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Velocity Obstacle Based Risk-Bounded Motion
Planning for Stochastic Multi-Agent Systems

Xiaoxue Zhang, Jun Ma, Zilong Cheng, Masayoshi Tomizuka, Life Fellow, IEEE, and Tong Heng Lee

Abstract—In this paper, we present an innovative risk-bounded
motion planning methodology for stochastic multi-agent systems.
For this methodology, the disturbance, noise, and model uncer-
tainty are considered; and a velocity obstacle method is utilized to
formulate the collision-avoidance constraints in the velocity space.
With the exploitation of geometric information of static obstacles
and velocity obstacles, a distributed optimization problem with
probabilistic chance constraints is formulated for the stochastic
multi-agent system. Consequently, collision-free trajectories are
generated under a prescribed collision risk bound. Due to the ex-
istence of probabilistic and disjunctive constraints, the distributed
chance-constrained optimization problem is reformulated as a
mixed-integer program by introducing the binary variable to
improve computational efficiency. This approach thus renders
it possible to execute the motion planning task in the velocity
space instead of the position space, which leads to smoother
collision-free trajectories for multi-agent systems and higher
computational efficiency. Moreover, the risk of potential collisions
is bounded with this robust motion planning methodology. To
validate the effectiveness of the methodology, different scenarios
for multiple agents are investigated, and the simulation results
clearly show that the proposed approach can generate high-
quality trajectories under a predefined collision risk bound and
avoid potential collisions effectively in the velocity space.

Index Terms—Multi-agent system, mobile robots, motion plan-
ning, collision avoidance, velocity obstacle, chance constraint,
model predictive control (MPC), mixed integer programming.

I. INTRODUCTION

Motion planning is one of the essential components of
intelligent robots, and a high-quality trajectory can effectively
improve robots’ intelligence and autonomy [1]-[4]]. Motion
planning in multi-agent systems aims to generate feasible
trajectories for all agents from their initial states to the desired
goal states without any collision with each other and obstacles.
In this process, various constraints (including the collision-
avoidance constraints and system dynamics constraints) are
considered [5]-[9]].

The velocity obstacle method is an effective decentralized
motion planning method for multiple agents, which defines
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geometric conic regions of the feasible velocities for agents.
The concepts of collision cone and velocity obstacle are firstly
introduced in [10]. Essentially, given the collision scenario
geometrically, this method finds the range of feasible velocity
quickly with minimal obstacle information without any prior
knowledge or prediction [[I1]. There are several variants of
the velocity obstacle approach, such as reciprocal velocity
obstacle [[12f], generalized velocity obstacle [[13]], hybrid re-
ciprocal velocity obstacle [[14]], etc. Most of these variants
require only local information about the environment and
are less computationally demanding. However, the velocity
obstacle based methods consider the feasible velocity direction
with neglecting the optimality and quality of the planned
trajectory. Besides, these methods cannot address the system
dynamics with higher complexity (for example, a double-
integrator dynamics); and this becomes a burden in practical
applications.

In order to find the feasible velocity based on the static
obstacles and collision regions provided by the velocity ob-
stacle method, the model predictive control (MPC) can be
utilized [15]. The MPC-based methods have the capabil-
ity of addressing various constraints as part of the control
synthesis problem [16], [[17]. In [18]], a distributed motion
planning scheme for multiple automated vehicles is presented
by solving a nonlinear MPC problem. [19] proposes a mo-
tion planning method for multiple agents under the presence
of arbitrary polygonal obstacles by using the vector field
approach. In [17], a decentralized MPC method is utilized
for online trajectory planning of multiple driverless vehi-
cles. However, these MPC-based collision-avoidance methods
need to address the nonconvex collision-avoidance constraints,
which lead to significant computational burden. Besides, most
prior research on multi-agent motion planning methods focus
on deterministic systems. In practice, due to the inevitable
existence of the disturbance from sensors, controllers, and
actuators, as well as the uncertainty from system dynamics,
these deterministic motion planning methods may suffer from
the limited collision-avoidance performance.

In this sense, developing a robust motion planning method-
ology is meaningful for stochastic multi-agent systems, such
that the agents exhibits good robustness properties in the
presence of other moving agents and static obstacles. One
effective method is to characterize the uncertainties in a
probabilistic manner and find the optimal sequence of control
inputs subject to chance constraints [20]], [21]. Thus, a risk
bound can be stipulated in the chance constraints. There
are several previous works regarding the chance-constrained
motion planning with the existence of obstacles [3]], [22].



However, most of the existing probabilistic approaches still
attempt the motion planning task in the position space, which
means the positional information is mainly utilized to make
a collision-avoidance decision. Indeed, the consideration of
integration in the problem formulation promotes the smooth-
ness of the trajectory. As we consider the potential collisions
with other agents in the velocity space, the system inputs are
obtained with the integration operator of the velocity vector,
which produces a high-quality trajectory.

Motivated by these results, this paper presents a novel
approach to generate risk-bounded and optimal trajectories
for stochastic multi-agent systems in the velocity space. The
feasible regions of velocity vector for the ego agent can be
obtained by using the geometric information of the velocity
obstacles concerning other agents. Then, the feasible regions
are formulated as probabilistic collision-avoidance constraints,
and further transformed into deterministic mixed-integer con-
straints for efficient solving. The main contributions of our
method are as follows. Firstly, due to the existence of the mea-
surement noise, external disturbance, and modeling errors, we
take the initial position uncertainty and model uncertainty into
account, which significantly enhances the robustness of our
proposed method for motion planning. Secondly, a collision
risk can be confined within a predefined range in the proposed
approach; thus, this approach provides a risk-bounded optimal
trajectory for a stochastic multi-agent system. By specifying
the risk of motion planning, the desired level of conservatism
in the planning can be stipulated in a meaningful manner.
Thirdly, this method is capable of planning trajectories in the
velocity space with high computational efficiency, and much
smoother trajectories are resulted by taking the integration
of velocity vector in the problem formulation. Fourthly, our
method also addresses the system dynamics constraint even
though the system dynamics has a high complexity, and thus
it makes our method more practical in many real applications
compared with the velocity obstacle based methods. It is
also worthwhile to mention that our method can be easily
extended to complement other variants of velocity obstacle
based methods, such as reciprocal velocity obstacle, hybrid
reciprocal velocity obstacle, etc., depending on the particular
requirements in the specific motion planning task.

