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Abstract— For safe and flexible navigation in multi-robot sys-
tems, this paper presents an enhanced and predictive sampling-
based trajectory planning approach in complex environments,
the Gradient Field-based Dynamic Window Approach (GF-
DWA). Building upon the dynamic window approach, the
proposed method utilizes gradient information of obstacle
distances as a new cost term to anticipate potential collisions.
This enhancement enables the robot to improve awareness of
obstacles, including those with non-convex shapes. The gradient
field is derived from the Gaussian process distance field, which
generates both the distance field and gradient field by leveraging
Gaussian process regression to model the spatial structure of
the environment. Through several obstacle avoidance and fleet
collision avoidance scenarios, the proposed GF-DWA is shown
to outperform other popular trajectory planning and control
methods in terms of safety and flexibility, especially in complex
environments with non-convex obstacles.

I. INTRODUCTION

With the rise of autonomous mobile robots, there is
a growing demand for advanced and flexible collision-
free navigation algorithms that allow robots to operate au-
tonomously in complex environments. In the context of local
motion planning and control [1], existing approaches can be
broadly classified into optimization-based, sampling-based,
and learning-based methods. Optimization-based methods,
such as Model Predictive Control (MPC) [2], [3] and control
barrier functions [4], [5], generate optimal control inputs by
formulating an optimization problem with a defined cost
function and constraints. These methods are widely used
due to their ability to ensure safety and stability in naviga-
tion tasks. Sampling-based methods, including the Dynamic
Window Approach (DWA) [6]–[10] with consideration of
kinematic constraint and rapidly-exploring randomized trees
[11], [12], generate a set of control or state samples and
select the most suitable one based on objective function
evaluation and feasibility checks. Recently, learning-based
methods, such as Deep Reinforcement Learning (DRL) [13]–
[15], have been explored for motion planning and control,
which can learn the optimal policy from the interaction with
the environment. While convex obstacles can be handled effi-
ciently by most navigation algorithms, non-convex obstacles
present significant challenges, particularly in local motion
planning and control. When multiple robots operate in close
proximity, non-convex obstacles may frequently emerge due
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Fig. 1. Comparison of trajectory evaluation strategies between the regular
DWA (left) and the proposed GF-DWA (right) when encountering the same
non-convex obstacle. Black polygons represent static obstacles, while blue
circles denote mobile robots, with arrows indicating their movement direc-
tion. For trajectory visualization: Gray trajectories are infeasible. Orange
trajectories are feasible (with a color gradient: redder hues indicate lower
cost, while yellower hues indicate higher cost). Purple trajectories represent
the optimal selection.

to the spatial configuration of robots and static obstacles [5],
[13]. These obstacles are particularly difficult to avoid as they
introduce local minima in the objective function, making it
challenging for both optimization-based and sampling-based
methods to find feasible solutions. Additionally, learning-
based methods face difficulties in overcoming non-convex
obstacles, as successful navigation in such environments
requires an effective exploration strategy during training that
incorporates sufficient randomness and a long-term reward
structure to ensure adaptive decision-making.

Escaping from a non-convex obstacle requires more than
just instantaneous distance information; it is essential to
determine whether the mobile robot is approaching the obsta-
cle. A straightforward solution is to leverage the gradient of
the distance to the obstacle, allowing the robot to take actions
that guide it along the gradient direction, thereby avoiding
potential collisions. The Euclidean signed distance field [16],
[17] is a widely used method to model the environment, as
it provides both distance and gradient information relative
to the nearest occupied cell. However, to capture the overall
shape of the obstacle, a robot needs to consider the distance
and gradient information from all directions, which is crucial
for non-convex obstacle avoidance. The Gaussian Process
Distance Field (GPDF) [18], [19] offers a probabilistic
approach to modeling the environment, providing distance
and gradient information from all detected obstacles. This
enables a more comprehensive representation of non-convex
structures, allowing for more effective motion planning and
obstacle avoidance in complex environments.

In this work, we propose the Gradient Field-based Dy-
namic Window Approach (GF-DWA), a simple yet effective
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extension of the traditional DWA, incorporating the gradient
information from the GPDF in the objective function. By
leveraging the unified distance and gradient fields from the
GPDF, the GF-DWA provides a more accurate and compre-
hensive representation of the environment, allowing robots
to avoid non-convex obstacles effectively. Furthermore, the
GF-DWA can be seamlessly extended to the fleet collision
avoidance problem, where each robot regards the predicted
trajectories of other robots as obstacles and avoids collisions
in a distributed manner. The main contributions of this work
are:

• Introducing a new cost term based on the gradient informa-
tion from GPDF into DWA, enhancing the robot’s ability
to avoid non-convex obstacles effectively and efficiently.

