as Eν , is defined as the union of all half-spaces,
Hν(s), that characterize the vehicle as it traverses a path rν(s),

†For proof, readers are referred to [40, Chapter 2.2]
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as depicted in Figs. 2a and 2b. The path is characterized by
the unit normal vector Nν(s), and the unit tangential vector
T ν(s), which uniquely defines the orientation of the vehicle,
ψν , in the global reference frame, O. Thus, the envelope can
be defined as follows:

Eν =

lνs⋃
s=0

Hν(s),

such that the occupancy of the vehicle with length lν and
width wν on the road is represented using the half-space (H-
representation) as follows:

Hν(s) = {x ∈ R2 | Aν(s)x ≤ bν(s)}, (6)

where

Aν(s) =


sin(ψν(s)) − cos(ψν(s))

− sin(ψν(s)) cos(ψν(s))

cos(ψν(s)) sin(ψν(s))

− cos(ψν(s)) − sin(ψν(s))

 ,

bν(s) =


wν/2

wν/2

lν/2

lν/2

+Aνrν(s).

The path envelope boundary is the outer edge of the path
envelope, as depicted in Fig. 2b. It is accurately defined as
follows:

Definition 5. (Path Envelope Boundary) The boundary for
player ν, denoted as ∂Eν , for an envelope Eν ⊆ R2 is defined
as the intersection of the closure of Eν with the closure of its
complement [81]:

∂BE
ν := S ∩ (R2\Eν).

A conflict region is an area where the path envelopes of
two players overlap, indicating a segment along each player’s
path where collisions could occur with the other. The conflict
region for two players, ν and µ, can be systematically defined
as follows.

Definition 6. (Conflict Region) A conflict region between
two players ν and µ travelling along paths rν(s) and rµ(t)
respectively exists if ∂BEν ∩ ∂BEµ ̸= ∅. The conflict region
for player ν is characterized by two points pν,µ† and pν,µ‡ , which
mark its beginning and end, as illustrated in Fig. 3b, and are
expressed as follows:

pν,µ† = argmin
p

s such that p ∈ ∂BE
ν ∩ ∂BEµ,

pν,µ‡ = argmax
p

s such that p ∈ ∂BE
ν ∩ ∂BEµ.

The projection of these points on rν , obtained by mini-
mizing the norm of the distance between these points to rν ,
are denoted as sν⊗1,µ, and sν⊗2,µ. Then, the conflict region for
player ν due to its interaction with player µ can be effectively
defined as

Eν,µ
cr = {(x, y) ∈ Eν | sν⊗1,µ ≤ Πrν (x, y) ≤ sν⊗2,µ},

where Πrν (x, y) is the projection operator for a point (x, y)
onto the parametrized path rν .

��������������
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(b)

Fig. 3. (a) Shows the conflict region for two players navigating an intersection,
(b) A close-up of the conflict regions highlighting relevant points for its
definition

B. Homotopy Classes and Constraints Formulation

In the context of urban driving where vehicles are fol-
lowing predefined reference paths, the principal challenge in
high-level tactical decision-making lies in determining the
precedence among vehicles. This process involves determining
which vehicle should proceed before the other at intersections
or merge points, i.e the passing sequence. Consequently, the
motion planning problem can be decomposed into two steps:
enumerating the possible passing sequences within a scenario
and calculating the optimal trajectory within each sequence.

To systematically define the passing sequence of vehicles,
we employ the concept of homotopy classes from [18],
and adapt it with a flexible interpretation to generalize it
to dynamic environments. More specifically, we relax the
requirement of defining homotopies according to joint start
and end points and resort instead to the sequence of entry into
conflict regions.

Definition 7. (Homotopy Class) Two joint motion plans of
an ordered pair of players [ν, µ] belong to the same homotopy
class if the sequence of the players’ entries into their respective
conflict regions is identical.

To this end, we define the binary parameter hν,µ to represent
the homotopy class, as follows:

hν,µ =

{
0 if player ν enters first,
1 if player µ enters first.

(7)

Note that only one binary homotopy class variable is
introduced for the ordered pair of players [ν, µ] to prevent
the redundancy of defining both hν,µ and hµ,ν . Otherwise,
we would need to impose additional equality constraints,
specifically hν,µ = 1 − hµ,ν , to ensure that each homotopy
class is uniquely defined.
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(b)

Fig. 4. (a) Defines the area where an (sν(k), sµ(k)) pair is a collision for
the players ν and µ in the sν , sµ plane. (b) Shows the corresponding limits
of the collisions area of the homotopy diagram in the global world frame.

1) Collision Avoidance Constraints: The collisions area
in Fig. 4a represents (sν(k), sµ(k)) pairs which lead to a
collision for players ν and µ, and it is geometrically defined
using the results obtained from Section III-A. In fact, once
sν⊗1,µ, s

ν
⊗2,µ, s

µ
⊗1,ν , and sµ⊗2,ν are obtained as described in

Definition 6, the bounds of the collision area can be com-
puted as follows for the case where sgn(sν⊗2,µ − sν⊗1,µ) =
sgn(sµ⊗2,ν − sµ⊗1,ν)

‡:

sν⊏,µ = sν⊗1,µ − 1
2 lenν ,

sν⊏,µ = sν⊗1,µ + 1
2 lenν ,

sν⊐,µ = sν⊗2,µ − 1
2 lenν ,

sν⊐,µ = sν⊗2,µ + 1
2 lenν ,

sµ⊏,ν = sµ⊗1,ν − 1
2 lenµ,

sµ⊏,ν = sµ⊗1,ν + 1
2 lenµ,

sµ⊐,ν = sµ⊗2,ν − 1
2 lenµ,

sµ⊐,ν = sµ⊗2,ν + 1
2 lenµ.