II. PRELIMINARY
A. Notations

The following notations are used in the remaining text.
R™*™ denotes the space of real matrices with m rows and n
columns, R™ means the space of n-dimensional real column
vectors. AT and x7 denote the transpose of the matrix A
and vector z, respectively. Z,, and Z}, represent the sets of
positive integers {1,2,---,n} and {m,m + 1,--- ,n} with
m < n, respectively. |N| represents the number of elements
in the set N. The inner product or dot product of two vector
r € R" y € R™is denoted as z-y = x " yy. We use () to denote
logical AND and | to represent logical OR. & denotes the
Minkowski sum operation. [ C means the complement set of
the set I, whichmeans z ¢ I < x €1 C for any element x.
diag(aq,as,- - ,a,) is a diagonal matrix with diagonal entries

ay,as, -+, a,. |z|| denotes the length or magnitude of vector
x, which is equal to the square root of the dot product of z,
i.e., ||z|| = v/ - z. The operator ||z|| 4 for vector x is defined
as ||z||a = 2" Ax.

B. Velocity Obstacles

In this section, the basic concept of the velocity obstacle
approach is introduced, and the geometric illustration is shown
in Fig. [T} The related parameters and variables in this figure
are explained below. Let all circular moving agents B; and B;

Awy)

Fig. 1. Illustration of the velocity obstacle

be centered at p; € R™ and p; € R™ with radius 7; and 7;
and velocities v; € R” and v; € R", respectively, where

Bi ={pi + pri | [|p] <1}
Bj = {pj + prj | |ull < 1}. (1)
Set p;; = p; — pj, and we have
BiGBBj:{mi—kmj |mi€Bi,mj EBj}. 2)

The relative velocity between the ¢th agent and jth agent is
v;j = v; — v;. Let A(v;;) denote the ray with the direction
v;; from the position p;, where

Avij) = {pi + Avi; | A > 0}. 3)
Then the agent ¢ and the agent j will collide if and only if
A(vij) N (B; @ Bj) # 0. 4)
Therefore, a collision cone C'C’;; can be represented by
CCij ={vij | (Bi® Bj) N Aij(vig) # 0} (5)

In order to determine whether the velocity v; of the ¢th agent
has a risk of collision with the jth agent, the velocity obstacle
VO;; is defined as

VO ={vi | (vi —v;) € Gy}, (6)
which is equivalent to
VOij = vj ©® CCij, (7)

for the ith agent. Any velocity v; € VO;; will result in a
collision with the jth agent, as shown in Fig. [I] which means
that the feasible velocity of the ith agent should be v; € VOEJ-
to avoid the collision with the jth agent.



The set of all surrounding moving agents can be considered
as moving obstacles for the host agent i. Here, we assume
the set of all moving agents is N,, = {1,2,---,n}. The
neighbor set of the ith agent is B;, which depends on the
communication flow. For instance, the neighbors of the :th
agent can be represented as B; = {j|j € N,,,j # i}, which
means that the neighbors of the ith agent are the remaining
agents except itself.

III. PROBLEM STATEMENT
A. Dynamics Model of Agents

In this paper, we consider the case where uncertainty in the
problem can be described probabilistically. We consider three
sources of uncertainty:

« Disturbances existing in agents are modeled as a Gaussian
noise process added to the system dynamics;

e Since the system model is not known exactly (the un-
certainty in the system model may arise due to modeling
errors or linearization), we assume that model uncertainty
can be modeled as a Gaussian process added to the system
dynamic equation;

« The initial positions of agents are specified as probabilis-
tic distributions over possible positions. In this work, we
assume that the initial positions of agents are specified
as Gaussian distributions.

Therefore, a nonlinear system model is used to represent the
agents’ dynamics. In practice, while the low-level dynamics
of the system are nonlinear, the controlled plant from the
reference positions to real positions can be approximated as a
low-order linear system for the purpose of motion planning. In
this paper, we assume all agents are operating in planar space.
The dynamics of each agent ¢ € N,, can be represented by

By = filai, us) + w; of Tyjppn = gi (Tipe, wie) + Wi, (8)

where z; = [p] v ]T € &; C R"= denotes the state
vector consisting of positions and velocities, u; € U; C R™ is
the control input vector, n, and n,, represent the dimension of
the state variable and the control input variable, respectively,
and X; and U; are the state and control space of the ith
agent, respectively. In the discrete-time model, the subscript
‘| means the corresponding variable at the kth timestamp for
the agents. f; and g; are the nonlinear continuous-time and
discrete-time dynamics models of the ¢th agent.

In this paper, we consider the Gaussian noise w; € R™* in
the model of agents, i.e., w; ~ N (0, W;) with a diagonal
covariance matrix W; € R"™= X"z Due to the existence of
probabilistic distribution of the initial state vector x;jg, the
initial state vector x;jo € N (&;)0, P;), where ;) denotes the
mean of the initial state vector, and P; is the covariance of the
Gaussian distribution of the initial state vector.

In the following, we use the discrete-time dynamics model
to illustrate our approach. In detail, the double-integrator
dynamics equation is used to represent the dynamics of each
agent, which can be described by

Tijkt1 = Az + Bug +w; )

where
107 0 372 0
01 0 7 0 372
= S = 2°s
A=l o 1 o BT S0
00 0 1 0 7

and 75 denotes the sampling time interval of the agents.

B. Chance Constraints

In this paper, the agents aim to avoid the static obstacles
and other agents simultaneously.

