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Abstract—This paper examines the influence of initial guesses
on trajectory planning for Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs)
formulated in terms of Optimal Control Problem (OCP). The
OCP is solved numerically using the Pseudospectral collocation
method. Our approach leverages a path identified through Lazy
Theta* and incorporates known constraints and a model of the
UAV’s behavior for the initial guess. Our findings indicate that
a suitable initial guess has a beneficial influence on the planned
trajectory. They also suggest promising directions for future
research.
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I. Introduction
Trajectory planning is critical to autonomous Unmanned

Aerial Vehicle (UAV) operations. It determines the vehicle’s
path, velocity, orientation, and, in some cases, control signals as
functions of time [1]. Several distinct approaches exist, includ-
ing graph-based algorithms for path planning and subsequent
trajectory generation, potential field methods, and model-based
Optimal Control Problem (OCP) formulations [2]. Our objective
is to solve the trajectory planning using OCP. However, when
dealing with nonlinear dynamics, the OCP becomes intractable.
To address this challenge, we employed the Chebyshev single
and multi-segment pseudospectral method (PSM) [3], [4], a
collocation technique that approximates the nonlinear dynamics,
integral criterion, and system constraints at collocation points
using Chebyshev polynomials. As a result, continuous nonlinear
OCP is transcribed into a Nonlinear program (NLP) that can be
solved using NLP solvers such as IPOPT [5]. Nevertheless, the
search for the NLP solution remains challenging. To facilitate
the search, we explored leveraging path-planning algorithms
and an understanding of the UAV’s dynamic model to generate
an initial trajectory guess, facilitating the optimization process.

In this paper, we propose an approach to facilitate the solution
of NLP by utilizing the graph-based path planning method Lazy
Theta* (LT*) to acquire the initial guess. The quality of the
initial guess for the NLP directly impacts the convergence
of the resulting solution. Traditional methods that employ a
simple initial guess, such as a linear or constant path, can lead
to poorly converging results.

The papers [6] and [7] both investigate trajectory planning
for UAVs. However, their approaches to generating initial
guesses for the trajectory planning process differ. The approach
taken in [6] involves utilizing an online topological path
planning approach to generate a comprehensive set of distinctive

paths that guide the optimization process. The approach taken
in [7] consists of the use of the Rapidly Exploring Random
Tree* (RRT*) algorithm to generate an initial route and
subsequent construction of a trajectory consisting of a sequence
of polynomial spline segments to follow that route. In contrast,
our proposed approach is focused on the use of Lazy Theta*
(LT*) for the generation of the initial guess.

We chose LT* over RRT* due to its ability to find paths
between line-of-sight nodes on a grid map, which can result in
more direct paths with fewer waypoints. This can be advanta-
geous for UAVs that can move in any direction, possibly leading
to a more efficient trajectory planning process. Based on the
LT*-generated path, we construct and test several initial guesses
for both state and control trajectories, incorporating UAV
constraints, environmental factors, and nonlinear dynamics.

The paper is structured as follows. Section II presents the
UAV trajectory planning problem defined in terms of OCP,
and Section III describes the process of its transcription to
the NLP. Section IV describes the technique for initial guess
construction in detail. Furthermore, Section V presents the
details of the implementation and parameters of the trajectory
planning problem, along with the process of evaluating solution
quality. Section VI presents the results obtained for two distinct
environments and discusses these results. Finally, the paper’s
main points are summarized in Section VII, and future research
directions are outlined.

II. Trajectory Planning Problem

This section describes the trajectory planning problem in
terms of OCP. The OCP includes a nonlinear dynamics model
of the UAV, an criterion, and constraints reflecting obstacles,
state, and control limitations.

