
TRG-planner: Traversal Risk Graph-Based Path Planning in
Unstructured Environments for Safe and Efficient Navigation

Dongkyu Lee, I Made Aswin Nahrendra, Minho Oh, Byeongho Yu, and Hyun Myung∗

Abstract— Unstructured environments such as mountains,
caves, construction sites, or disaster areas are challenging for
autonomous navigation because of terrain irregularities. In
particular, it is crucial to plan a path to avoid risky terrain and
reach the goal quickly and safely. In this paper, we propose a
method for safe and distance-efficient path planning, leveraging
Traversal Risk Graph (TRG), a novel graph representation
that takes into account geometric traversability of the terrain.
TRG nodes represent stability and reachability of the terrain,
while edges represent relative traversal risk-weighted path
candidates. Additionally, TRG is constructed in a wavefront
propagation manner and managed hierarchically, enabling real-
time planning even in large-scale environments. Lastly, we
formulate a graph optimization problem on TRG that leads
the robot to navigate by prioritizing both safe and short paths.
Our approach demonstrated superior safety, distance efficiency,
and fast processing time compared to the conventional methods.
It was also validated in several real-world experiments using a
quadrupedal robot. Notably, TRG-planner contributed as the
global path planner of an autonomous navigation framework
for the DreamSTEP team, which won the Quadruped Robot
Challenge at ICRA 2023. The project page is available at
https://trg-planner.github.io.

Index Terms— Path planning; Traversability; Unstructured
environments; Legged robots; Field robotics.

I. INTRODUCTION

SAFE and efficient path planning is an essential compo-
nent for mobile robots in successful autonomous naviga-

tion. Traditionally, a safe path is defined as a collision-free
path from the start to the goal position [1]–[3]. However,
the concept of a safe path in unstructured environments
such as mountains, caves, construction sites, or disaster
areas becomes ambiguous due to irregular terrain. That is
because the safety of the path is affected not only by obstacle
collisions but also due to terrain properties such as steepness
and roughness.

Thanks to recent advancements in mobile robot plat-
forms [4], [5] or in the locomotion ability of legged
robots [6]–[8], which can overcome rough terrain, robots
can navigate such unstructured environments. However, even
with robust locomotion ability, they can inevitably fail to
navigate due to the unsafe planned path on rough terrain.
Therefore, in planning the navigation path, the traversal
risk of the terrain should be considered to prevent unstable
navigation that yields navigation failure.
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Fig. 1. (L-R): Our quadruped robot autonomously navigates through a harsh
slope terrain during the QRC competition. The proposed planner constructs
the traversal risk graph, which contains the reachability of the terrain and
the relative risk of the path candidates. The white-to-red gradation of the
graph edges visualizes the relative risk of the path candidates. The robot
plans a safe and efficient path by optimizing the graph (green line).

To avoid the unstable terrains, some researchers pro-
posed the traversability mapping methods to identify the
safe area [9]–[11]. The existing methods usually represent
traversability based on the terrain stability, which means the
robot can stand still on the terrain. However, the primary
purpose of these methods is to improve the map quality
during navigation with partial sensor measurements. There-
fore, these methods are insufficient to represent the relative
risk of path candidates, which can be different depending on
the entry direction into the terrain. For example, the robot
can maintain stability when entering a slope from the front,
but it may become unstable when entering from the side.
Additionally, reachability, which refers to the possibility that
the robot can reach the goal location from its current pose,
is not considered in the traversability map and should be
checked during navigation.

In this context, we propose a planning method to find
a safe and efficient path by introducing a novel graph
structure called Traversal Risk Graph (TRG) that models the
geometrical information of the terrain, as shown in Fig. 1.
TRG consists of nodes and edges. The nodes represent safe
areas, determined by the stability of the corresponding terrain
and the reachability from the current robot pose. The edges
indicate traversal risk-weighted path candidates between the
nodes. The proposed graph sequentially propagates nodes
and wires edges in local area and combines them into a
global structure, enabling time-efficient hierarchical manage-
ment of all reachable environments. We formulate the safe
path planning problem as a graph optimization problem on
TRG, prioritizing paths with low risk and short distances.
Our proposed planning method, TRG-planner, outperforms
conventional methods in terms of safety and distance-
efficiency in simulation environments. Furthermore, TRG-

ar
X

iv
:2

50
1.