1) Collision Avoidance with Static Obstacles: We consider
polygonal static obstacle regions, which all agents need to
avoid effectively. A static obstacle region O,,Vo € N, is
shown as the pink polygon in Fig. |2} and N, denotes the set
of all obstacles the agents need to avoid. Thus, for one static
obstacle O,, the feasible region of position variable p; should
be the complement of the region O,, which is represented
as the green shadow region in Fig. 2] In detail, the feasible
region of position variable is defined as a disjunction of linear
constraints as follows:

No

0% <= |J AJpi > bon, (10)

n=1
where A, , is the normal vector of the nth linear con-
straint, b, ,, denotes the scalar corresponding to the nth linear
constraint, the subscript -, denotes the index of the linear
constraint with n € {1,2,--- ,n,}, and n, is the number of
linear constraints defining the static obstacle region O,. For
example, the static obstacle O, in Fig. 2]is a quadrilateral, and
thus n, = 4 in this case.

of
Fig. 2. Feasible region for the position vector (in green color).

For multi-agent systems, the constraints related to the posi-
tion vector p; for all agents can be formulated as

pie [)OL VieN,,
OENO

Y

where () OE denotes the composite feasible region for
0€A,
position state p;. Here, (IT) denotes the position vector p; of

the ith agent should belong to the conjunction of all feasible
regions O,, Yo € N,, for all agents.

2) Velocity Obstacles Concerning Other Agents: Here, we
use a velocity obstacle based method to achieve the collision-
avoidance task. Thus, we can obtain the conic convex velocity
obstacles that the agent should avoid. As we mentioned in
Section |II} the velocity obstacle V O;; for the agent ¢ induced
by the agent j is represented as the pink conic region as
shown in Fig. [3] In this figure, the feasible region of the



velocity vector v; for the ith agent concerning the jth agent,
denoted as VOEj, is also represented as the green shadow
region. In this figure, it can be observed that V' O;; and VOEj
are the conjunction and disjunction of two linear constraints,

respectively. In detail, VO;; and VOEj are defined as follows:

VOi; <= () Nijnvi < cijm (12a)
me{1,2}

VOl = |J Njn.vi>cijm, (12b)
me{1,2}

where N; ,, denotes the normal vector of the two linear
constraints which form the conic velocity obstacle VO
for the agent ¢ induced by the agent j, c;; ., is the scalar
corresponding to the mth linear constraint of VO;;, and the
subscript -, denotes the index of the corresponding linear
constraint of VO;; with m € {1,2}.

Fig. 3. Feasible region for the velocity vector (in green color).

In multi-agent systems, we can obtain the composite ve-
locity obstacles for the ¢th agent. Therefore, the collision-
avoidance constraints can be formulated as

Ui¢ UVOZ] <~ U; € nVOE

YR
JEB; JEB;

13)

where |J VO,; denotes the composite velocity obstacles

JEB;
of the ith agent, VO% represents the feasible region of
velocity state v;, a{rfd B; means the set of neighbors of the ith
agent. Here, (I3) represents the velocity vector v; of the ith
agent should not belong to the composite velocity obstacles,
which means v; should be inside the complement of the
composite velocity obstacles.

3) Chance Constraints of Static Obstacles and Velocity
Obstacles : Due to the existence of Gaussian noise in the state
vector of agents, the predicted state vector is subject to the
Gaussian distributions, i.e., T = Zijr + wi € N(Zijk, Zijx)-
where &;;, and ¥, denote the mean and covariance of state
vector ;| at the timestamp k& in the prediction horizon.
As for the position and velocity vector p;; and vy, it is
straightforward that p;;, = Ly, and v = LyT4)5, where
L, and L, are used to extract the position vector p; and
velocity vector v; from the state vector x;, respectively.

Hence, the collision-avoidance constraints can be described
in a probabilistic manner. For the ¢th agent, the chance
constraints can be expressed as

Pr (p“k e OE) >1—¢ (14a)
0€eN,
Pr|vgpe (| VOS,| =21-4d, (14b)

JEB;

where ¢; and §; are the collision risk bound of the position
vector p; and velocity vector v; for the ith agent, respectively.
(T4a) means the collision risk of p; which belongs to the
composite of the feasible regions is no less than 1 — ¢;, and
represents the collision risk between the ith agent and
its neighbors should not be less than 1 — 4;.

C. Distributed Collision-Avoidance Problem

Then, we can formulate the motion planning task for a
stochastic multi-agent system as a distributed discrete-time
chance-constrained optimization problem for each agent i €
N,, on N prediction timestamps with a sampling time 7. The
objective is to determine the optimal trajectories and control
inputs for all agents, such that these agents can move from
their initial states to the target states while maintaining the
collision risk below the given risk bound. For each ego agent
i, given the position of the other agents p;,Vj € B;, the
initial probabilistic state z9 € N(Z;9, P;jo), the reference
state vector xr; and the collision risk bounds §; and ¢;, the
distributed chance-constrained optimization problem for each
agent is defined as

N-1
xfﬁllllllv Z Jitk (@i, wipr) + Jijv (24 v) (15a)
Ui|0:N—1 k=0

st @ =i (Tipe—1, Wipk—1) + wik—1  (15b)
Wijk—1 ~ N (0, W) (15¢)
x40 ~ N (Zi)0, Po) (154d)
Pri{ppe (105 >1-¢ (15¢)

o€eN,
Pr|vge (| VOS, | 21-6 (150

JEB;
Lmin,i < Ti|k < Tmax,i (15g)
Umin,i < ui|k—1 < Umax,i (lSh)

Vk e ZY,

where (I3a) contains two cost terms of states and con-
trol inputs, ie., the cost-to-go term Jyi (i, wir) =
||xi‘;f —erefﬂ‘lkHQi + Hui“@HRi, and the terminal cost term
Jin (g n) = quk — xreﬁi\kHQ“M Q; and R; are weighting
matrices to penalize the deviation from the reference states
and the unnecessary large control inputs, respectively. (I5g)
and (I3h) represent the limitation constraints of x; and u;, and
ZTmin,i> Tmax,i» Umin,i, Ymax,s are the lower bound and upper
bound of state vector and control input vector for the ith agent.