• Extending GF-DWA to fleet collision avoidance, where
predicted trajectories of other robots are modeled using
GPDFs in real-time. This allows for a proactive and
distributed approach to collision avoidance within multi-
robot systems.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Dynamic Window Approach

As a sampling-based local motion planning and control
method, the DWA algorithm [6] generates a series of motion
plans as candidates by sampling control parameters within
a local dynamic window and then selects the one with the
lowest cost. To limit the number of candidates, each sampled
control action is assumed to stay constant within the window.
All candidates are evaluated by a pre-defined objective
function, typically comprising collision-avoidance and target-
tracking terms. At each time step, the local window shifts
according to the current state of the robot, and the best
action is adopted to guide the robot. This process loops until
the robot reaches the target or halts due to collisions and
deadlocks, which is a receding horizon control strategy. At
each iteration, the DWA has the following steps: (i) dynamic
window generation, (ii) candidate trajectory generation, and
(iii) candidate evaluation.

In order to generate trajectories, a motion model with
kinematic constraints is necessary. For the mobile robot nav-
igation task, assuming the discrete motion model is xk+1 =
f(xk,uk), where xk is the state and uk is the action at time
step k.The robot state xk = [x, y, θ]⊤ consists of the location
(x, y) and the heading θ, and the action space uk = [v, ω]⊤

contains the linear speed v and the angular velocity ω. The
control action is restraint by (umax,umin,∆u+

max,∆u−
max),

which defines the bound of the action, umax ≤ u ≤ umin,
and its changing rate ∆u−

max ≤ ∆u ≤ ∆u+
max. At time k, the

dynamic window for control action ranges over the interval
(u−

k ,u
+
k ), where

u−
k = max(umin,uk−1 −∆u−

max), (1)

u+
k = min(umax,uk−1 +∆u+

max). (2)

Given the dynamic window horizon N , and the sampling
number γ = [γv, γω]

⊤ of the action, a set C of control actions

Fig. 2. Visualization of the proposed gradient field-based collision
avoidance term Jcol-grad given ∆θthre = 2π/3. The black U-shaped polygon
represents the obstacle. The contour and color bar illustrate the distance
field obtained from the GPDF of the obstacle. Each arrow denotes a robot
state, with its tail position indicating the robot’s location and its orientation
corresponding to the robot’s heading direction. The arrow color represents
the intensity of the cost term, where redder hues indicate a higher cost and
vice versa. This cost term effectively prevents the robot from being trapped
in local minima.

can be generated as

C =
{
u
(i,j)
k | i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , γv − 1},

j ∈ {0, 1, . . . , γω − 1},

u
(i,j)
k = u−

k +

[
i/(γv − 1)
j/(γω − 1)

]
⊙ (u+

k − u−
k )

}
,

where a⊙ b means element-wise product. For each u
(i,j)
k ∈

C, a candidate trajectory is then obtained,

T (i,j)
k =

{
x
(i,j,n)
k |n ∈ {0, 1, . . . , N},

x
(i,j,0)
k = xk,

x
(i,j,n)
k |n>0 = f(x

(i,j,n−1)
k ,u

(i,j)
k ).

}
Although the design of the objective function varies de-

pending on the specific application, two basic cost terms are
usually included: the collision-avoidance term and the target-
tracking term. The collision-avoidance term Jcol(·) quantifies
the risk of collision with obstacles or other robots, often
defined as the minimum distance to surrounding obstacles.
The target tracking term Jtar(·) determines the trajectory’s
progress toward the target, commonly measured as the dis-
tance from the trajectory endpoint to the final goal. For any
trajectory that results in a collision, the collision-avoidance
cost is set to positive infinity, rendering it infeasible. Among
all feasible trajectories, the one with the lowest total cost is
selected for execution.

B. Gaussian Process Distance Field

Given a set of points P = {p1,p2, . . . ,pM} representing
obstacles, which may be sampled from geometric obstacles
or acquired from LiDAR sensory data, each point can be
modeled as a Gaussian distribution centered at its measured



position, with associated uncertainty. Accordingly, a GPDF
[18], [19] can be built to estimate a continuous, differentiable
representation of the distance to all detected obstacles at any
point in the robot’s workspace. Define a latent field o(p)
and the inverse function finv mapping to the distance field
fdist(p),

finv (ko(p,P)) := ||p− P||, (3)
fdist(p) = finv(o(p)), (4)

o(p) ∼ G(0, ko (p,P)) , (5)

where G is Gaussian process and ko is the covariance kernel
function. This latent field can be regarded as a smooth occu-
pancy field. According to the Gaussian process regression,

ō(p) = ko(p,P)
(
Ko(P,P) + σ2

oI
)−1 · 1︸ ︷︷ ︸

α(P,σo)