A. UAV Dynamics Constraints

The UAV state vector, denoted as x(t), is represented by
its position rL, velocity ṙL, orientation quaternion q [8], and
angular rate ω, fully describing the aircraft’s motion in 3D
space. The state vector is given as

x(t) =
[
rL(t)T, ṙL(t)T, q(t)T, ω(t)T]T . (1)

The UAV is actuated by the collective thrust FB
T and collective

torque τ. The control vector is given as

u(t) =
[
FB

T (t)T, τ(t)T]T . (2)
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The UAV equations of motion [9], [10] are stated below

r̈L = – g [0, 0, 1]T +
FL

m
, (3)

ω̇ = – I–1 (ω × Iω) + I–1
τ, (4)

q̇ =
1
2

Γ(q)T
ω, (5)

where g is the gravity constant, m is the mass of the UAV, FL

are generalized forces, I is the inertia matrix of the UAV, and
Γ is the quaternion dynamics matrix given as

Γ(q) =

–qx qw qz –qy
–qy –qz qw qx
–qz qy –qx qw

 . (6)

The generalized forces FL are given as

FL = q ⊗
(
FB

T + FB
A
)
⊗ q∗ = R(q)T (FB

T + FB
A
)

, (7)

where q∗ is the conjugate of q, ⊗ is the operator for quaternion
product, R(q) is the body-to-local frame rotation matrix, and
FB

A are aerodynamic forces [11] given as

FB
A = –

(
FB

T ,z
)
·
(
KDṙB)T , (8)

where KD is the lumped drag coefficient matrix and the
collective thrust along the z⃗B-axis.

B. Criterion

The optimal criterion is an integral component of OCP, as its
minimization defines the optimal solution. As the orientation
is represented by a quaternion, it is not appropriate to evaluate
its deviation by a simple difference. Therefore, the distance
between the current orientation q(t) and the final orientation
q(tf ) is calculated as |1–q(t)T ·q(tf )|. To evaluate the quaternions
separately, a new symbol xx\q(t) is introduced for the vector,
which contains only position, velocity, and angular rate, given
as

xx\q(t) =
[
rL(t)T, ṙL(t)T, ω(t)T]T . (9)

The criterion J is defined as

J(x(t), u(t), t0, tf ) =
∫ tf

t0
L(x(t), u(t), t, tf )dt, (10)

where t ∈ [t0, tf ] is the flight time. The function L is used to
quantify the deviations between the UAV’s current state x(t)
and control u(t) at any given time t and their respective desired
final values x(tf ) and u(tf ). Function L can be denoted as

L(x(t), u(t), t, tf ) =

=
(
xx\q(t) – xx\q(tf )

)T Qx\q
(
xx\q(t) – xx\q(tf )

)
+Qq|1 – q(t)T · q(tf )| +

(
u(t) – u(tf )

)T R
(
u(t) – u(tf )

)
,

(11)

where Qx\q and Qq are positively semidefinite matrices which
weight deviations between current state x(t) and x(tf ), and R
is positively definite matrix which weights the deviation of
control u(t) against u(tf ).

C. Constraints Reflecting Static Obstacles
The obstacle avoidance system employs constraints that adapt

based on the UAV’s position and the location of obstacles in
the form of columns. The distance from UAV to obstacles is
calculated based on the UAV’s dimensions and an additional
safety margin. The constraints are expressed as(

xL(t) – xL
obs

)2 +
(
yL(t) – yL

obs
)2 ≥

(
robs + rsafe

)2 , (12)

where xL(t), yL(t), xL
obs, yL

obs are the UAV and obstacle center
coordinates, respectively. The radius of the column is denoted
as robs. The safety radius around the UAV rsafe is calculated as
rsafe =

(
l + dp

2

)
· 1.1, taking into account the arm length l and

half the propeller diameter dp with an additional safety margin
of 10%. To ensure consistency between 2D grid pathfinding and
3D optimal control, the obstacle radius is set to robs =

√
2

2 · rgrid,
ensuring the entire obstacle is inscribed within the column.

D. State and Control Constraints, and Boundary Conditions
The operation of the UAV is constrained by a set of box

constraints on its state and control variables. These constraints
were designed based on the laboratory flight space and the
UAV specifications. The specific values for these constraints
and conditions are provided in Section V. Additionally, an
equality constraint is enforced to maintain the unit quaternion
norm, which is necessary to represent a valid orientation.

The initial and final conditions are set for a stabilized UAV
state, with the specified position from the grid map. Thus, in
the state x(t0) and x(tf ), the position corresponds to the start
and goal, respectively. The quaternion is set to q(t0) = q(tf ) =
[1, 0, 0, 0]T and the remaining state elements are set to zero. For
the control vector, the thrust is fixed at FB

T ,z(t0) = FB
T ,z(tf ) = m ·g

to counter a gravitational force and collective torque is set
to zero. The final time tf is constrained between 0 and the
maximum flight time of the UAV.