01
80

6v
1 

 [
cs

.R
O

] 
 3

 J
an

 2
02

5

https://trg-planner.github.io


Pre-defined map

(c) TRG planning (Section III.D)

Risk-aware trajectory 

optimization
Goal positionNode sampling

Edge wiring

Traversal risk 
checking

Global TRG

(a) TRG construction (Section III.B)

(b) TRG management (Section III.C)

Update

Extract local graph Expansion
Local measurement

Fig. 2. Overview of our proposed path planner framework called TRG-planner. Traversal Risk Graph (TRG) is proposed to capture the geometrical
information of the terrain, consisting of nodes, edges, and their relationships (Section III.A). (a) TRG is constructed by sampling nodes from the local
elevation map or, optionally, from a prebuilt map (dashed line) and connecting edges based on the relative risk of path candidates. (b) The local graph
is extracted from the global graph. It is hierarchically expanded and updated. (c) TRG-planner optimizes the risk-aware cost function to find a safe and
distance-efficient path.

planner has been validated in real-world environments using
a quadrupedal robot. In summary, the main contributions of
this paper are as follows:

• Our proposed Traversal Risk Graph (TRG) configures
the traversable environments effectively, representing
the relative risk and reachability of path candidates in
real-time.

• TRG-planner introduces novel terrain sampling and
graph construction strategies that efficiently represent
the traversal properties of unstructured environments.

• TRG-planner generates a safe path by optimizing a risk-
aware cost function and has been successfully validated
in real-world unstructured environments, including the
Quadruped Robot Challenge (QRC) at ICRA 2023.

II. RELATED WORKS

A. Map Representation For Path Planning

Environment representation is one of the key issues for
map-based path planning. Various existing map representa-
tions [12]–[17] are selected according to the environments,
sensors, and the purpose of the navigation. 2D occupancy
grid maps [12] are widely used because they simply clas-
sify the environment into occupied space which should be
avoided by the robot, and free space which can be traversed
by the robot. Although this binary classification is suitable
for indoor environments where the robot moves on flat
ground and treats anything with height as an obstacle, it lacks
information for complex environments with non-flat terrains.

In contrast, 3D map representations [13]–[15] can rep-
resent full 3D environments. However, additional compu-
tational resources to extract the traversable ground [18] or
configuration space [19] are required for mobile robots that
navigate only on the planar surfaces.

As a middle ground between 2D and 3D, the 2.5D eleva-
tion map [16], [17] was proposed to represent the heights
of the environments. Owing to its capability to represent
the characteristics of the terrain, an elevation map is often
selected to represent unstructured environments, including
rough terrain, slopes, and bumps [20]. In this study, we
focus on unstructured environments such as mountainous and
rough terrains, and thus, represent the environment using the
elevation maps.

B. Traversablility-Aware Path Planning

Compared to navigation on flat terrain, unstructured terrain
is ambiguous as it is difficult to determine whether it is
a collision space or not. To address this problem, several
approaches have been proposed to estimate traversability
from diverse aspects. Geometrical approaches consider the
geometrical properties of the terrain such as the slope,
roughness, or bumpiness [20]–[25]. Geometrical traversabil-
ity maps can be utilized for path planning because they
have safe terrain information. However, they often estimate
the traversability in one direction on a terrain without any
consideration on terrain entry direction nor reachability.

Several approaches have attempted to process the semantic
information of the terrain that cannot be known through
geometric information [26]–[28]. Although effective for di-
verse terrains like mud, water, and grass, these approaches
require extensive labeled data and limit the generalization
to unseen data. Recently, learning-based methods have also
been used to estimate the motion of the robot to predict
the traversability [29]–[32]. These methods aim to locally
optimize the robot motion considering a given global path.
However, if a given global path is not safe, the robot could
still be at risk even if it can locally optimize the path safely.