Remark 1. In Problem (T3], the nonconvex chance con-
straints (I5¢) and (I3f) are difficult to be addressed. The
evaluation of a chance constraint needs to compute the integral
of a multivariate Gaussian distribution on a nonconvex region;
thus, it is hard to obtain a closed-form solution to the chance-
constrained problem. Also, some approximation strategies like
sampling may suffer from computational efficiency and raise
approximation errors. Besides, the value of the integral is
nonconvex for the decision variables, due to the existence of
disjunctions in (J; ., VO;; and ¢y, Oo. Consequently, the
optimization problem is generally intractable.

IV. PROBLEM TRANSFORMATION

In Problem (I3), the collision-avoidance constraints regard-
ing the static obstacles O,, Vo € N, have the similar property
with the collision-avoidance constraints of velocity obstacles
V O;; for other agents. Thus, in the following description, we
use the transformation of the chance constraint (I51f) as an
example to demonstrate how we transform the probabilistic
chance constraints as disjunctive deterministic constraints. As
for (I3€)), its transformation is much simpler than that of (I31),
because VOE'J.‘ , may be time-variant during the prediction

horizon; however, OE is constant. The key difference between
the transformation of the two constraints (I3) and lies in
the difference in the number of linear constraints that formu-
late the velocity obstacles and static obstacles, respectively.
In detail, the velocity obstacles are conic regions consisting
of two linear bounds. The static obstacles are polyhedral
regions formed by different numbers of linear bounds that
depend on their specific shapes. Therefore, the distributed
optimization problem for the demonstration that omits the
chance constraints of static obstacles is defined as

N-1
xnﬂln}v Z i (s wip) + Jijn (i) n)
uijo:N—1 k=0
s.t.  (13B), (159), (15d), (15D, (159),
vk ez, (16)

Since the difficulty in solving the optimization problem (16)
lies in dealing with the probabilistic chance constraint (I51),
we transform nonconvex probabilistic chance constraint into a
set of individual deterministic chance constraints.

A. Analysis on Velocity Obstacle

The chance constraint of velocity obstacles (I5f) means
that the risk of collision with all neighbors for the ith agent
should be less than ¢§;; however, it is hard to handle it. Thus,
we start to analyze one velocity obstacle VO;;;. All of the
pertinent variables and their relationships are demonstrated in
Fig. @] The green shadow area in this figure represents the
feasible region of v; for the ith agent to avoid the collision
with neighbors B;.

Define the vector pjx = piyr — pjjr € R", where n,
is the dimension of the position vector, and the radius of the
circle in Fig. @ is given by r = r; + r;. Then, the two angles
between p; ;|5 and the two boundary lines of the collision cone
CCyj, are the angle ), and —ayj, respectively, where

Fig. 4. Feasible region analysis based on the velocity obstacle V' O;;

Qi € [—g, g], as shown in Fig. It is straightforward

. .92
that sin o), = 1 —sin” aj, =

RV4 ||Pij\k”2—7’2

ol Thus, we can obtain the two tangent vectors
ijlk
Tij,1|k: and Tij,2|k of the C’ka, where

s
—— and cos ;i =
lpszell? ijlk

Tijaie = Rloujii)pijie,  Tijope = R(—=aujii)pijie, (A7)
where R() is a rotation matrix to rotate a vector with
the degree 6 in Euclidean space counterclockwise. Here, the
tangent vectors T5; 1|5, and Tj; o, are obtained by rotating the
vector p;;|, counterclockwise and clockwise with the degree
of ;. respectively, as shown in Fig. E}

In addition, according to Fig. il we can also compute the
normal vector Ny; 1, by rotating the tangent vectors T5; 1
clockwise with the degree g Meanwhile, another normal
vector Nj; o, can be derived by rotating the tangent vectors
T2 counterclockwise with the degree 7. Thus, N;; 13 and
Nij.2n are defined by

™ i
Nijaje =R (—5) Tijuks Nigow =R (*

2) Tij2k- (18)

Besides, the velocity obstacle VO;;;, can be obtained by
translating the collision cone C'Cjj;|;, via the Minkowski sum
VOiji = CCijji. © vjjx. Therefore, the directions of two
normal vectors of V' O;; are the same as the directions of two
normal vectors of CCj;.

The relationship between the velocity v;);, and the velocity
obstacle VO, with respect to the jth agent is shown in
Fig. E} As aforementioned, the velocity vy, satisfying the
constraint v;;, ¢ J B, VOjjji can result in a collision-free
trajectory for the sth agent. Hence, the feasible region of vy, is
the complement of the velocity obstacle VO, regarding the
7 agent and can be represented as the green shadow region
in Fig. ] Hence, we can use the two linear constraints to
represent the feasible region VOEj| . that is represented as (12)),
in which the two scalars c¢;; 1) and c;; o), of the two linear
constraints can be given by
(19)

Cijate = Nijajk - Vjlks  Cijaik = Nig2jk - Vjlk-



Therefore, we can rewrite the collision-avoidance chance
constraint in velocity space, i.e., (14b), as

ﬂ U ( ij,m|kVilk > Cij, m) >1-9;.0)

JjEB: me{1,2}

Remark 2. In addition to the probabilistic property of (20),
another difficulty in handling (20) is that the disjunctions
in (20) render the feasible region nonconvex.