(8)

Consequently, it is possible to establish the collision avoid-
ance constraints by ensuring that any (sν(k), sµ(k)) pair lies
outside the designated collision area, thus adhering to at least
one of the labeled inequality constraints detailed in Fig. 4a.
Collision avoidance between combinations of any two players
ν, µ whose path envelopes intersect is formulated as a Mixed-
Integer Problem (MIP). We introduce six binary variables,
denoted as σν,µ

A , σν,µ
B , σν,µ

C , σν,µ
D , σν,µ

E , and σν,µ
F , where each

variable corresponds to a specific inequality constraint, i.e A
- F , respectively. The value of each binary variable indicates
whether the associated inequality constraint is active. It should
be noted that the integration of homotopy classes with colli-
sion avoidance is a fundamental aspect of our formulation.
Specifically, for homotopy class 1, the pair (sν(k), sµ(k))
must satisfy at least one of the inequality constraints A , B
, or C , and for homotopy class 2, it must satisfy at least one
of D , E , or F . This concept is illustrated in Fig. 5, where
the trajectory of a vehicle along its reference path is plotted
against that of the other. As demonstrated in Fig. 5b, all joint
trajectories that fall below the designated collisions area are
classified into one homotopy class, while those above it belong
to another homotopy class. Refer to Fig. S1 for additional
illustrations on the boundaries of the collision region. Thus,
the logical statement of the homotopy class can be converted
to the following:

‡This yields the most general case of the constraints. The other case where
sgn(sν⊗2,µ−sν⊗1,µ) ̸= sgn(sµ⊗2,ν−sµ⊗1,ν) is touched upon in Section III-B3

σν,µ
A (k) + σν,µ

B (k) + σν,µ
C (k) = (1− hν,µ),

σν,µ
D (k) + σν,µ

E (k) + σν,µ
F (k) = hν,µ.

(9)

Utilizing the Big-M formulation [82], the collision-
avoidance constraints can be formulated as follows between
two players ν and µ:

sν(k) ≤ sν⊏,µ +M · (1− σν,µ
D (k)), (10a)

sµ(k) ≤ sµ⊏,ν +M · (1− σν,µ
A (k)), (10b)

sν(k) ≥ sν⊐,µ −M · (1− σν,µ
C (k)), (10c)

sµ(k) ≥ sµ⊐,ν −M · (1− σν,µ
F (k)), (10d)

sν(k) ≤ sµ(k)− (sµ⊏,ν − sν⊏,µ) +M · (1− σν,µ
E (k)), (10e)

sµ(k) ≤ sν(k) + (sµ⊏,ν − sν⊏,µ) +M · (1− σν,µ
B (k)). (10f)

where M is a constant with a sufficiently large value. To fur-
ther reduce the search space, additional constraints are added.
As specified in (16), the progress is guaranteed to be non-
decreasing for all vehicles. Thus, it is possible to translate the
monotonicity of the progress to that of binary variables σν,µ

A ,
σν,µ
C , σν,µ

F , and σν,µ
D by introducing the following interstage

inequalities:

σν,µ
A (k + 1)− σν,µ

A (k) ≤ 0,

σν,µ
C (k + 1)− σν,µ

C (k) ≥ 0,

σν,µ
F (k + 1)− σν,µ

F (k) ≥ 0,

σν,µ
D (k + 1)− σν,µ

D (k) ≤ 0.

(11)

Note that σν,µ
B and σν,µ

E are not necessarily monotonic on all
the planning horizon N . However, the impact on the search
space is minimal, primarily due to the monotonicity of the
other binary variables and the inequality constraints imposed
by (9). This formulation results in a Mixed-Integer Quadratic
Problem (MIQP). Note that an alternative formulation of
collision avoidance is presented in Appendix B.

2) Inter-sample Collision Avoidance: Due to the introduced
discretization, collision avoidance is ensured at every time step
k ∈ [1, . . . , N ]. However, this raises a critical consideration
regarding the selection of the discretization time-step dT .
Given a fixed prediction horizon time, i.e dT ·N , a choice of a
large dT would result in a small N thereby resulting in a fast
computational time, but potentially infeasible solutions will be
generated. Conversely, a small dT would enhance inter-sample
constraint enforcement, but could significantly increase com-
putational time. Several methodologies exist to better ensure
inter-sample collision avoidance. The first technique involves
augmenting the size of the collisions area. An alternative
technique, based on [83] involves the introduction of additional
constraints. More specifically, inter-sample avoidance can be
realized by directly applying identical avoidance constraints
from time step k at the preceding time step k−1. This ensures
that whichever constraint is selected at time k is also enforced
at time k − 1, as follows:
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Fig. 5. (a), (b) Show trajectories that belong to homotopy class 1 and 2 respectively, highlighting the active constraints in each case and the passing sequence.

sν(k − 1) ≤ sν⊏,µ +M · (1− σν,µ
D (k)), (12a)

sµ(k − 1) ≤ sµ⊏,ν +M · (1− σν,µ
A (k)), (12b)

sν(k − 1) ≥ sν⊐,µ −M · (1− σν,µ
C (k)), (12c)

sµ(k − 1) ≥ sµ⊐,ν −M · (1− σν,µ
F (k)), (12d)

sν(k − 1) ≤ sµ(k − 1)− (sµ⊏,ν − sν⊏,µ) +M · (1− σν,µ
E (k)),

(12e)
sµ(k − 1) ≤ sν(k − 1) + (sµ⊏,ν − sν⊏,µ) +M · (1− σν,µ

B (k)).
(12f)

Note that with respect to (10), in (12) the index on the states
changed from k − 1; however, that of the binary variables
remained k. This ensure that no point on the line connecting
(sν(k − 1), sµ(k − 1)) and (sν(k), sµ(k)) can be inside the
collisions area.

3) Special Cases: This scenario shown in Fig. 5 represents
the most general case of the collision avoidance constraints.
Other cases, including those that arise from interactions in
straight-line intersections, lane changes, and lane merges, can
be considered as specific instances of it. Various scenarios
along their collision avoidance regions in the sν , sµ plane
are presented in Fig. 6. While Fig. 6a represents an identical
formulation of the collision avoidance constraints, Fig. 6b
represents the case where C and F are dropped. Ad-
ditionally, Fig. 6c represents the case where sν⊏,µ = sν⊐,µ,
sν⊐,µ = sν⊏,µ,sµ⊐,ν = sν⊏,ν , and sµ⊐,ν = sµ⊏,ν , thus B and E
are dropped.