III. Transcription to Nonlinear Program
The nonlinear OCP described in Section II is intractable.

The standard approach to addressing this problem is to
employ a numerical method to obtain approximate solutions
[2]. This section presents the PSM [3], [4], [12] and its
multisegment variant, the pseudospectral elements method
(PSEM), and discusses their application, error evaluation, and
mesh refinement schemes.

A. Chebyshev Pseudospectral Method
PSM is a collocation method that approximates problems

using high-degree polynomials. It describes the exact situation
at collocation points and approximates it elsewhere. We utilize
Chebyshev polynomials of the first kind due to their excellent
convergence and precision compared to other collocation
methods [13]. Moreover, the approximation is the most precise
at the domain edges due to the placement of the collocation
points. This is advantageous because these are the locations
where the sharpest changes in state and control trajectories
typically occur. Gauss-Lobatto collocation points are used as



they include both the roots of the Chebyshev polynomial and
the boundary points, allowing direct constraint imposition at
boundaries.

Polynomial approximation enables straightforward differ-
entiation and integration of the approximated functions [3].
Derivatives at collocation points are calculated by multiplying
the differentiation matrix, while integrals are approximated
using the Clenshaw-Curtis quadrature. The number of colloca-
tion points determines the placement of these points and the
differentiation matrix and integral weights.

Due to its inherent characteristics, the Chebyshev polynomial
is only suitable for PSM on the interval [–1, 1]. This presents a
significant challenge, as the OCP is defined on t ∈ [t0, tf ]. How-
ever, a straightforward transformation can facilitate alignment
between these intervals [12].

To accelerate solution finding and reduce complexity, we
also implement PSEM, which approximates the problem across
multiple interconnected domains. This approach introduces
additional constraints to ensure solution continuity at segment
boundaries for time, state, state derivative, and control.

B. Transcription of Optimal Control Problem to Nonlinear
Program

The PSM approximation allows us to transcribe the OCP
into an NLP by evaluating the problem only at collocation
points and using approximations between them. The criterion
is evaluated using integral weights, while state derivatives at
collocation points are calculated using a differentiation matrix.

The PSM-approximated OCP with equality and inequality
constraints and nonlinear dynamics approximated by an N-th
degree polynomial can be described as

z =
[
t0, tN , xT

0 , . . . , xT
N , uT

0 , . . . , uT
N
]T , (13)

min
z

N∑
k=0

wkL
(
xk, uk, tk, tf

)
, (14)0

...
0

 = DN

x0
...

xN

 –

 f (x0, u0, t0)
...

f (xN , uN , tN)

 , (15)

g (z) ≤ 0, h (z) = 0, z– ≤ z ≤ z+, (16)

where z includes the boundary time points, state, and control
for N collocation points. The integral weights are denoted
as wk, and DN is the differentiation matrix for the N-th
degree approximation. The approximate criterion is given by
Equation (14). The dynamics of UAV and its relationship with
the approximated derivative is described in Equation (15),
where f includes Equations (3) to (5). Relations (16) denote
inequality, equality, and box constraints, respectively. Scaling
of PSM parameters, namely tk, wk, and DN , is performed
according to t0 and tf using additional equality constraints.

To initialize the NLP solver, it is necessary to input an initial
guess, which can have a significant impact on the search for a
solution, either by accelerating the process or even identifying
a global optimum. The construction of suitable initial guesses
is presented in Section IV. The NLP solver is then used to solve

the NLP, with trajectories constructed by fitting the extracted
state and control collocation points with an appropriate degree
polynomial.