Our work focuses on the geometrical traversability through
the proposed graph structure, aiming to plan a globally
safe and short path in unstructured environments. Therefore,
the proposed method can serve as the global path planner
with simple path followers and be combined with the afore-
mentioned semantic or local optimization methods in the
autonomous navigation framework.

III. TRAVERSAL RISK GRAPH

The main objective of finding a safe path is to minimize
the risk of the robot falling, misstepping, or staggering.
We address this problem by proposing a Traversal Risk
Graph (TRG), and its framework is described in Fig. 2.
TRG consists of nodes and edges that effectively represent
the traversal properties (Section III.A). TRG is initialized
using a sporadic spreadable sampling method (Section III.B).
Then, TRG is managed hierarchically (Section III.C). Finally,
the safe path is optimized by the risk-aware cost function,
leveraging TRG (Section III.D).



A. TRG Components

The environment, denoted as Q ∈ R3, serves as the
workspace for robot navigation. TRG is designed to represent
Q in a manner that is suitable for path planning, considering
the relative risk and reachability of the path candidates, rather
than handling the geometric details of the entire environment.
TRG interprets the 3D space Q as a lower-dimensional
undirected graph structure G = (V,E) consisting of a set
of nodes V and edges E.

1) Node: Each node vi = (pi, si, Ei) ∈ V represents an
area that the robot can stand on and reach from its current
location. Here, pi ∈ R3 is the position of the node, si is the
state of the node, and Ei is the subset of edges E connected
to the node vi. A corresponding terrain region is defined as
an inscribed circle ci that fits within the robot body with
radius of rrobot, with pi being the center of ci. To decide the
state of the node si, the robot’s absolute geometrical stabil-
ity g(ci) and node reachability r(Ei) metrics are defined as
follows:

g(ci) = 1{∀h(xk, yk) : |h(xk, yk)− hmid| < hmax},
r(Ei) = 1{n(Ei) > 0},

(1)

where h(xk, yk) = {zk | (xk, yk) ∈ ci}, hmid is the median
height of the area ci, hmax is the maximum height threshold to
overcome, and n(Ei) is the number of edges connected to the
node vi, respectively. Both g(ci) and r(Ei) are formulated
as binary indicator functions 1{condition} that return 1 if
the condition is satisfied, and 0 otherwise. Therefore, g(ci)
determines whether the node area is collision-free or too
rough to stand on, and r(Ei) is used to check whether the
robot can reach the node vi by passing connected edges.
Consequently, the state of the node si is classified as valid
or invalid by combining the stability and reachability metrics
as follows:

si =

{
valid, if g(ci) ∧ r(Ei),

invalid, otherwise.
(2)

2) Edge: The edge eij = (vj , dij , wij) ∈ Ei represents
the path candidates that can travel from the node vi to the
node vj which is the destination node, where dij = ∥pi−pj∥
and wij is the weight of the edge. Notably, wij represents
the potential relative risk for the robot to lose stability or
encounter obstacles that could hinder its path.

To quantify wij , the region near the path is approximated
to an ellipse plane ξ using principal component analysis
(PCA) of the measured height map, as shown in Fig. 3.
First, the edge eij can be wired only if three conditions are
satisfied: (i) the region forming ξ has more than three height
points, (ii) all deviations of the height points in ξ are less
than hmax, (iii) the edge is not too steep, i.e. satisfies the
following equation:

tan−1

(
|pi(z)− pj(z)|

∥pi(x, y)− pj(x, y)∥

)
< tan−1

(
hmax

rrobot

)
. (3)

Then, wij of a valid edge is defined as:

wij = γRξ
lon + (1− γ)Rξ

lat,

Rξ
dir = −ê

ξ
dir · g, dir ∈ {lon, lat},

(4)

Fig. 3. The edge area is approximated to an ellipse plane ξ using principal
component analysis (PCA). Nodes vi and vj are the focal points of the
ellipse, and the minor axis of the ellipse is determined by the radius rrobot
of the inscribed circle of the robot. n̂lon and n̂lat are the longitudinal
and latitudinal unit direction vectors along the path, and êξlon and êξlat are
normalized eigenvectors of the ellipse along each direction, respectively.

where Rξ
lon and Rξ

lat represent the risk along the longitudinal
and latitudinal directions along the path candidate, respec-
tively. Here, êξlon and êξlat denote the normalized eigenvectors
of the ellipse plane, and γ is the ratio of the risk along
the longitudinal direction to the total risk. Rξ

lon and Rξ
lat are

calculated by the negative inner product of the eigenvectors
with the gravity vector g = [0, 0,−1]. In other words,
risk wij reflects the larger likelihood of a falling robot when
the path is inclined to the corresponding direction.