Fig. 6d illustrates a scenario where sgn(sν⊗2,µ − sν⊗1,µ) ̸=
sgn(sµ⊗2,ν − sµ⊗1,ν). The collisions area can be decomposed
into two parts. First, the area enclosed by the black boundary
represents the geometric collisions area, which essentially
mirrors the configuration depicted in Fig. 6a. Second, the
effective region, shown in red, emerges as a consequence of
the constraints outlined in (16b). For further clarification, refer
to Appendix D.

4) Extension to N-Vehicle Scenarios: To extend the defini-
tion of homotopy class to cases with more than two vehicles,
we consider the example illustrated in Fig. 7a. The abstract
representation of this scenario is shown in Fig. 7b, where
each knot Kν,µ indicates an intersection between the path
envelopes of players ν and µ. By applying Definition 7 to

every pair of players whose reference paths result in a knot,
namely

{
{1, 2}, {1, 3}, {2, 4}

}
, the scenario homotopy class

can be defined as follows:

Definition 8. (Scenario Homotopy Class) A scenario homo-
topy class is defined as an ordered tuple, ⟨[hν,µ]ν∈A,µ∈Iν ⟩,
where each element hν,µ corresponds to the homotopy class
of an ordered pair of agents [ν, µ].

For the remainder of the manuscript, we denote by Iν ⊂ A
the set of players whose path envelope intersects with that of
player ν.

Thus, for the scenario depicted in Fig. 7, the scenario
homotopy class is represented as ⟨h1,2, h1,3, h2,4⟩. Note that
in the case of n knots, the number of all possible scenario
homotopy classes is 2n.

5) Precedence Constraints: Note that in the case where
the path of player ν intersects with two or more other
players, the binary variables σν,•

□ are not independent, and the
relationship between them depends purely on the scenario-
specific arrangement of the paths followed by the vehicles.
This realization allows us to introduce additional constraints
to the problem to promote branch pruning in the solver. We
demonstrate this fact for Player 1 in the scenario illustrated in
Fig. 7a. The collision area in the (s1, s2) and (s1, s3) planes
is plotted in Fig. 8.

Note that the following conditions could be inferred:

σ1,3
D (k) = 1 ∧ h1,2 = 0 =⇒ σ1,2

A (k) = 1, (13a)

σ1,3
D (k) = 1 ∧ h1,2 = 1 =⇒ σ1,2

F (k) + σ1,2
D (k) = 1,

(13b)

σ1,2
C (k) = 1 ∧ h1,3 = 0 =⇒ σ1,3

C (k) + σ1,3
A (k) = 1,

(13c)

σ1,2
C (k) = 1 ∧ h1,3 = 1 =⇒ σ1,3

F (k) = 1. (13d)

Conditions (13a) and (13b) dictate that if s1 ≤ s1⊏,3, then
this implies that s1 ≤ s1⊏,2. By checking which constraints
should be active in this region when s1 ≤ s1⊏,2, then it could
be seen that If h1,2 = 0, then this means that σ1,2

A (k) = 1.
Otherwise, σ1,2

F (k) + σ1,2
D (k) = 1.

These conditions can be expressed using the big-M formu-
lation as follows for (13a) and (13b):
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Fig. 6. Showcases the homotopy diagram and the collisions area for various
cases. (a) Shows the most general case. (b) Shows the case where the players
merge into the same lane. (c) Shows the case where the players paths intersect
at a single point. (d) Shows the case where players are travelling in opposite
directions.
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Fig. 7. (a) Real scenario (b) Abstract representation that is used to iterate the
possible homotopy classes
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Fig. 8. Shows how the precedence constraints are constructed for the
interactions of player 1 in the highlighted roundabout scenario.

σ1,2
A (k) ≤ 1 +M · h1,2 +M · (1− σ1,3

D (k)), (14a)

σ1,2
A (k) ≥ 1−M · h1,2 −M · (1− σ1,3

D (k)), (14b)

σ1,2
F (k) + σ1,2

D (k) ≤ 1 +M · (1− h1,2) +M · (1− σ1,3
D (k)),

(14c)

σ1,2
F (k) + σ1,2

D (k) ≥ 1−M · (1− h1,2)−M · (1− σ1,3
D (k)).

(14d)

C. Modelling of Agents

1) Vehicle Dynamics: In scenarios where vehicles follow
predefined reference paths, leveraging the Frenet coordinate
system is advantageous for several reasons [43]. This co-
ordinate system facilitates the parameterization of the vehi-
cle’s trajectory using clothoids [84, 85], polynomials [86], or
splines [87]. Furthermore, the decoupling of longitudinal and
lateral dynamics simplifies the design of control and planning
algorithms [86, 88].

It is important to note that, throughout our analysis, we
assume that the vehicle follows the path precisely without any
lateral deviation. While this assumption is limiting, it yields
several favorable properties regarding the system model and
the structure of the nonlinear programming problem (NLP).
Moreover, it aligns with motion planning standards, where
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deviations from the centerline of reference paths are typically
penalized. Consequently, the dynamics of the vehicles can
be effectively represented using a linear point-mass model§,
which captures the progress of the center of gravity (CoG)
along the reference path, indicated by the parameter s. It
should be emphasized that the pose of the vehicle can be
uniquely characterized by s. The discrete linear dynamics of
vehicle ν is expressed as follows:

xν(k + 1) =

[
1 dT

0 1

]
xν(k) +

[
0

dT

]
uν(k), (15)

where xν(k) =

[
sν(k)

ṡν(k)

]
and uν(k) =

[
s̈ν(k)

]
.

2) State And Control Constraints: The feasible domains for
states and control inputs at time step k for player ν are defined
as follows:

0 ≤ sν(k) ≤ ∞, (16a)

0 ≤ ṡν(k) ≤ velν long, (16b)
accν long ≤ s̈ν(k) ≤ accν long. (16c)

3) Personal Cost Function: We assume that all players
want to make progress as quickly as possible while reducing
control effort. Thus, we define the following personal cost
functions for every player ν ∈ A

Jν(zν) =

N−1∑
k=0

uν(k)⊺P νuν(k)− rν(sν(N)− sν(0)), (17)

where P ν is a positive semidefinite matrix and rν is a non-
negative scalar.