B. Propagation of Linear Gaussian Distribution

As mentioned in Section we assume that the initial
states subject to a multivariate Gaussian distribution ;¢ €
N (Sﬂz\o, P;|o). Besides, we also assume that the agent local dy-
namics are linear and there are Gaussian noises corresponding
to model uncertainty and disturbances. Thus, the distribution
of the future state is also subject to a Gaussian distribution,
i.e., Pr(xi‘k\ui‘o, Ui|1y " ,ui‘k,l) ~ N(JAZ,L“C, E”k) Based on
the recursive linear system dynamics, the distribution of the
future state can be calculated by

k-1

‘%z|k = ZAfililBUZ” +A§£IA31‘0 (2121)
l 0
Sik = ZAl Wi(AD) + AP o(AT)F. (21b)

Remark 3. According to (2Ta), the mean of the future state
Z;| at the timestamp k in the prediction horizon is linear in the
control inputs g, w;|1, - " - , Ui k—1- Besides, the covariance
of the future state X;);, is not a function of the control inputs
Ugj05 Ug|1, " * 5 Uijk—1, Which means that the covariance during
prediction is known for a given initial state covariance P
and given noise covariance W;.

C. Risk Bound of Disjunctive Constraints

In order to determine the probabilistic chance constraints in
a deterministic manner, the following lemmas are introduced.

Lemma 1. A chance constraint on a single-variate Gaussian
random variable z ~ N (11, 0?) with fixed variance but varying
mean can be translated into a deterministic constraint as

Pr(x <0)<§ < u>n, (22)

where § is the predefined risk bound, and 7 is given by
n =20 erf (1 - 20),

and the error function erf is defined as

er(z) = 2 [

Lemma 2. Given any matrix A and scalar b, for a multivariate
random variable X (¢) corresponding to the mean u(t) and
covariance X(t), the chance constraint related to the predefined
allowable collision risk bound ¢ is defined as

Pr(ATX(t) <b) <6, (23)

which is equivalent to a deterministic linear constraint
ATp(t) = b = n(9), (24)
where

n(0) = \/2ATS(t)Aerf (1 — 26).

Theorem 1. Given Tilk ~ N(ii‘k,E“k) and Vil = vaiﬂw
the probabilistic chance constraint (Z0) holds only if

m U ( ij, m‘kL ‘/'El‘k‘ — Cijm|k > Yij, m|k(51] m\k))(zsa)

JjEB; me{1,2}
Z Z Oijmik < 0i,

j€B; me{1,2}

(25b)

where

2N T

ij,mlk

Gijm|k(0) = LySis L Nij g exf (1 — 26).

Proof. 1t is evident that for any two events A and B, the prob-
ability of occurrence of event A and event B simultaneously
is equal to

Pr(A()B) =1-Pr(A% JBY). (26)

where Pr(AC|J BY) denotes the probability of occurrence of
the complement of event A or event B. Thus, we have

Pr ﬂ U Nzlg—gn vy Z ij,m)
JjEB; me{1,2}
=1-Pr U ﬂ NEL vF < cijm 27)
JjEB: \me{1,2}
Besides, for any two events A and B, we have
Pr(A| | B) < Pr(A) + Px(B), (28)

where Pr(A) and Pr(B) are the probability of occurrence of
event A and event B. Hence, for any number of events A;,
we can derive that

Pr (U Al) < ZPr(A )

On the other hand, for any two events A and B, the probability
of occurrence of events A and B simultaneously fulfills

(29)

Pr(A(B) < Pr(4), Pr(A[)B)<Pr(B). (30)
Hence, for any number of events A;, we can derive that
(ﬂA ) < Pr(A;),Vi. (31)

According to (29) and (BI), we can obtain that

PrﬂU

jEB; me{1,2}
T
>1-— Z Pr U (Nl-j,m\k%'\k > Cij,m|k)
jEB; me{1,2}

>1- Z (Pr(NU mlkVilk = Cijmlk), VM € {1,2}) .
JEB;

J m|kvz|k > Cij, m\k)



Notice that v, = Ly, where L, is used to extract the
velocity vector vy, from the state vector x;);, for the ith agent
at the timestamp k. Based on Lemma 2] we can derive that

T .
NijmikLoZile = Cijmik 2 Gijom (0ij,mik)

T
= PT(N‘j,meﬂk < Cijomlk) < Oijomlk

1
T .
Cijomik = Nijmpe Lo 2 Gijm (0ijmik)

T
= Pr(N'j,m|kUi|k > Cij,m\k) < 5ij,m\k'

.

(32)

Therefore, we can obtain the two conditions, i.e., (23a) and
(25B). Hence, there exists 772 such that

Z Pr (Ni—;,m\kﬁi\k < Cij,m|k) < Z Oijmik < 0i- (33)

JjEB; JjEB;
Thus, the proof is completed. O

In Theorem the parameter J;; ., represents the risk
allocating to each of the chance constraints with respect
to the jth agent at the timestamp k. Besides, there exists
m € {1,2} such that at least one of the linear constraint
Ni;,mevi"i\k — Cijmlk = 9ijm(0ijmk) is activated. By
ensuring the inequality (25B), the overall collision risk for
the ith agent can be guaranteed to be no greater than ¢;. For

simplicity, we define

higmik (i) = NJ,m\kLu:ci\k — Cijm- (34)

According to Theorem [T} we can transform the original
probabilistic collision-avoidance chance constraint concerning
other agents, i.e., @), as deterministic disjunctive constraints.
Thus, the optimization problem (I6)) can be transformed as

N-1
min Z i (@i wap) + Jij v (T3 n)
“i|0:1\'171 k=0

04V jvm

s.t. (3B, (159, (@5d), (5g), (T3H)

ﬂ U Bijomi (Zijk) = Gigom|k (Oijm|x) (35)

Jj€EB; me{1,2}

Z Z Oijmlk < 0i (35b)
j€EB; me{1,2}
6ij,m|k > O,VJ (S IB%l,Vm S {1, 2} (35¢)

vk e ZY.

Note that 6;; ,x, Vi € By, Vm € {1,2} is introduced as
an optimization variable in Problem (33), which should sat-

isfy (353). (335). and (359).

Corollary 1. Any feasible solution to Problem (33) is a
feasible solution to Problem (16).