C. Solution Error and Mesh Refinement Schemes
Solving complex problems using PSM and PSEM typically

requires an iterative process to ensure sufficient solution
accuracy. This section describes the evaluation of the solution
and the iterative mesh refinement method used to increase
accuracy. To evaluate the accuracy of the PSM, we compute
the discretization error εd(t) as the difference between the
derivative of the state polynomial and the nonlinear dynamics
function

εd(t) =
dpx(t)

dt
– f (p(x(t)), p(u(t)), t), (17)

where p(x(t)) and p(u(t)) are polynomial approximations of state
and control trajectories, respectively. The absolute discretization
error εa,i between collocation points is

εa,i =
∫ ti+1

ti
|εd(t)|dt, (18)

evaluated using composite Simpson’s rule with Nsimp = 10
points. The relative error εr,i is calculated as

εr,i = εa,i
1

Nsimp

∑ti+1
tl=ti px(tl)

. (19)

We define maximum absolute and relative errors as
εamax,i = max εa,i, εrmax,i = max εr,i. (20)

The PSM iteratively increases the polynomial degree until the
error tolerance is reached, determined by

Pk = max
(
⌈ln(Nk, εamax /ε)⌉, 3

)
, (21)

where Pk is the increase in the number of collocation points,
Nk the original number of points, and ε the error tolerance.
The PSEM scheme differs by allowing segment division based
on relative error. If εrmax exceeds a tolerance value, the segment
is divided at the point with the highest relative deflection

∆εrmax,i = εrmax,i+1 – εrmax,i. (22)

The refined mesh is determined, and polynomial fitting propa-
gates the solution to the new collocation points. This refined
solution serves as the initial guess for the next iteration in the
search for the optimal solution.

IV. Initial Guess through Graph-Based Path Planning
While simple linear interpolation between boundary con-

ditions is a common approach for initial guesses, it can be
ineffective with nonlinear constraints or nonconvex obstacles.
We propose a set of more complex initial guesses with varying
degrees of influence on the trajectory, as summarized in Table I.

Our initial guess leverages the LT* graph-based path planning
algorithm [14], which extends A* to identify direct paths
between visible grid map nodes. Time parametrization follows
known velocity constraints, providing an optimistic time frame.
Other state and control guesses are derived from the UAV
dynamics (Table I).



TABLE I: Summary of initial guess construction for state and
control (separated by the line)

Component Method Purpose
Simple Straight line interpolation Basic path planning
Position Spline Smooth path following
Velocity Differentiation of position Smooth velocity profile
Orientation Quaternion curve Align with forces
Angular rate Quaternion derivative Orientation changes
Thrust Rotation of force Translation and orientation
Torque Dynamic equation Desired angular motion

A. Time Parameterization
The LT* algorithm assigns waypoints S = [s0, s1, . . . , sM]

along the path as locations for trajectory segments, where
s0 = sstart = rL

0 and sM = sgoal = rL
f . The distances between

successive waypoints are calculated as ∆si = |si+1 – si|
For 2D paths, the z-axis element is linearly interpolated

based on boundary conditions

zL (t) = zL
0 +

t – t0
tf – t0

·
(
zL

f – zL
0
)

. (23)

The time required for the UAV to travel between waypoints,
considering maximum velocity constraints, is computed as

∆t(i)
f = max

(
∆si

ṙL
max

)
, i = 0, . . . , M – 1. (24)

The total optimistic time is the sum of these intervals tf =∑M–1
i=0 ∆t(i)

f . The time grid is generated based on the number of
collocation points per segment. For multi-segment cases, the
grid is constructed sequentially for each segment span. PSEM
can also be initialized with a single-segment initial guess.

B. State and Control Initial Guess
We propose a hierarchical approach (as presented in Table I)

to generate initial guesses for state and control variables,
building from simple interpolations to more complex dynamics-
based guesses based on relations in Section II-A:

• Simple: A straight linear interpolation between initial and
final states and controls, with tf = 1

2 (tfmax + tfmin ).
• Position: LT* path waypoints are fitted with a cubic spline,

parameterized by the established time grid.
• Velocity: Differentiation of the position trajectory

ṙL = drL

dt (25)

• Orientation: Using expected force over time

FL
r = m · (̈rL + g⃗zL) (26)

Quaternion curve is generated using

q =
1√

2(1 +
FB

r
∥FB

r ∥
·

FL
r

∥FL
r ∥

)

1 +
FB

r
∥FB

r ∥
·

FL
r

∥FL
r ∥

FB
r

∥FB
r ∥

×
FL

r
∥FL

r ∥

 (27)

• Angular Rate: Derived from quaternion trajectory

ω = 2Γ(q)q̇ = –2Γ(q̇)q (28)

• Thrust: Obtained through quaternion rotation of expected
force to body frame

FB
r = q–1 ⊗ FL

r ⊗ q, FB
T ,z = FB

r,z (29)

• Torque: Based on rotational dynamics equation

τ = –Iω̇ + (ω × Iω) (30)

This hierarchical approach provides increasingly refined initial
guesses, potentially improving the efficiency of subsequent
optimization processes. Each level builds upon the previous,
incorporating more of the UAV’s dynamics and constraints.