D. Resulting Mixed-Integer Quadratic Program

Now that we have established all its necessary components,
the generalized Nash equilibrium problem (GNEP) that gov-
erns the dynamic game can be formulated.

1) GNEP Formulation: Following the notation adopted for
the state and control constraints, we introduce hν as the con-
catenation of all homotopy variables associated with player ν,
and σν as the concatenation of all binary variables that govern
collision avoidance constraints for player ν. In addition, we
introduce h = [hν ]ν∈A and σ = [σν ]ν∈A as the concatenation
of all homotopy class variables and binary collision constraints
flags, respectively. Finally, we denote zν := (xν , uν , hν , σν)
as the concatenation of all decision variables for player ν, fol-
lowing the notation introduced in Section II, and z := [zν ]ν∈A
as the concatenation of the decision variables for all players.
Then, the GNEP is formulated as the following OCP:

P ν


min

zν∈Zν(z−ν)
Jν(zν),

s.t x0 = xinit,

(18)

where the feasible set Zν is defined as follows:

§For additional vehicle models that utilize the Frenet coordinate system,
the reader is referred to [89]–[95].

Zν(z−ν) =


zν

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

Dynamics: (15)

Collisions: (10, 12) s.t µ ∈ Iν

Monotonicity: (11) s.t µ ∈ Iν

Homotopic: (9) s.t µ ∈ Iν

Precedence: (13)

State & Control: (16)

x0 = xinit


(19)

2) Potential Function: As demonstrated in Definition 3, the
following choice of potential function, F (z), satisfies Defini-
tion 3 (for proof, refer to [15, Section 4]) with cν = 1 ∀ν ∈ A:

F (z) =
∑
ν∈A

Jν . (20)

Although players implicitly cooperate to prevent collisions
in (20), the game retains its non-cooperative nature, with
vehicles remaining self-interested in minimizing their personal
cost functions. Despite this, the dynamics of the game lean
more towards cooperation than adversarial behavior [96]. The
tendency towards cooperation is primarily driven from the
inherent symmetry of collision costs; by avoiding a collision
cost, a vehicle simultaneously helps in avoiding a collision
cost for others.

3) Overall Generalized Potential Game (GPG) Problem
Formulation: Thus, as established in Section II, we can find
a globally optimal Nash equilibrium strategy for all players,
z⋆ by solving a single MIQP instead of solving the joint
optimization problems {P ν}ν∈A, as follows:

min
z∈Z

F (z),

s.t x0 = xinit,

(21)

where Z is analogous to (19), except that it collects the
equality and inequality constraints for all players ν ∈ A.
Note that since F (z) is quadratic with all P ν ∀ν ∈ A are
positive semidefinite in (17), and all constraints which govern
set Z are linear, then solving (21) leads to a globally optimal
strategy [53, 95].

IV. SIMULATION TESTING

We test our formulation in (21) in two distinct approaches.
First, we enumerate all possible homotopy classes and then
solve for the optimal Nash equilibrium trajectory within each
one. Second, we solve for the optimal homotopy class and
its optimal Nash equilibrium trajectory simultaneously. This
approach enables us to assess whether our formulation effec-
tively leads the solver to a globally optimal Nash equilibrium
(without the need to iterate all homotopy classes) and to
evaluate the associated computational costs with doing so.

Additionally, we compare the performance of our formu-
lation with one that is free of the homotopic constraint
described in (9). More specifically, the homotopic constraint-
free implementation is equivalent to that presented in (21);
however, precedence (13) constraints are omitted, and the
homotopic constraints (9) are replaced with the following one:
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σν,µ
A (k) + σν,µ

B (k) + σν,µ
C (k)

+ σν,µ
D (k) + σν,µ

E (k) + σν,µ
F (k) = 1,

(22)

which enforces that any time-step k, one of the constraints is
active, i.e the (sν(k), sµ(k)) pair is outside the collisions area
of Fig. 4, without introducing any homotopy variable hν,µ to
incorporate dependencies between the binary variables (σν,µ

□ )
that govern the collision avoidance.

A. Setup and Implementation Details
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Fig. 9. rounD scenario used for this work [24]. The scenario consists of 4
players, each with their predefined reference path, traversing Kackertstrasse
roundabout.

The problem is formulated in MATLAB [97] using
YALMIP [98]¶ and solved using Gurobi™ [55] in a Model
Predictive Control (MPC) fashion on a laptop with an Intel
Core i7-11800H (2.30GHz) processor. We conduct the testing
in a scenario extracted from rounD dataset [24], as demon-
strated in Fig. 9. We consider a prediction horizon of N = 35
and time-step dT = 0.1 s.

We extract waypoints of naturalistic paths from four human-
driven vehicles navigating around the Kackertstrasse round-
about, as shown in Fig. 9. A parametrized reference path
for each player is created by fitting a piecewise-continuous
clothoid spline to the points using referencePathFrenet
function [99]. To obtain the parameters that characterize the
conflict regions between the players, i.e pν,µ† and pν,µ‡ , as
described in Definition 6, we employed the following ap-
proach. Initially, the path, denoted as rν , is discretized at a
finite number of points where the global pose is explicitly
defined, as demonstrated in Fig. 2c. Subsequently, the vertices
of the rectangle are computed. The envelope boundary and the

¶We incorporated custom low-level modifications to allow passing the initial
guesses directly to the solver. See accompanying code for more details.

relevant intersection points are computed using boundary
and polyxpoly functions in MATLAB, respectively. Subse-
quently, sν⊗1,µ, sν⊗2,µ, sµ⊗1,ν , and sµ⊗2,ν are obtained by using
global2frenet function. Finally, the parameters for the
collisions area necessary for the problem formulation are then
obtained using (8) and are reported in Table I in the following
format: [sν⊏,µ, s

ν
⊏,µ, s

ν
⊐,µ, s

ν
⊐,µ].