Proof. Theorem (I)) shows that the constraints, (33a), (35b)
and (33¢), indicate the complete probabilistic chance con-
straint (I5f). All other constraints are identical between Prob-
lem (33) and Problem (T6)), which completes the proof. [

According to Corollary [T} the optimal sequence of control
inputs computed by solving Problem (33) is feasible for the
original optimization problem, i.e., Problem (I6), and we can
address the problem (T6) by solving Problem (33), which is a
disjunctive program [23[]. However, due to the introduction of

variable 0 |k, the computation time to solve Problem 33
could be high. Hence, we introduce a technique by setting
dijm|k fixed to decrease the computation time substantially
for real applications, i.e., setting d;;,,,x be fixed and equal
for all j, m, which means

Y
§i im|k — 717

gymlk 2(B; |
where |B;| denotes the number of elements in the set B; and
the value 2 denotes the number of elements in the set {1,2}.

In this case, the conditions (23d) and (23b) are satisfied. Thus,
we can formulate an optimization problem as

(36)

N-—1
nin kZO ik (@i wip) + Jijn (23 n) (37a)
Ui|0:N—1 =
s.t. (150, (I5¢), (15d), (I5g), (TSh)

R d;
ﬂ U Rijmik(Eilk) = Gijmik (ZWB|> (37b)

JEB; mef{1,2}
vk € ZY.

Obviously, the optimization problem (37) simplifies Prob-
lem (33) by setting the optimization variable Oij,m|k N 33
as a fixed and equal value. The feasible set of Problem (33)
contains the feasible set of Problem (37); thus, Problem (37)
provides an upper bound to the optimal cost of Problem (33).

Corollary 2. A solution to Problem (37) is a feasible solution
to Problem (33)), and also a feasible solution to Problem (T6).

Proof. The proof of Corollary [2] is similar to that of Corol-
lary [I] and thus it is omitted. O

V. PROBLEM SOLVING

So far, Problem (33) can be simplified as Problem (37) by
using the J;; n|x setting technique to improve the computa-
tional efficiency. The two optimization problems are disjunc-
tive programming problems. A general disjunctive program
can be transformed as an equivalent optimization problem by
introducing binary variables; thus, a mixed-integer program-
ming problem can be formulated. The mixed-integer program-
ming has been well studied and can be addressed by many
highly optimized software [24]. In summary, Problem (33)
is the resulting optimization problem with disjunctive convex
constraints (35a), and the risks d;;,,, should satisfy (35b)
and (35¢). Further, the mixed integer programming problem is
transformed as

N-1
xrzr\lf% Z Hxi|k+1 - xref,i\kJrlHQi, + Hui\ka (38a)
uijo:N—1 k=0
Zi|VjV¥Ym
s. t. @7 a @7 @)’ ’ @’
igmlk Gijmii) = higmie(Eik) < ML= 2ijm k)
(38b)
2
m=1

Vk € ZV V) € B;,Vm € {1,2},



where M is a large enough positive constant, z;; ., denotes
the binary variables. The value of the binary variable z;;
in determines whether the corresponding linear con-
straint is activated or not, and guarantees that at least
one constraint in each disjunction is imposed, as required.
Therefore, the solution of the mixed-integer programming, i.e.,
(38), can guarantee that the collision risk between the ego
agent ¢ and all the other agents Vj € B; is less than the risk
bound §;. Note that the variable d;; | should be set as the
fixed value ﬁ when solving Problem (37).

As for the collision avoidance with static obstacles, the
transformation is similar. The probabilistic chance constraints
of static obstacles can be transformed into disjunctive de-
terministic constraints, and then, be transformed into mixed-
integer constraints by introducing the binary variables. There-
fore, the related mixed integer constraints with respect to the
avoidance of static obstacles can be generated similarly.

A. Problem Setting

During the robust motion planning process, we utilize the
geometric information of velocity obstacles VO, which
requires the position and velocity information of the agents
at the timestamp k in the prediction horizon. However, the
position and velocity information of agents p;; and v, is
hard to collect in the distributed method. A normal solution is
to assume that the position and velocity py;), and vy, keep
unchanged during the prediction horizon k € Z%, which could
incur the weak performance and produce a solution which is
far from the optimal one. Thus, we need to use the time-
variant information of py;|;, and vy;);, at the timestamp & in the
prediction horizon to construct the velocity obstacle V Oy
In our setting, the predicted states xv;);, at current running step
t could be obtained through the assumption that the velocity
of the agents remains fixed in the prediction horizon k € Z%.
An agent can infer the predicted states of its neighbors by just
observing the current state of neighbors; thus, communication
among agents is not necessary for this setting.

Remark 4. Compared with the existing velocity obstacle
method, our proposed method could be smoother owing to the
MPC scheme, because the velocity obstacle method assumes
the instantaneous velocity changes for the agents [|12]. Besides,
the velocity obstacle method requires the design of the pre-
ferred velocity, which an agent would take in the absence of
other agents or obstacles and could be chosen manually or by
some external algorithms [14]. However, this design regarding
the preferred velocity is not required in our proposed method,
which makes our approach favorable in real applications.

VI. RESULTS

This section describes the implementation of the proposed
method, and the effectiveness of the method is evaluated by
simulations. All the relevant parameters of the simulation are
shown in Table [[I} in the Appendix. Here, we add the Gaussian
noise to the states of agents model, and the added noise is
zero mean with the covariance W;. All of the simulations are
implemented in Python 3.7 environment on a PC with Intel i5
CPU@3.30 GHz.

A. Multi-agent Systems Motion Planning w/o Static Obstacles

In this simulation, there are 20 agents which need to reach
their desired target positions. The means of initial positions of
the 20 agents are uniformly located on a circle with a radius
of 10 m. In this task, all agents’ initial and target positions are
symmetric along with the origin, i.e., both the = and y axis. For
example, an agent whose mean of initial position is (10, 0) m
is required to reach its desired destination (-10, 0) m. All
agent are represented by a circle with radius r; = 0.1 m and
different colors. The prediction horizon N is set as N = 25,
and the number of running steps is t,un = 12.5 s. The risk
bound is §; = 0.1. Fig. [5] shows the snapshots of these agents
in six different timestamps. According to this figure, we can
observe that all agents can successfully arrive at their desired
target positions without colliding with other agents.