Consequently, regions represented by nodes can be consid-
ered either reachable or unreachable depending on the edge
selection, as the relative risk wij determines the traversal
difficulty based on the entry direction into the terrain. For
example, it may be challenging for the robot to reach node vj

through an edge in the forward direction with a high-risk
weight. However, a combination of alternative directional
edges with lower weights (ei∗ and e∗j) may enable reach-
ing vj safely. In such scenarios, vj is considered reachable,
subject to the constraint of selecting safe directional edges.

B. TRG Construction

TRG is constructed in a sampling-based manner, similar to
the probabilistic roadmap (PRM) [33]. However, rather than
sampling on the entire environment Q, TRG is initialized
by sampling nodes in the vicinity of the reference node vref,
which indicates the current robot position. In other words,
nodes are added incrementally outward from the reference
node, similar to wavefront propagation. This strategy aims
to include only the regions into TRG that are navigable from
the robot’s current position, significantly enhancing the time
efficiency of graph construction.

The graph construction process is divided into three steps:
sampling nodes, checking traversal risk, and wiring edges.
Initially, nodes are randomly sampled following a uniform
distribution on a circle with a radius of the node expansion
radius rexp, centered at pref. This is because paths that are too
short are unsuitable for approximating the plane to estimate
wij , and overly long paths cannot accurately represent the
geometrical terrain property. Once the node is sampled, the
traversal risk is checked by (2) and (3). As depicted in Fig. 4,



(a)

(b)
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Fig. 4. Example of TRG expansion. (Left) Nodes (orange dots) are randomly
sampled from a uniform distribution on a circle with a radius of rexp from
the reference node vref (blue dot). (Right) There are three possible cases for
the sampled nodes. (a) Sampled nodes are discarded if the corresponding
terrain is unstable or if the terrain between the reference node and the
sampled node is unsuitable for traversal. (b) If an existing node is within
the radius of rrobot from the sampled node, they are merged and an edge is
wired (green line) between the reference node and the existing node (green
dot). (c) Otherwise, the sampled node is generated (magenta dot), and edges
are subsequently wired between the sampled and existing node within rexp
(magenta lines).

there are three possible cases for the sampled node: (i) The
sampled node is discarded if it is determined to be in an
invalid state by (2). (ii) If an existing node is within the
radius of rrobot from the sampled node, it is merged with the
existing node, and an edge is wired between the vref and the
existing node. (iii) Otherwise, the sampled node is added to
both the nodes V and the expansion queue, with an edge
subsequently wired between the vref and the sampled node.
Additionally, all nodes within rexp from the sampled node are
also wired with the sampled node. Finally, the front node of
the expansion queue becomes a new reference node, and the
process iterates until the expansion queue is empty, enabling
an effective representation of all traversable space.

C. TRG Management

After TRG is initialized, the graph is updated hierarchi-
cally, as shown in Fig. 5. Basically, TRG is managed as a
global graph, but the local nodes Vl ⊂ V are extracted in
the vicinity of the robot from the local measurements. During
the update phase, every node in Vl is also checked whether
its state is frontier as follows:

Vf =
⋃

vi∈Vl

{
vi | si = valid ∧ ui /∈ QG

}
,

ui = pi + 2rrobot
pi − pcur

∥pi − pcur∥
.