ν µ Player 1 Player 2 Player 3 Player 4

Player 1 [74.8, 79.1, 79.3, 86.6] [58.4, 66.7, 58.4, 66.7]

Player 2 [24.3, 28.6, 28.7, 33.0] [43.3, 47.7, 56.4, 60.8] [56.6, 60.9,−,−]

Player 3 [90.7, 98.9, 90.7, 98.9] [60.8, 65.2, 73.7, 78.0]

Player 4 [28.6, 32.9,−,−]

TABLE I
COLLISION AREA BOUNDS IN THE FOLLOWING FORMAT

[sν⊏,µ, s
ν
⊏,µ, s

ν
⊐,µ, s

ν
⊐,µ] WHICH ARE USED TO CONSTRUCT THE

COLLISION AVOIDANCE CONSTRAINTS (10) AND (12)

The length and width of all players is 3.6 m and 1.5 m,
respectively. The initial state of the players and their respective
cost function parameters are reported in Table II.

Player ν
Initial state
[sν0 , ṡ

ν
0 ]

Cost function parameters
P ν , rν

1 [40, 2.5] 1, 5
2 [8, 3] 1, 5
3 [45, 1] 1, 5
4 [15, 3] 1, 5

TABLE II
PLAYERS INITIAL STATES AND COST FUNCTION PARAMETERS

B. Results and Discussion

Scenario Homotopy Class
⟨h1,2, h1,3, h2,3, h2,4⟩ NCT (s) TCT (s) NCE (m/s2) NP (m)

NP/TCT
(m/s)

⟨0, 0, 0, 0⟩ 10.09 22.4 47.205 277.53 12.39
⟨0, 0, 0, 1⟩ 7.59 22.4 52.068 318.76 14.23
⟨0, 0, 1, 0⟩ 7.91 20.3 48.673 283.15 13.95
⟨0, 0, 1, 1⟩ 4.89 15.6 49.913 294.79 18.90
⟨0, 1, 0, 0⟩ DEADLOCK
⟨0, 1, 0, 1⟩ DEADLOCK
⟨0, 1, 1, 0⟩ 11.28 31.3 48.599 283.01 9.04
⟨0, 1, 1, 1⟩ 8.63 26.6 50.378 296.81 11.16
⟨1, 0, 0, 0⟩ 5.95 13.6 44.276 263.22 19.35
⟨1, 0, 0, 1⟩ 4.60 13.6 49.805 310.68 22.84
⟨1, 0, 1, 0⟩ 6.23 13.0 46.442 271.25 20.87
⟨1, 0, 1, 1⟩ 3.25 10.4 39.309 265.13 25.49
⟨1, 1, 0, 0⟩ 8.93 21.1 50.914 303.98 14.41
⟨1, 1, 0, 1⟩ 7.03 21.1 52.369 315.55 14.96
⟨1, 1, 1, 0⟩ 9.14 17.5 48.677 290.46 16.60
⟨1, 1, 1, 1⟩ 6.22 17.5 52.756 315.60 18.03

No predefined homotopy 4.62 10.4 39.337 265.66 25.30
Homotopic constraint-free 15.83 10.4 39.301 265.13 25.49

TABLE III
SIMULATION RESULTS FOR THE THREE TEST CASES, SEPARATED BY

DASHED LINES: FIRST, ALL 16 CANDIDATE SCENARIO HOMOTOPY
CLASSES WERE ITERATIVELY TESTED; SECOND, THE SOLVER WAS TASKED

WITH SOLVING FOR THE OPTIMAL HOMOTOPY AND ITS TRAJECTORY
WITHOUT PREDEFINED CONSTRAINTS; THIRD, THE HOMOTOPIC

CONSTRAINT (9) IS REPLACED WITH (22). THE HIGHLIGHTED ROW
SHOWS THE OPTIMAL SCENARIO HOMOTOPY CLASS. Legend for columns:

NCT: NET COMPUTATIONAL TIME, TCT: TASK COMPLETION TIME,
NCE: NET CONTROL EFFORT, AND NP: NET PROGRESS.
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We iteratively tested the 16 candidate scenario homotopy
classes, as outlined in Table III. It is noteworthy that our solver
successfully finds an optimal joint trajectory in all homotopy
classes except for 2 cases, marked as deadlock. For instance
⟨0, 1, 0, 0⟩ represents a deadlock scenario as it requires Player
1 to precede Player 2, Player 3 to precede Player 1, and Player
2 to precede Player 3, an infeasible arrangement. We provide
a methodology to identify deadlock cases in Appendix C a
priori.

Additionally, we consider some evaluation metrics to assess
the joint trajectory plan within each homotopy class: task
completion time (TCT), net control effort (NCE), net progress
(NP), and normalized net progress ( NP

TCT ). TCT quantifies the
duration from the start of the simulation until all players exit
the roundabout. NCE is computed by adding the 2-norm of
the acceleration exerted by each vehicle throughout the task,
which reflects the overall effort (or energy) in navigating the
roundabout. NP denotes the collective progress made by all
vehicles by the time all players exit the roundabout. The net
progress is normalized by dividing it by the TCT to provide
a more fair assessment of the quality of the homotopy class.

It is evident that the performance varies significantly across
the homotopy classes. For instance, while the TCT of the
globally optimal homotopy class ⟨1, 0, 1, 1⟩ is around 10.4 s,
that of the worst-case scenario ⟨0, 1, 1, 0⟩ is roughly three
times longer. Notably, the normalized progress of the optimal
homotopy class is the highest, which is indicative of a fast
progress rate to task completion.

Furthermore, we devised a solver capable of identifying
the optimal scenario homotopy class and the optimal joint
trajectory within it, denoted as No predefined homotopy in Ta-
ble III. In this case, the optimal homotopy class is ⟨1, 0, 1, 1⟩,
which aligns with the result obtained through the iterative
testing of all 16 candidate scenario homotopy classes. It
is essential to highlight that while both homotopy classes
coincide, the optimal trajectories do not precisely align due to
the finite length of the optimization horizon. Nonetheless, the
discrepancy is very minimal, as evidenced by matching task
completion times, with negligible differences observed in NP
and NCE. It is important to highlight that we are able to obtain
the globally optimal solution without explicitly enumerating
all possible homotopy classes, achieving this in comparable
computational time.