10 A o ° e 1
54 ° ° 4 o o ® ‘e .
E ofe 4 . .
> o .
s, A I
° t=0s t=2s
-10 ° e 1
10 A 1
5< 4
_ *% 05y, .8
75< 4
t=5s t=28s
_IOA T T T 1 T T T
10 1 o ° o
54 0 % R . | ° o
ERPY ] IR .
> o 0 °
=51 © e ° o ° ] ° °
t=10s ° t=12s
—-10 1 L
-10 0 10 -10 0 10
X [m] X [m]
Fig. 5. Snapshots of collision-free motions of 20 agents in six different
timestamps.

Fig. [6] presents the relationship between the average com-
putational time of each agent per running step and the varying
prediction horizon NN of the distributed MPC problem. In this
figure, the line represents the average computing time per
agent per running step, and the filled region means the range
of the related computing time. According to Fig. [6] with the
prediction horizon N increasing, the average computational
time of each agent per execution increases. This figure also
indicates that the average computational time of each agent
per execution is still within the allowable range (0, 75] s,
even when we set N = 50. Fig. [/| shows the computational
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Fig. 6. The relationship between the average computing time per agent per
execution and the varying prediction horizon N.

time with an increasing number of agents moving across the
origin circle. In this case, similarly, all agents’ initial positions
and target positions are symmetric along with the origin.
The prediction horizon is set as N = 10. Based on Fig.
it is straightforward to observe that the computational time
increases with the number of agents increasing.
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Fig. 7. The average computing time per running step per agent of different
numbers of agents (the prediction horizon is N=10).

In order to show the effectiveness of our proposed method,
the map, as shown in Fig. [8] is designed to be used as an
application environment. This map in this figure is challenging
for chance-constrained motion planning methods, since there
is a narrow corridor when the agent passes from the initial
position (0, 0) m to the target position (0, 10) m. The initial
and target positions are shown as the orange and blue circles
with a radius of the agent radius r; = 0.2 m, respectively.
Fig. [§] shows an example of the trajectories planned by our
method with €; = 0.01, represented by the orange line. The
prediction horizon is set as N = 20. For this demonstrated
trajectory in Fig. [8] it is obvious that our proposed method
can plan collision-free trajectories for all agents successfully.
Besides, the value of the risk bounds ¢; and ¢; will significantly
influence the resulting trajectory of the agent. Fig. 0] presents
the planned trajectories of the agent with different risk bound
value €;, which is chosen as 0.1, 0.01, 0.001, respectively.
According to this figure, we can observe that the planned
trajectory becomes more conservative with the predefined
collision risk bound ¢; decreasing. Note that a small risk
bound ¢; means a smaller allowable collision risk. Thus, we
can derive that the value of risk bound will influence the
conservatism of the planned trajectory, and a proper collision
risk bound can balance conservatism and performance.
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Fig. 8. Example resulting trajectory in the designed map with ¢ = 0.01.
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Fig. 9. Resulting trajectories in the designed map for different €; values.

B. Comparison with Velocity Obstacle Method

In this section, we compare the performance of our proposed
method and the pure velocity obstacle method, which is ab-
breviated as VO in the following text. The prediction horizon
of our method is set as N = 20, and the radius of the agent
is set as r; = 0.2 m. The risk bound is §; = 0.1. Here, 4
agents are utilized to achieve the robust motion planning task.
The 4 agents are initially located at a circle with a radius
of 4 m. In this task, all 4 agents are required to reach their
desired destinations which are centrosymmetric to the initial
positions. For example, the initial and target positions of the
green agent are set as (4, 0) m and (-4, 0) m, respectively.
The trajectories of the 4 agents by using the are illustrated
in Fig. [I0] Both methods can navigate agents to reach their
desired destinations without collision. However, our method
could provide more smoother trajectories than the VO method.
Fig. [TT] demonstrates the change of velocities of one agent
(randomly chosen from the 4 agents) with running step ¢
changing. According to this figure, the volatility of the velocity
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Fig. 11. Resulting velocities of one agent using VO and our method (the

agent is chosen randomly).

v; is much smoother than that using the velocity obstacle
method. Note that the velocity limitation is set as [-10, 10] m/s.

In our proposed method, we set the control inputs, i.e.,
acceleration in z- and y-dimension, should be confined into
the range [-10, 10] m/s2. However, as for the VO method, the
control inputs are the command velocities, which means the
VO method is just suitable for agents with no dynamics or a
single-integrator dynamics model, instead of double-integrator
dynamics. Thus, our proposed method also outperforms the
VO method by considering the model of complex dynamics.
The resulting control inputs also remain smooth since there
are cost terms regarding the penalization of control inputs in
our distributed motion planning method.

Fig. [12]is used to show the computational efficiency of our
proposed method, compared with the VO method. This figure
demonstrates the computing time of our proposed method and
velocity obstacle method in each running step. Unfortunately,
the VO method could generate a feasible and collision trajec-
tory in a shorter time compared with our method, even though
the trajectory of the VO method is highly nonsmooth.

The relationship between the computing time and the num-
ber of agents is demonstrated in Fig. [T3] For each number of
agents, there are 20 random trials using the two methods; thus,
the average computing time can be derived over all agents and
all executions. Based on this figure, we can observe that the
average computing time for the two methods increases with
the number of agents increasing. Nevertheless, the increasing
rate is different between the two methods. The average com-
putational time of our proposed method rises faster than that
of the velocity obstacle method. Thus, our proposed method
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Fig. 12. Changes of the computing time per agent using VO and our method.

will be more time-consuming compared with the VO method;
nevertheless, the quality of resulting trajectories planned by
our method is much higher than that of the VO method.
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Fig. 13. Changes of the computing time per agent using VO and our method
with different numbers of agents.