V. Parameters and Implementation
This section presents the values for the parameters of the

trajectory planning problem and describes the software and
hardware sources employed in the solution acquisition process.
This section aims to provide further insight into the solved
problem and assist in understanding the results presented in
Section VI.

The parameters of the UAV are determined by the specifica-
tions of the nano UAV Crazyflie1. The specific values of the
UAV are set based on [10] and are presented in Table II. The
lumped drag coefficient matrix is set as

KD = –1 · 10–7 ·

10.2506 0.3177 0.4332
0.3177 10.2506 0.4332
7.7050 7.7050 7.5530

 . (31)

TABLE II: Crazyflie UAV Model Parameters and Constraints
Parameter Symbol Value
Gravitational acceleration g 9.81305 m/s2

UAV mass m 0.032 kg
Arm length l 0.0397 m
Moment of inertia, x⃗B-axis Ix 6.410179 · 10–6 kg·m2

Moment of inertia, y⃗B-axis Iy 6.410179 · 10–6 kg·m2

Moment of inertia, z⃗B-axis Iz 9.860228 · 10–6 kg·m2

Propeller diameter dp 0.051 m
maximum flight time tf 3 min

The state box constraints have the following specific values

[–2, –2, 0]T ≤ rL(t) ≤ [2, 2, 2]T , –2 ≤ ṙL(t) ≤ 2, (32)
0 ≤ qw(t) ≤ 1, –1 ≤ qr(t) ≤ 1, –∞ ≤ ω(t) ≤ ∞, (33)

and the control box constraints are as follows

0 ≤ FB
T ,z(t) ≤ 0.6, τ

– ≤ τ(t) ≤ τ
+, (34)

where τ+ = –τ– = [5.955, 5.955, 1.82063]T · 10–3.
The weight matrices in Equation (11) are set as

Qx\q =diag (1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 1, 0.328, 0.328, 0.328) , Qq = 100,

R =diag
(

1.223 · 101, 2.820 · 104, 2.820 · 104, 3.017 · 105
)

.
(35)

The trajectory planning algorithm, which incorporates PSM
and PSEM, was developed in Python using Pyomo [15] for
optimization modeling. The IPOPT solver [5] was employed to
solve the resulting large-scale nonlinear programming problems.

1Crazyflie – https://www.bitcraze.io/products/crazyflie-2-1/

https://www.bitcraze.io/products/crazyflie-2-1/


(a) LT* path (b) Trajectory (c) Collocation
points

Fig. 1: Path and trajectory in the environment

The UAV’s dynamic model from Section II-A was incorporated
using SymPy for symbolic computations.

To ensure consistency, the algorithm was executed on the
Czech National Grid Infrastructure MetaCentrum2, with a
minimum CPU computational power of 8.0 SPECfp20173.
All computations were performed on AMD Epyc processors,
with 16 CPUs and 50 GB of RAM allocated per job. A
custom Apptainer4 image with Miniconda was created to ensure
consistent execution across different machines, simplifying the
deployment of IPOPT and other dependencies.

VI. Results
This section presents the results for two critical scenarios: a

two-column obstacle and a random columns environment. We
focus on these scenarios as they provide the most informative
insights into the algorithm’s performance while adhering to
space constraints. Figure 1a illustrates an LT* path example for
a random columns environment. Figure 1b shows an optimal
trajectory with a speed profile, while Figure 1c depicts the
position at the collocation points and obstacle constraints.