Finally, we present the results of a problem formulation
where the homotopic constraint (9) is replaced with (22),
denoted as homotopic constraint-free. It is important to note
that while the passing sequence and other metrics are equiv-
alent to the optimal one, the computational time required is
approximately five times greater. While the homotopy-based
implementation introduces additional binary variables (hν,µ),
they create dependencies among previously independent bi-
nary variables(σν,µ

□ ). This interdependence significantly aids
the branch-and-bound solver in navigating the solution space
more efficiently, as evidenced by the reduced computational
time.

Player 1 Player 2 Player 3 Player 4
Scenario Homotopy Class
⟨h1,2, h1,3, h2,3, h2,4⟩ t1r c1r t1w t2r c2r t2w t2r c2r t3w t2r c2r t4w

⟨0, 0, 0, 0⟩ 3.9 5.5845 0.3 10.5 7.8700 1.3 18.5 8.8503 0.9 15.1 6.5674 10.8
⟨0, 0, 0, 1⟩ 3.9 5.5845 0.3 10.5 7.8362 1.3 18.5 8.8518 0.9 2.3 4.1641 0.4
⟨0, 0, 1, 0⟩ 3.9 5.5823 0.3 10.5 7.8649 1.3 6.8 6.8991 0.5 15.1 6.5674 10.8
⟨0, 0, 1, 1⟩ 3.9 5.5958 0.3 10.5 7.7844 1.3 6.8 6.8994 0.5 2.3 4.1641 0.4
⟨0, 1, 0, 0⟩ DEADLOCK
⟨0, 1, 0, 1⟩ DEADLOCK
⟨0, 1, 1, 0⟩ 11.8 7.9007 2.8 21.3 8.5864 1.3 6.8 7.0119 0.5 26.0 6.5674 21.7
⟨0, 1, 1, 1⟩ 11.8 7.7874 2.8 21.4 8.5848 1.3 6.8 7.0123 0.5 2.3 4.1641 0.4
⟨1, 0, 0, 0⟩ 4.0 5.2306 0.3 4.8 6.7386 0.4 9.7 7.0248 0.8 7.7 6.2438 3.7
⟨1, 0, 0, 1⟩ 4.0 5.2352 0.3 4.8 6.7055 0.4 9.7 7.0258 0.8 2.3 4.1641 0.4
⟨1, 0, 1, 0⟩ 4.0 5.2326 0.3 5.0 6.0411 0.4 6.8 7.0266 0.5 7.9 6.2628 3.9
⟨1, 0, 1, 1⟩ 4.0 5.2316 0.3 5.0 6.0040 0.4 6.8 7.0058 0.5 2.3 4.1641 0.4
⟨1, 1, 0, 0⟩ 15.5 7.9159 2.7 4.8 6.7466 0.4 9.7 7.0297 0.8 7.7 6.2434 3.7
⟨1, 1, 0, 1⟩ 15.4 7.9195 2.7 4.8 6.7023 0.4 9.7 7.1546 0.8 2.3 4.1641 0.4
⟨1, 1, 1, 0⟩ 11.8 7.7655 2.9 5.0 6.0515 0.4 6.8 7.0915 0.5 7.9 6.2628 3.9
⟨1, 1, 1, 1⟩ 11.8 7.7709 2.9 5.0 6.0108 0.4 6.8 7.0935 0.5 2.3 4.1641 0.4

No predefined homotopy 4.0 5.2281 0.3 5.0 6.0172 0.4 6.8 7.0139 0.5 2.3 4.1641 0.4
Homotopy-free 4.0 5.2328 0.3 5.0 6.0170 0.4 6.8 7.0078 0.5 2.3 4.2245 0.4

TABLE IV
EVALUATION METRICS FOR EACH PLAYER AS THEY TRAVERSE THE

ROUNDABOUT

Additionally, in Table IV, we evaluate three additional
scenario-specific metrics. tνr , cνr , represent the time and con-
trol effort player ν spends while navigating the roundabout,
respectively. tνw represents the time the vehicle spends within
1.5 m of the roundabout entry, indicative of the wait-time to
enter the roundabout. It is evident that ⟨1, 0, 1, 1⟩ emerges as
optimal from a social perspective [11, 40], as it minimizes the
cumulative time, control effort, and waiting time that vehicles
spend navigating the roundabout.

This opens the space to investigate some heuristics that
could help determine good homotopy candidates and bad ones
prior to sending them to the solver, thus saving computational
effort. In fact, if our heuristics are good enough, we can find
the global optimal trajectory by solving only one sub-problem,
or at least set the value of some of the scenario homotopy
class components. Additionally, priority-based heuristics could
be employed to generate multi-agent motion plans where the
precedence among (some) vehicles is determined a priori (for
instance, it is established that an ambulance is priortized
in traffic scenarios). More specifically, some components of
a scenario homotopy class could be set while others are
optimized using the framework.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we presented a homotopy-aware game-
theoretic framework for joint trajectory prediction and opti-
mization in urban traffic scenarios. Our approach allows us
to effectively partition the high-dimensional solution space
into simpler subregions, each corresponding to different high-
level strategic decisions among the vehicles. The proposed
formulation facilitates a comprehensive exploration of poten-
tial solutions and significantly enhances the computational
efficiency of solving the trajectory planning problem (com-
pared to a homotopy-free implementation). Through testing
using scenarios extracted from rounD dataset, the results have
confirmed that the proposed model achieves a reduction in
computational time and an increase in planning efficiency
without compromising the quality of the solutions.

Future developments will focus on expanding the applica-
bility of our framework to incorporate uncertainty on intent.
We believe this could be addressed through the introduction
of fictitious players. Additionally, a fruitful avenue could be
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giving the problem additional structure for cases where 3 or
more players share the same conflict region, as it could lead to
reducing the number of homotopy variables that are introduced
as they are no longer independent.
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[57] F. Altché and A. de La Fortelle, “Analysis of optimal solutions
to robot coordination problems to improve autonomous intersection
management policies,” in 2016 IEEE Intelligent Vehicles Symposium
(IV), 2016, pp. 86–91.