C. Comparison with Position-Based MPC Method

In this section, we show the comparison results of our
proposed method and the MPC method that achieve the mo-
tion planning in position space. Different from our proposed
motion planning method that takes the probabilistic chance
constraints of velocity obstacles to avoid a collision in velocity
space, the MPC method takes ||p; — p;|| > dsate as collision-
avoidance constraints to achieve the motion planning in po-
sition space. This MPC method is a well-applied collision-
avoidance method and has been presented in many research
works [17], [25]]. In the following text, we abbreviate the MPC
method in position space as PB-MPC for conciseness. All
parameters in the PB-MPC method are set as the same value
as in our method, and the dg,s in the PB-MPC method is set
as 2r; = 0.4 m.

The simulation task in this section is similar to the task
in Section [VI-B] The number of agents is set as 6. The risk
bound is d; = 0.1. The trajectories of the 6 agents generated
by the PB-MPC and our method are illustrated in Fig.[T4] The
initial positions of the 6 agents are represented by 6 circles
with different colors. The radius of these circles in Fig. [I4]
is equal to the agent radius r; = 0.2 m. According to this
figure, both methods can navigate agents to reach their desired
destinations without collision. However, it is straightforward
that the resulting trajectories of our proposed method are much
smoother than the trajectories of the PB-MPC method. Fig. [I3]
demonstrates the change of velocities of one agent (randomly
chosen from the 4 agents) with running step ¢ changing. The
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Fig. 14. Trajectories of the 6 agents using the two methods.

fluctuation around time interval [2, 4] s indicates that the agent
changes its velocity to avoid a collision with its neighbors.
According to Fig. [T3] the volatility of the velocity v; is much
smoother than that of the PB-MPC method. The change of
control inputs with the running step of the two methods is
illustrated in Fig. (]EI) Here, the control inputs should be
confined into the desired range [-10, 10] m/s2. Obviously, our
proposed method could derive a smoother sequence of control
inputs compared with the PB-MPC method.
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Fig. 15. Velocities of one of the agents using the two methods (the agent is
chosen randomly).
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Fig. 16. Control inputs of one of the agents using the two methods (the agent
is chosen randomly).

Fig. [T7)is used to show the computational efficiency of our
proposed method, compared with the PB-MPC method. This
figure demonstrates the comparison of the average computing
time per running step of the two methods. In this figure,
the solid lines denote the average computing time of the
two methods per running step per agent. The filled regions
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represent the range of computing time for all agents of the
two methods. According to Fig. [[7] we can observe that the
average computing time of our proposed method is always
smaller than that of the PB-MPC method. Fig. [I8] presents the
change of average computing time per agent with respect to
different number of agents. Obviously, the average computing
time increases with the number of agents increasing for both
methods. Nevertheless, the increasing rate is different between
the two methods. The average computational time of our
proposed method increases slower than that of the PB-MPC
method.
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Fig. 17. Average computing time using the two methods at each running step.
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Fig. 18. Average computing time using the two methods regarding different
number of agents.

In addition, we compare the results of our method under
three different levels of measurement noise %Wi, W;, and 4W;
with the PB-MPC method. The minimum distance between
each pair of agents and the success rate are treated as the safety
metrics. Since the radius of agents is 0.2 m, the minimum
safety distance without collision should be 2r; = 0.4 m. The
comparison results are shown in Table m Besides, due to a
tighter bound of collision risk approximation, our method can
keep a larger minimum distance while running under the same
noise level, compared with the PB-MPC method. Also, with a
larger noise level, our proposed method maintains the success
rate of 100%, but the success rate of PB-MPC decreases
from 91% to 78%. According to Table [l we can observe
that our proposed method achieves higher safety performance
compared with the PB-MPC method.

VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, a velocity obstacle based risk-bounded robust
motion planning method is proposed for stochastic multi-agent
systems. In this method, the disturbance, noise, and model
uncertainty are considered to enhance the robustness of this



TABLE I
TRAJECTORY SAFETY COMPARISON OF TWO ALGORITHMS WITH
DIFFERENT LEVELS OF NOISE (THE VALUES ARE COMPUTED FROM
SUCCESSFUL RUNS).

Noise Safety metrics PB-MPC method | Our method
1w, Minimum distance 0412 m 0.447 m
47 Success rate 91 % 100 %
Wi Minimum distance 0.436 m 0.469 m

Success rate 84 % 100 %

AW, Minimum distance 0.448 m 0.491 m

Success rate 78% 100 %

method. A chance-constrained MPC problem is formulated
based on the feasible region of velocity vector provided by the
velocity obstacles method. The feasible collision-free regions
of the ego agent’s velocity vector and position vector are
derived and formulated as probabilistic collision constraints.
Hence the proposed method plans the trajectories at the
velocity space to avoid collisions with other agents or moving
obstacles; and thus, the quality of resulting trajectories and
computational efficiency is certainly improved. The introduc-
tion of chance constraints also guarantees the appropriate
bound of potential collision risk during the robust motion
planning process for the stochastic system. Several simulation
scenarios for multiple agents are employed to validate the
effectiveness and efficiency of our proposed methodology.

APPENDIX

Table [[I] shows the value of all parameters in simulation.

TABLE 11
PARAMETER SETTING

Meaning Notation Value Unit
Radius T 0.2 m
Sampling time Ts 0.05 S
Running steps trun 5 S
State weighting Qi diag(10,10,0.1,0.1) -
matrix QN diag(10, 10,0, 0)
Weighting matrix R; diag(0.1,0.1) -
Minimum states Tmin,i [0 —0c0 —10 — 10]T m, m/s
Maximum states Tmax,i [oo 00 10 10}T m, m/s
Minimum inputs Umin, i [-10 — 10]T m/s?
Maximum inputs | Umax,i [10 10] " m/s?
Noise covariance W; diag(le-4,1e-4,1e-2,1e-2) -
Noise covariance P; diag(le-6,1e-6,1e-6,1e-6) -
Constant scalar M led -
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