The results are analyzed based on several criteria:
• Init. Level: The initial guess complexity level (Section IV).
• Constr.: Inclusion of boundary conditions and state/control

limits in the initial guess.
• Method: PSM (single segment) or PSEM (multi-segment).
• Iter.: Number of iterations for convergence.
• Criterion: Equation (10), approximated by Clenshaw-

Curtis quadrature.
• Absolute Error: Maximum error across the trajectory based

on Equation (18).
• Sum Viol.: Total constraint violation.
• Obstacle Viol.: Obstacle interference.
• Total Time: Computation time on the MetaCentrum grid

in seconds.
It is crucial to acknowledge that, as PSM and PSEM are collo-
cation methods, constraints are only evaluated at collocation
points, which may occasionally result in obstacle encounters.
The discretization error, which is employed as a stopping metric
for the trajectory planning algorithm, is set with a threshold of
εamax = 10–2. The search is limited to 10 iterations or 5 hours
if the aforementioned threshold is not reached. In some cases,

2MetaCentrum – https://metavo.metacentrum.cz/en/about/index.html
3SPECfp2017 norm – https://www.spec.org/cpu2017/Docs/
4Apptainer – https://apptainer.org/

(a) PSM single-seg. ori-
entation init. and forced
constraints

(b) PSEM single-seg. a.
rate with control init.
and forced constraints

(c) PSEM multi-seg.
orientation init. and
forced constraints

Fig. 2: PSM and PSEM trajectory planning for two obstacles

TABLE III: Evaluation of UAV trajectories found by PSM and
PSEM for 2 obstacles with multi-segment initialization.

Init. Level Constr. Method Iter. Optimality
Criterion

Absolute
Error

Sum Viol. Obstacle
Viol.

Total Time

position yes PSEM 1 2.72e+01 4.20e-03 2.00e-02 1.99e-02 80.94s
velocity yes PSEM 5 2.97e+01 5.09e-03 2.91e-02 2.91e-02 2308.56s
orientation yes PSEM 7 2.71e+01 3.75e-03 1.71e-02 1.61e-02 5547.63s
a. rate yes PSEM 5 2.97e+01 5.09e-03 2.91e-02 2.91e-02 2003.10s
a. rate ctrl yes PSEM 3 2.82e+01 3.81e-03 1.46e-02 1.37e-02 972.14s

this can result in local minima that fail to satisfy all constraints.
In the following tables, the best values are marked in green, the
worst in orange, and the 90th and 10th percentiles are marked
in light red and blue, respectively.

A. Two Obstacles Scenario

In the two-obstacle scenario (Figure 2), most trajectories
followed the LT* path, with no trajectories found without
constraint enforcement. PSEM with single-segment angular
rate and control initialization (Figure 2b) found a unique path
in the shortest time, while simple initialization consistently
failed.

Table IV shows position initialization required the least
iterations but resulted in the largest violations. PSM with
orientation initial guess (Figure 2a) achieved the best criterion
and absolute error. Multi-segment initialization (Table III)
yielded slightly lower optimality values but often increased
computation time.

B. Random Columns Scenario

The random columns scenario (Figure 3) with 30 obstacles
provided diverse insights. Unlike in the two-obstacle scenario,
trajectories were found for simple initial guesses in both multi
and single-segment initializations.

Table V reveals PSEM with simple initial guess (Figure 3a)
found a trajectory in just two iterations. PSEM with angular

TABLE IV: Evaluation of UAV trajectories found by PSM and
PSEM for 2 obstacles with single-segment initialization.

Init. Level Constr. Method Iter. Optimality
Criterion

Absolute
Error

Sum Viol. Obstacle
Viol.

Total Time

position yes PSEM 3 3.10e+01 7.78e-03 2.41e-02 2.11e-02 167.66s
position yes PSM 8 3.17e+01 9.16e-03 5.62e-03 3.30e-03 241.98s
velocity yes PSM 6 2.89e+01 9.62e-03 9.03e-03 6.51e-03 105.95s
velocity yes PSEM 7 3.00e+01 4.37e-03 1.34e-02 1.17e-02 730.64s
orientation yes PSM 8 2.88e+01 3.43e-03 5.74e-03 3.62e-03 163.24s
angular rate yes PSM 6 2.89e+01 9.62e-03 9.03e-03 6.51e-03 123.88s
angular rate yes PSEM 7 3.00e+01 4.37e-03 1.34e-02 1.17e-02 476.32s
a. rate yes PSM 5 2.93e+01 8.66e-03 7.91e-03 6.20e-03 97.57s
a. rate ctrl yes PSEM 8 3.03e+01 7.87e-03 4.71e-03 3.37e-03 1005.08s

https://metavo.metacentrum.cz/en/about/index.html
https://www.spec.org/cpu2017/Docs/
https://apptainer.org/


(a) single-segment simple init. (b) single-seg. a. rate init. with
control and forced constraints

(c) multi-segment simple init. (d) multi-segment position init.