[58] P.-C. Chen, X. Liu, C.-W. Lin, C. Huang, and Q. Zhu, “Mixed-traffic
intersection management utilizing connected and autonomous vehicles
as traffic regulators,” in Proceedings of the 28th Asia and South
Pacific Design Automation Conference, ser. ASPDAC ’23. New York,
NY, USA: Association for Computing Machinery, 2023, p. 52–57.
[Online]. Available: https://doi.org/10.1145/3566097.3567849

[59] W. Wu, Y. Liu, W. Liu, F. Zhang, V. Dixit, and S. T. Waller,
“Autonomous intersection management for connected and automated
vehicles: A lane-based method,” IEEE Transactions on Intelligent
Transportation Systems, vol. 23, no. 9, pp. 15 091–15 106, 2022.

[60] A. Caregnato-Neto, M. R. O. A. Maximo, and R. J. M. Afonso, “A
novel line of sight constraint for mixed-integer programming models
with applications to multi-agent motion planning,” in 2023 European
Control Conference (ECC), 2023, pp. 1–6.

[61] V. Bhattacharyya and A. Vahidi, “Automated vehicle highway merging:
Motion planning via adaptive interactive mixed-integer mpc,” in 2023
American Control Conference (ACC), 2023, pp. 1141–1146.

[62] T. Kessler, K. Esterle, and A. Knoll, “Linear differential games for
cooperative behavior planning of autonomous vehicles using mixed-
integer programming,” in 2020 59th IEEE Conference on Decision and
Control (CDC). IEEE, 2020, pp. 4060–4066.

[63] T. Kessler and A. Knoll, “Cooperative multi-vehicle behavior coor-
dination for autonomous driving,” in 2019 IEEE Intelligent Vehicles
Symposium (IV), 2019, pp. 1953–1960.

[64] J. Eilbrecht and O. Stursberg, “Cooperative driving using a hierarchy
of mixed-integer programming and tracking control,” in 2017 IEEE
Intelligent Vehicles Symposium (IV), 2017, pp. 673–678.

[65] D. Ioan, I. Prodan, S. Olaru, F. Stoican, and S.-I. Niculescu, “Mixed-
integer programming in motion planning,” Annual Reviews in Control,
vol. 51, pp. 65–87, 2021.

[66] J. E. Hopcroft, J. T. Schwartz, and M. Sharir, “On the complexity of
motion planning for multiple independent objects; pspace-hardness of
the” warehouseman’s problem”,” The international journal of robotics
research, vol. 3, no. 4, pp. 76–88, 1984.

[67] A. Zanardi, P. Zullo, A. Censi, and E. Frazzoli, “Factorization of
multi-agent sampling-based motion planning,” in 2023 62nd IEEE
Conference on Decision and Control (CDC), 2023, pp. 8108–8115.

[68] A. Zanardi, S. Bolognani, A. Censi, F. Dorfler, and E. Frazzoli,
“Factorization of Dynamic Games over Spatio-Temporal Resources,”
in 2022 IEEE/RSJ International Conference on Intelligent Robots and
Systems (IROS), 2022, pp. 13 159–13 166.

[69] S. Bhattacharya, M. Likhachev, and V. Kumar, “Identification and
representation of homotopy classes of trajectories for search-based path
planning in 3d,” in Proceedings of Robotics: Science and Systems, Los
Angeles, CA, USA, June 2011.

[70] J. Park, S. Karumanchi, and K. Iagnemma, “Homotopy-based divide-
and-conquer strategy for optimal trajectory planning via mixed-integer
programming,” IEEE Transactions on Robotics, vol. 31, no. 5, pp.
1101–1115, 2015.

[71] K. Kant and S. W. Zucker, “Toward efficient trajectory planning: The
path-velocity decomposition,” The international journal of robotics
research, vol. 5, no. 3, pp. 72–89, 1986.

[72] J. Gregoire, “Priority-based coordination of mobile robots,” arXiv
preprint arXiv:1410.0879, 2014.

[73] B. Yi, P. Bender, F. Bonarens, and C. Stiller, “Model predictive
trajectory planning for automated driving,” IEEE Transactions on
Intelligent Vehicles, vol. 4, no. 1, pp. 24–38, 2019.

[74] M. Schmidt, C. Wissing, J. Braun, T. Nattermann, and T. Bertram,
“Maneuver identification for interaction-aware highway lane change
behavior planning based on polygon clipping and convex optimization,”
in 2019 IEEE Intelligent Transportation Systems Conference (ITSC),
2019, pp. 3948–3953.

[75] K. Esterle, V. Aravantinos, and A. Knoll, “From specifications to
behavior: Maneuver verification in a semantic state space,” in 2019
IEEE Intelligent Vehicles Symposium (IV), 2019, pp. 2140–2147.
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APPENDIX

A. Homotopy Diagram Illustrations
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Fig. S1. Different points labeled (1-6) in the collision area progress plane
(s1, s2) and the corresponding positions of vehicles in the global frame with
respect to their respective conflict region.

B. Refined Formulation to Collision Avoidance Constraints

Collision avoidance between combinations of any two play-
ers ν, µ whose path envelopes intersect can be formulated as
a Mixed-Integer Problem (MIP). We introduce three binary
variables, denoted as σν,µ

A,F , σν,µ
B,E and σν,µ

C,D which take the
following values:

σν,µ
□,△(k) =

{
1 if □ or △ are active
0 otherwise.