, (6)

cov(o(p)) = ko(p,p)

− ko(p,P)
(
Ko(P,P) + σ2

oI
)−1

ko(P,p), (7)

where Ko(P,P) is the covariance kernel of the given obsta-
cle points, σo is the noise covariance, I is an identity matrix,
1 is a vector of ones (setting ko(P,P) = 1), and α(·) is the
GP model. The gradient of the distance field can be derived
as

fgrad(p) = ∇pfdist(p)

=
∂finv

∂o
· [∇pko(p,P) · α(P, σo)] . (8)

In the GPDF, the distance field provides direct information
about how far a point is from the surrounding obstacles,
while the gradient field, obtained by differentiating the
distance field, encodes both the direction and rate of change
of the distance with respect to the robot’s position. In the
context of collision avoidance, the gradient field effectively
acts as a repulsive vector field, which can guide the robot
away from obstacles.

III. GRADIENT-AWARE SAMPLING-BASED MOTION
PLANNING

A. Predictive Obstacle Avoidance based on Gradient Field

While most DWA-based methods consider only the dis-
tance field, this work introduces a new cost term utilizing
the gradient information from the GPDF. Considering a
candidate T =

{
x(n)

}N

n=0
, after querying the GP model α

and processing the model outputs, a distance set {d(n)}Nn=0

and a gradient set {g(n)}Nn=0 are obtained for all states in the
trajectory. A cost term for being too close to any obstacles
can be easily defined based on the distance set (ignoring the
current state of the robot),

Jcol-dist = 1/min(d(1), d(2), . . . , d(N)). (9)

This term alone only gives the instant distance information,
which is not enough to capture the potential collision risk.
For example, a trajectory that is relatively close to an obstacle
but not moving toward it is less dangerous than a trajectory
that is moving toward the obstacle but is currently further

Fig. 3. Scenarios with a single robot and static obstacles. The first
row demonstrates three scenes (from left to right: S1, S2, and S3) with
different static obstacles in the red area. The second row shows two turning
scenarios (from left to right: S4 and S5). Note that in turning scenarios, a
small rectangle obstacle is put on the reference path, which creates a local
minimum.

away. To capture this, we introduce a new cost term based
on the gradient set,

Jcol-grad =

{∑N
n=1 e

β|∆θ| − 1, |∆θ| ≥ ∆θthre

0, otherwise
(10)

where ∆θ = θ(n) − θ
(n)
d is the difference between the

heading angle θ(n) of the robot and the heading direction
θ
(n)
d of the gradient at state x(n), ∆θthre is the threshold

to include the collision-gradient term, and β is a tuning
parameter to control changing rate of the cost term. The
cost term Jcol-grad is designed to be small when the robot is
moving away from the obstacle and large when the robot
is moving toward the obstacle. Although the gradient-based
term Jcol-grad can capture the potential collision risks, it may
lead to overly conservative behavior, causing the robot to
avoid obstacles even when not moving toward them. The
choice of ∆θthre plays a crucial role in balancing the trade-
off between collision avoidance and regular path following.
Consequently, it should be satisfies that ∆θthre ∈ (π/2, π].
Fig. 2 visualizes this cost term for a U-shaped non-convex
obstacle. The distance field alone creates a local minimum
near the dead end, while the gradient-based cost successfully
identifies the directions leading to the dead end, preventing
the robot from becoming trapped.

The overall collision-avoidance cost term is defined as a
combination of the distance-based term and the gradient-
based term,

Jcol = Qcol-distJcol-dist +Qcol-gradJcol-grad, (11)

where Q variables are the corresponding weights to each
term.



Fig. 4. Multi-robot test 1 (using DF-DWA) with four robots intersecting in the middle of the map. This figure shows the candidate trajectories and unified
GPDF from the perspective of the robot starting from the bottom right corner. Gray trajectories are infeasible, blue ones are feasible, and red ones are the
best in the corresponding time step.

Fig. 5. Multi-robot test 2 (using DF-DWA) with two robots with overlapping reference paths meeting in a narrow corridor. This figure shows the candidate
trajectories and unified GPDF from the perspective of the robot starting from the left side. Apart from visual elements as in Fig. 3 and Fig. 4, red dashed
lines indicate the inflated boundary of static obstacles by the size of the robot.

B. Gradient Field-based Dynamic Window Approach

Apart from the collision-avoidance term, there are also
other cost terms that need to be considered in trajectory
selection. In this work, it is assumed that a reference path,
a target position ptar = (xtar, ytar), and a reference speed
vref are given. Based on the current position of the robot, a
reference trajectory Tref,k sampled from the reference path
is generated at each time step k (the time step is omitted if
there is no ambiguity). To penalize the deviation from the
reference trajectory, a cost term Jref is defined as

Jref =
1

N

N∑
n=1

||x(n) − x
(n)
ref ||, (12)

where x
(n)
ref is the n-th state of the reference trajectory.