(5)

Here, Vf ⊂ Vl is the set of frontier nodes, QG ⊂ Q is the
area covered by G, pcur is the current robot position, and ui

is the vector from the valid nodes vi in the direction away
from the robot. Therefore, frontier nodes are determined
simply by checking whether ui is out ofQG, which indicates
that vi is a leaf node. Vl without frontier nodes are updated
by checking the stability and reachability of the nodes as
in (2). The edges are also updated through (3) and (4) only
between the valid local nodes. Then, the graph is sporadically
expanded using Vf as reference nodes. Finally, the updated
and expanded Vl is integrated into the global graph G = (V,
E) as:

V ← V ∪ Vl,

E ← E ∪
{
eij | vi,vj ∈ Vl

}
.

(6)

local graph
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Fig. 5. Example of hierarchical graph management. (a) The robot navigates
along the planned path (green) to the sub-goal closest to the unknown goal
(red). The local graph, shown in the blue dashed box, is extracted from the
global graph which is shown in white. The invisible wall, highlighted as
a yellow ellipsoid, is outside the local measurement. (b) Some nodes are
updated to the invalid states as the unseen wall is detected. Then, replanning
is conducted because the previous path is on the invalid node. (c) When the
robot moves to the unknown area, the local graph is expanded from the
frontier nodes, leading to the global graph update. Finally, the sub-goal
becomes the known goal position, and the robot reaches the goal.

D. TRG Planning

In the planning phase, any graph search algorithm such as
A* [34], can be applied to find the path from the current robot
position to the goal position. Although TRG contains feasible
paths that enable the robot to navigate safely, existing cost
functions are insufficient for safe navigation as they typically
optimize the distance only. Therefore, we expand the cost
function of A* to consider the potential traversal risk of the
path as follows:

C(vi+1) = C(vi) + di+1,i (Γwi+1,i + 1),

J(vi+1) = C(vi+1) + ∥pi+1 − pgoal∥,
(7)

where Γ is the safety factor that can adjust the safety level
of the path, and pgoal is the goal position. C(vi+1) is the
cost of the path from the start to the searching goal node,
consisting of the previous cost C(vi), the relative risk wi+1,i

of the edge between vi and vi+1 as calculated in (4), and
the Euclidean distance di+1,i between nodes. Owing to the
second term of C(vi+1), the path can be obtained that
minimizes both the distance and the risk of the path, with
a larger Γ resulting in a safer path. Therefore, J(vi+1) is
the total cost of the path with the heuristic function that
calculates the minimum distance to the goal position pgoal.

When the goal position pgoal is queried, the path is deter-
mined by minimizing the cost function J(vi+1). However,
if the goal position is not on TRG, the robot sets a sub-
goal among the frontier nodes that are closest to the goal
position (see Fig. 5). Then, the sub-goal node becomes the
goal node by repeating update process and replanning. At the
same time, if the planned path is invalid as TRG is updated,
replanning is performed.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

We conducted experiments to demonstrate the effective-
ness of the proposed TRG-planner, utilizing a Unitree Go1
quadruped robot, as shown in Fig. 6(a), with a robust
locomotion controller, DreamWaQ [6] in both the simu-
lation and real-world environments. The robot pose and
local elevation map were obtained using slightly modified
versions from [35] and [17], respectively. Once TRG-planner
generated the path, the robot followed the path autonomously
using the pure pursuit algorithm [36].
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Fig. 6. (a) Our quadruped robot, utilized in real-world environments, is
equipped with a processing unit and a sensor module on top of the main
body. (b) Examples of the simulation environment and the height map used
in quantitative comparison, from a bird’s-eye view.

The parameters of the proposed method used in experi-
ments are listed in Table I. The resolution of the predefined
map ρmap was unified for all experiments. rrobot, rexp, and
hmax were set to robot-specific values: the width of the robot,
the length of the robot, and the maximum height that can
be overcome, respectively. γ is bounded between 0 and 1.
Γ ∈ R is a tunable parameter to adjust the balance between
the distance and safety, with a lower bound of 0. In this
study, γ and Γ were empirically set, but they can be adjusted
according to the safety strategy.