Utilizing the Big-M formulation, the collision-avoidance
constraints can be formulated as follows between two players
ν and µ:

sµ(k) ≤ sµ⊏,ν +M · (1− hν,µ) · (1− σν,µ
A,F (k))

+M · hν,µ
(23a)

sµ(k) ≤ sν(k) + (sµ⊏,ν − sν⊏,µ) +M · hν,µ(k)
+M · (1− hν,µ) · (1− σν,µ

B,E(k))
(23b)

sν(k) ≥ sν⊐,µ −M · (1− hν,µ) · (1− σν,µ
C,D(k))

−M · hν,µ
(23c)

sν(k) ≤ sν⊏,µ +M · hν,µ · (1− σν,µ
C,D(k))

+M · (1− hν,µ)
(23d)

sν(k) ≤ sµ(k)− (sµ⊏,ν − sν⊏,µ) +M · (1− hν,µ)

+M · hν,µ · (1− σν,µ
B,E(k))

(23e)

sµ(k) ≥ sµ⊐,ν −M · hν,µ · (1− σν,µ
A,F (k))

−M · (1− hν,µ)
(23f)

σν,µ
A,F (k) + σν,µ

B,E(k) + σν,µ
C,D(k) = 1 (23g)

(25g) ensures that at least one of the constraints is active.
To further reduce the search space, we can add additional
constraints. Since we assume that all players do not drive back,
then it is straightforward to see that for hν,µ = 0, σν,µ

A,F is
non-increasing, and σν,µ

C,D is non-decreasing. Meanwhile, for
hν,µ = 1, σν,µ

A,F is non-decreasing, and σν,µ
C,D is non-increasing.

This cannot be said about σν,µ
B,E , as it exhibits non-monotonic

behavior. This can be introduced in the formulation through
the use of slack variables ξν,µA,F and ξν,µC,D, as follows:

σν,µ
A,F (k)− σν,µ

A,F (k + 1)− ξν,µA,F (k + 1) = 0

σν,µ
C,D(k + 1)− σν,µ

C,D(k)− ξν,µC,D(k + 1) = 0

ξν,µA,F (k)−M · hν,µ ≤ 1

−ξν,µA,F (k)−M · hν,µ ≤ 0

ξν,µA,F (k) +M · hν,µ ≤M

−ξν,µA,F (k)−M · hν,µ ≤ 1 +M

ξν,µC,D(k)−M · hν,µ ≤ 1

−ξν,µC,D(k)−M · hν,µ ≤ 0

ξν,µC,D(k) +M · hν,µ ≤M

−ξν,µC,D(k) +M · hν,µ ≤ 1 +M

(24)

such that ξν,µA,F , ξ
ν,µ
C,D ∈ [−1, 1]

Note that (23) results in a Mixed-Integer Quadratically
Constrained Problem (MIQCP), as a result of the multipli-
cation of the binary variables. Nonetheless, we can convert
it into a MIQP using the translation of the if-then-else logic
relation from [100]. To this end, we introduce three continuous
auxiliary variables ϵν,µA,F , ϵν,µB,E and ϵν,µC,D, such that (23) is
transformed into the following equivalent form:
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sµ(k) ≤ sµ⊏,ν +M · (1− σν,µ
A,F (k)) +M · ϵν,µA,F (k) (25a)

sµ(k) ≤ sν(k) + (sµ⊏,ν − sν⊏,µ) +M · (1− σν,µ
B,E(k))

+M · ϵν,µB,E(k)
(25b)

sν(k) ≥ sν⊐,µ −M · (1− σν,µ
C,D(k)) +M · ϵν,µC,D(k) (25c)

sν(k) ≤ sν⊏,µ +M · (1− ϵν,µC,D(k)) (25d)

sν(k) ≤ sµ(k)− (sµ⊏,ν − sν⊏,µ) +M · (1− ϵν,µB,E(k)) (25e)

sµ(k) ≥ sµ⊐,ν −M · (1− ϵν,µA,F (k)) (25f)

σν,µ
A,F (k) + σν,µ

B,E(k) + σν,µ
C,D(k) = 1 (25g)

ϵν,µA,F (k) ≤ hν,µ (25h)

ϵν,µA,F (k) ≤ σν,µ
A,F (k) (25i)

ϵν,µA,F (k) ≥ σν,µ
A,F (k)− (1− hν,µ) (25j)

ϵν,µB,E(k) ≤ hν,µ (25k)

ϵν,µB,E(k) ≤ σν,µ
B,E(k) (25l)

ϵν,µB,E(k) ≥ σν,µ
B,E(k)− (1− hν,µ) (25m)

ϵν,µC,D(k) ≤ hν,µ (25n)

ϵν,µC,D(k) ≤ σν,µ
C,D(k) (25o)

ϵν,µC,D(k) ≥ σν,µ
C,D(k)− (1− hν,µ) (25p)

where ϵν,µ□,△ is effectively equal to hν,µ · σν,µ
□,△

C. Identification of Deadlock Cases

Not all scenario homotopy classes, i.e passing sequences,
are physically feasible due to deadlocks. This kind of deadlock
arises when the path envelopes of three or more vehicles
intersect each other, and occurs purely due to the geometry of
the paths and the the monotonicity constraint on the progress
of players (16b). Depending on the application of the presented
framework, pre-identification of deadlock scenario homotopy
classes could prove advantageous.

It is possible to identify deadlock cases by attempting
to solve a constraint satisfaction problem (CSP) involving
a relatively small number of points N , depending on the
geometric complexities of the scenario. We have found that
satisfactory outcomes are attainable with N values as small
as the number of components within the scenario homotopy
class, as follows:



min
sν(k) ∀ν∈A ∀k∈[0,...,N ]

0

s.t sν(k + 1) ≥ sν(k) ∀k ∈ [0, . . . , N − 1] ∀ν ∈ A
sν(0) ≤ min([sν⊏,µ]∀µ∈Iν ) ∀ν ∈ A
sν(N) ≥ max([s̄ν⊐,µ]∀µ∈Iν ) ∀ν ∈ A
⟨[hν,µ]∀µ∈Iν , ∀ν∈A⟩
(10), (9), (11), (12)

(26)

D. Demonstration of Fig. 6d
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Fig. S2. Illustrates the effective collisions area in the case where sgn(sν⊗2,µ−
sν⊗1,µ) ̸= sgn(sµ⊗2,ν − sµ⊗1,ν) that arises due to the monotonicity constraint
on the progress of the each player. Note that in cases (1-4), the progress of
either player would be impossible unless the other player drives in reverse
(ṡν < 0), violating the monotonicity constraint.
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