Fig. 3: PSEM trajectory planning for the environment with
randomly generated columns

TABLE V: Evaluation of UAV trajectories found by PSM and
PSEM for random columns with single-segment init.

Init. Level Constr. Method Iter. Optimality
Criterion

Absolute
Error

Sum Viol. Obstacle
Viol.

Total Time

none no PSEM 2 2.10e+01 5.38e-03 2.83e-03 2.01e-03 150.63s
none no PSM 5 1.86e+01 9.62e-03 3.88e-03 2.18e-03 140.36s
position yes PSEM 4 1.77e+01 4.38e-03 5.98e-04 3.38e-04 151.39s
position yes PSM 5 1.90e+01 8.22e-03 4.17e-03 2.20e-03 154.93s
velocity yes PSEM 4 1.72e+01 1.97e-03 1.04e-02 5.71e-03 394.50s
velocity yes PSM 5 1.76e+01 7.63e-03 2.94e-03 2.94e-03 101.50s
orientation yes PSEM 3 1.60e+01 1.56e-03 6.10e-03 3.49e-03 503.45s
orientation yes PSM 4 1.75e+01 3.94e-03 4.11e-03 4.10e-03 76.55s
a. rate yes PSEM 4 1.72e+01 1.97e-03 1.04e-02 5.71e-03 325.69s
a. rate yes PSM 5 1.76e+01 7.63e-03 2.94e-03 2.94e-03 128.18s
a. rate ctrl yes PSM 3 2.39e+01 8.28e-03 3.73e-03 3.65e-03 46.71s
a. rate ctrl yes PSEM 3 1.70e+01 1.17e-03 2.83e-03 1.04e-03 299.46s

rate and control initialization (Figure 3b) achieved the best
maximum absolute error in three iterations.

For multi-segment initialization (Table VI), simple initial-
ization had the lowest constraint violation but the highest
computation time. Position initialization (Figure 3d) was most
efficient, found in one iteration with the best criterion.

criterion values varied more significantly in this scenario,
with no clear advantage between single and multi-segment
initialization, suggesting the optimal choice depends on specific
scenario characteristics.

VII. Conclusion
The influence of LT*-based initial guesses on the UAV

trajectory planning was investigated using PSM and PSEM. The

TABLE VI: Evaluation of UAV trajectories found by PSM and
PSEM for random columns with multi-segment init.

Init. Level Constr. Method Iter. Optimality
Criterion

Absolute
Error

Sum Viol. Obstacle
Viol.

Total Time

none no PSEM 4 2.26e+01 7.44e-03 2.10e-04 1.29e-04 1576.18s
position yes PSEM 1 1.49e+01 2.96e-03 3.90e-02 3.89e-02 37.94s
velocity yes PSEM 2 2.45e+01 9.37e-03 1.49e-02 9.26e-03 345.94s
orientation yes PSEM 3 1.62e+01 6.39e-03 8.81e-04 7.96e-04 311.26s
a. rate yes PSEM 2 2.45e+01 9.37e-03 1.49e-02 9.26e-03 338.72s
a. rate ctrl yes PSEM 3 1.76e+01 4.66e-03 1.53e-02 1.01e-02 346.07s

study revealed that PSEM generally requires fewer iterations
but is often computationally more demanding than PSM due
to the greater number of collocation points. Our findings
indicate that the quality of the initial guess significantly affects
the solution. In sparse environments, simple initial guesses
often fail, whereas in complex scenarios, they occasionally
succeed. Multi-segment position initial guesses with PSEM are
computationally efficient and yield low values of the criterion.
However, they are prone to constraint violations and collisions.

We suggest that future work should focus on improving
collision avoidance by incorporating collision rates and con-
straint violations into stop conditions, optimizing segmentation
strategies, and enhancing dynamics-based initial guesses.
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