A. Experimental Setup

1) Simulated Environment: The simulated environment
was a 50m×50m×6.9m wild mountainous area with irreg-
ular slopes (Fig. 6(b)). Because the environment contained
gentle and steep slopes, the robot must determine whether
to pass through or detour around the terrain for safe and
distance-efficient navigation. We compared the proposed
method with vanilla A* [34], PRM* [37], and T-Hybrid [24]
algorithms to demonstrate the improvement in safety and
efficiency. Furthermore, we compared the balance strategy
(Γ = 3.0), the optimistic strategy (Γ = 1.0) and the con-
servative strategy (Γ = 10.0) of TRG-planner to investigate
the balance between distance and safety according to the
safety factor Γ. To avoid non-smooth paths, we applied
post-smoothing using moving average method [38] to all
compared methods. Comparison was conducted at 2Hz on
a desktop PC with an Intel Core i7-11700K CPU.

We set three scenarios based on the straight-line distance
between the start and goal points: Short (10m), Medium
(20m), and Long (30m) distances. In each scenario, 100
start and goal positions and heading angles were randomly
generated, and resampled whenever any generated positions
were unsuitable for robot standing.

2) Real-world Environments: We tested our TRG-planner
in three real-world environments: a mountainous environ-
ment, a mound environment, and an extremely difficult
QRC arena [39]. First, the mountainous environment was
a 83m×151m×38.3m area with various terrains, such as
slopes, stairs, and narrow walkways, making the robot hard
to decide on the appropriate path. This environment was
selected to test the long global path planning capability on
unstructured terrains. Second, the mound environment was
10m×14m×17.5m with different slopes according to the
direction, only one of which was possible to climb. It was
designed to test the robot’s ability to find the safe direction

TABLE I. Parameters of TRG-planner. The units of ρmap, rrobot, rexp,
and hmax are [m], and γ and Γ are dimensionless.

Parameter ρmap rrobot rexp hmax γ Γ

Value 0.05 0.3 0.6 0.16 0.2 3.0

to climb the mound. Finally, the QRC arena was tested,
consisting of 5 sections: ramps, a soft floor with step-overs,
steps with pipes, a floor with K-rails, and crate-mimic terrain.
Some sections even had slopes as steep as 15◦. The robot
should choose the safest path in each section to successfully
navigate the arena.

B. Evaluation Metrics

To evaluate planning method in terms of performance,
safety, traveled distance, and time efficiency, we measured
the path planning success rate (Spath), the travel success rate
(Strav), the planned path length (Lpath), and the planning time
in the simulation environment. Path planning success reflects
the performance in planning over a variety of terrains, such
as slopes and narrow sidewalks. Travel success, defined as
reaching the goal location without the robot’s body touching
the ground, indicates how safe the planned path is for the
robot to travel stably. Additionally, we introduced two new
metrics to measure the safety of the path when the robot
successfully travels. The traveled path deviation (T ) and the
normalized path risks (W) are defined as:

T =
Ltrav − Lpath

Ltrav
, W =

1

Lpath

n−1∑
i=1

wi+1,i, (8)

where Ltrav is the actual traveled distance. T represents how
similar the actual traveled distance is to the planned path
length. A larger T indicates frequent staggering, slipping, or
struggling during travel. To avoid overestimating T , we set
T = 0 when it is negative. W is derived from the weights
of TRG edges along the planned path, to reflect the safety
level of the path.

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The results of the experiments support our claims that
TRG-planner (i) successfully configures environments as an
efficient graph structure, (ii) finds a safer path considering
the relative risk and reachability faster than existing methods,
and (iii) operates effectively in a real quadrupedal robot.

A. Comparison of Safety Strategy

Table II shows the comparison of the proposed TRG-
planner with the safety strategies according to the safety
factor Γ. Lpath of the optimistic strategy, which prefers
shorter paths, was always the shortest among the three
strategies. However, the shortest path sometimes neglects the
traversal risk, resulting in high T and low Strav. The con-
servative strategy focuses on safer paths rather than shorter
paths, resulting in the lowestW . Unfortunately, it sometimes
excessively avoids traversal risks, yielding a lengthy path that
negatively affects T and Strav. Unlike these two strategies, the
balanced strategy achieved a good balance between Lpath and



TABLE II. Comparison of the proposed method according to safety
factor Γ. The unit of Lpath and Strav is [m] and [%], respectively.
Other metrics are dimensionless. The bold values indicate the best
performance for each metric.

Metric Lpath (↓) W (↓) T (↓) Strav (↑)

S
h
o
r
t Opti. (Γ = 1.0) 10.43 0.235 0.137 79.8

Cons. (Γ = 10.0) 11.46 0.125 0.114 79.8
Bal. (Γ = 3.0) 11.07 0.170 0.112 79.8

M
e
d
i
u
m Opti. (Γ = 1.0) 20.99 0.202 0.078 78.8

Cons. (Γ = 10.0) 22.59 0.104 0.080 81.8
Bal. (Γ = 3.0) 21.31 0.142 0.069 83.8

L
o
n
g Opti. (Γ = 1.0) 32.15 0.189 0.056 68.7

Cons. (Γ = 10.0) 34.84 0.097 0.052 70.7
Bal. (Γ = 3.0) 32.71 0.132 0.048 79.8

W . Remarkably, T and Strav of the balanced strategy were
always the best in all scenarios, implying that it discovered
safer paths for the robot to travel without falling, even though
Lpath was not the shortest.

B. Comparison with Existing Methods

The Spath and Strav of the methods are shown in Fig. 7. Ex-
isting methods struggled to plan the paths due to the highly
irregular environments. However, the proposed method,
which can comprehend the entire environment by represent-
ing the direction-aware reachability of the terrain, shows a
higher Spath than other methods in all scenarios. Additionally,
TRG-planner achieves higher Strav than other methods by
accounting for the relative risk of the path during planning,
which helps to minimize the risk of falling. Furthermore,
the proposed method shows consistent Strav as the scenario
length increases, while other methods show a decreasing
tendency.

The planning time results are shown in Table III. Although
A* could plan without bottlenecks in the Short scenario,
its planning time increased along with the scenario length.
PRM*, which initializes a roadmap whose quality heavily
depends on the number of samples, was configured with the
same number of samples as the TRG nodes. Both PRM* and
T-Hybrid methods had a competitive planning time, but expe-
rienced longer initialization times due to map preprocessing
methods. TRG-planner demonstrated the shortest planning
time in all scenarios because TRG is constructed by including
only essential information for safe path planning.

We have selected five start-goal pairs in the Long scenario
to compare the path planning results qualitatively. As shown
in Fig. 8, A* and PRM* sometimes excessively detoured
narrow valleys because they regard such areas as collision
spaces, or encroached on risky terrains to follow the shortest
path. While T-Hybrid considered a traversability through a
hybrid map, it sometimes generated zigzag paths on slopes,
which could be dangerous for the robot. In contrast, TRG-
planner consistently showed safe and distance-efficient paths
across all scenarios by considering the relative risk of the
path and the reachability of the terrain. This is also supported
by the quantitative results in Table IV, where TRG-planner,
regardless of the strategy selection, ranks high in both Lpath
and W .

Success rate of travelSuccess rate of path planning

A*

PRM*

T-Hybrid

TRG (Opti.)

TRG (Bal.)

TRG (Conv.)

Fig. 7. Comparison of the success rate of path planning (Spath) and travel
(Strav) in the simulation environment. The proposed method overwhelmingly
outperforms other methods in both Spath and Strav, showing consistent Spath
even with increased scenario length. Although Strav slightly reduces, this
decrease is natural as the total path length increases, and the performance
variation of the proposed method is smaller than other methods.

TABLE III. Comparison of the planning time according to the algo-
rithm and scenario. The bold values indicate the best performance
for each metric.

Method A* PRM* T-Hybrid TRG

Initialization time [s] - 37.86 30.00 4.01

Planning Short 350.60 3.50 86.39 0.43

time [ms]
Medium 1547.23 8.83 254.31 1.35
Long 2980.02 16.89 482.28 3.00

As intended, ours with the optimistic strategy shows
consistently low Lpath values, which is important for path
efficiency. Additionally, ours with the conservative strategy
shows lowW values, which indicates high safety level. Con-
sequently, TRG-planner with the balanced strategy shows the
best T in all scenarios (except for a few cases, where it is
the second-best by a small margin), indicating that the robot
can travel the path efficiently and safely.

C. Real-world Results

In the mountainous environment, TRG-planner success-
fully decomposed the unstructured terrain into an efficient
graph structure according to the traversal risk of the terrain,
as shown in Fig. 9. Although there are various irregular
terrains, such as slopes, stairs, and narrow walkways, TRG-
planner successfully planned a safe path, covering a total
distance of 245m. In Fig. 10, TRG are only connected in
a gentle slope direction. This is because TRG considered
the relative risk of the path and connected the nodes, thus
enabling the robot to find a safe uphill path. The robot
successfully climbed up and down the mound autonomously
using the safest entry direction.

TRG-planner was also tested in the QRC arena (Fig. 11) to
demonstrate its ability to plan a safe path by addressing the
relative traversal risk. The QRC arena is hard to navigate due
to various terrains and 15◦ X-shaped slope crossroads. Nev-
ertheless, TRG-planner successfully planned a safe global
path and autonomously navigated the robot across the arena,
leading the DreamSTEP team to win this challenge.

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper, we proposed a safe and distance-efficient
path planning method called TRG-planner by capturing the
reachability of the terrain and the relative risk of path



TABLE IV. Quantitative evaluation on the five sequences of the simulation environment. Lower values of Lpath, W , and T are desirable
regarding a safe and efficient navigation. The best results are indicated in bold, and the second-best results are underlined.

Sequence Seq. 01 Seq. 02 Seq. 03 Seq. 04 Seq. 05

Metrics Lpath W T Lpath W T Lpath W T Lpath W T Lpath W T

A* 41.61 0.271 0.063 35.23 0.320 0.135 33.58 0.228 0.142 35.52 0.457 0.121 42.85 0.388 0.073
PRM* 42.33 0.303 0.051 36.69 0.237 0.088 33.36 0.301 0.174 37.04 0.407 0.104 44.40 0.162 0.063
T-Hybrid 35.11 0.392 0.047 37.14 0.410 0.094 35.13 0.417 0.070 39.78 0.431 0.067 38.03 0.393 0.059
TRG (Opti.) 32.26 0.173 0.028 34.92 0.255 0.062 33.96 0.132 0.075 35.80 0.309 0.068 33.87 0.388 0.065
TRG (Cons.) 34.51 0.111 0.038 39.84 0.085 0.060 36.02 0.108 0.031 42.58 0.087 0.063 39.46 0.111 0.070
TRG (Bal.) 33.43 0.134 0.018 35.71 0.172 0.054 34.20 0.123 0.038 37.19 0.251 0.046 37.47 0.147 0.061

start point end point 3D viewpoint A* T-HybridPRM* TRG (Opti.) TRG (Cons.) TRG (Bal.)

Fig. 8. Qualitative comparison results for five sequences of the path planning simulation. Each planned path is represented by a different color for
visualization (best viewed in color). The upper row shows the top view of the planned paths, showing the start (red circle) and goal (purple star) positions
and a 3D viewpoint (blue camera icon). The lower row shows the 3D view from that camera view.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

38.3

0.0

(a) (b) (c) (d)

Fig. 9. TRG-planner generated paths from a real mountainous environment. The first column shows the overall map of the environment and the robot’s
complete path. A safe and efficient path was successfully planned for each section: (a) a slope with steps and side paths, (b) a wide rough region with
tangled tree roots, (c) a narrow rough passage, and (d) a three-way region.

Fig. 10. The mound has different slopes on the left (15◦ and 25◦) and
right (35◦) sides. A robot successfully found the safe entry direction using
TRG-planner and climbed up (upper figure) and down (lower figure) the
mound from start (red circle) to goal (purple star) positions.

candidates. The results through simulation and real-world
experiments further validated safe and efficient navigation
behaviors. The design feature of TRG-planner lies in its

direction-aware risk, which is specifically tailored to non-
holonomic robots and is effective in addressing such chal-
lenges. In the future, we plan to extend the applicability
of TRG-planner to accommodate a wider range of platform
types.
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