The reference speed deviation is also considered in the cost
function as

Jvel = |v − vref|. (13)

For the target-reaching behavior, rather than calculating the
Euclidean distance between the robot and the goal position,
a cost term Jtar is defined to penalize the deviation from the
heading direction to the target position,

Jtar =

∣∣∣∣tan−1

(
ytar − y

xtar − x

)
− tan−1

(
y(N) − y

x(N) − x

)∣∣∣∣ , (14)

where (x, y) = (x(0), y(0)) is the current position of the
robot. The target-reaching term is mainly active when the
robot is close to the final goal. The overall cost function is
defined as a combination of all the cost terms,

J = QcolJcol +QrefJref +QvelJvel +QtarJtar, (15)

where Q variables are the corresponding weights. After
calculating costs for all candidate trajectories, the trajectory
with the minimum cost is selected as the optimal trajectory,
i.e., Topt = argminT J .

TABLE I
SUCCESS RATES OF DIFFERENT METHODS AVOIDING DIFFERENT STATIC

OBSTACLES. THE “✓” SYMBOL INDICATES 100% SUCCESS RATE, WHILE

“×” INDICATES 0% SUCCESS RATE. THE RESULTS FOR DDPG ARE

OBTAINED VIA 50 RUNS. THE OTHER RESULTS ARE DETERMINISTIC.

Scene
Method MPC DDPG DWA GF-DWA

S1 - Rectangle obstacle ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

S2 - Double obstacles × × ✓ ✓

S3 - U-shape obstacle × ✓ × ✓

S4 - Sharp turn × 96% ✓ ✓

S5 - U-turn × 74% ✓ ✓

C. Predictive Fleet Collision Avoidance

In the presence of multiple robots, the collision avoidance
problem becomes more complex due to two main reasons.
First, each robot must actively avoid collisions with other
robots, all of which are moving simultaneously. Second,
the dynamic interaction between other robots and static
obstacles can create non-convex obstacles with continuously
changing shapes. In [8], it was proposed to consider the
predicted trajectories of other robots to avoid collisions,
which can also be seamlessly integrated into our GF-DWA
framework. At each time step, a mobile robot models the
predicted trajectories of other robots from the previous time
step using GPDFs. These GPDFs are then merged with
environmental obstacles to construct a unified distance field
and gradient field. The GPDFs generated from predicted
robot trajectories are continuously updated at each time step
or whenever the robots’ states change. In this way, fleet
collision avoidance is naturally integrated into the GF-DWA
framework, allowing for a distributed and scalable solution
to multi-robot navigation in dynamic environments.



IV. IMPLEMENTATION

In this work, the nonholonomic unicycle model is used as
the motion model:xk+1

yk+1

θk+1

 =

xk + vk cos(θk)∆t
yk + vk sin(θk)∆t

θk + ωk∆t

 , (16)

where ∆t is the sampling time and is set to be 0.2 seconds.
The covariance kernel function of the GPDF is the Matérn
ν = 1/2 kernel with σ = 1:

ko(d) = σ2 exp

(
− d

L

)
, (17)

where d is the distance between two points and L = 0.2
is a positive parameter controlling the interpolation degree.
The boundary points of obstacles are sampled from the
obstacle edges in the resolution of 0.1 meters. For the
DWA, the horizon N is 20, the threshold to include the
collision-gradient term is set as ∆θthre = 2π/3, and the
tuning parameter is set as β = 2. In addition, to avoid
over-conservative behavior, the collision-avoidance cost term
is inactive unless any point on the candidate is within a
one-meter range of any obstacle. To generate the candidate
control set, the speed resolution is 0.3 meters per second and
the angular velocity resolution is 0.08 radians per second
(about 4.6 degrees per second). The maximal total number
of candidate trajectories is 84.

V. EVALUATION

In the evaluation1, the proposed GF-DWA is com-
pared with the regular DWA, optimization-based MPC, and
learning-based Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient (DDPG)
algorithm [20] in different scenarios. The regular DWA
shares the same objective function as GF-DWA except for the
collision-avoidance term, which is only based on the minimal
distance to any obstacle in regular DWA. The implementation
of MPC and DDPG is according to [13]. For the single-robot
cases, the success rates of selected methods are compared.
A successful run means the robot can reach the final goal
without any collisions. For the multi-robot cases, besides
the success rate, the number of time steps needed to finish
the case is also compared. Note that the proposed GF-
DWA is sampling-based, which does not require solving an
optimization problem at each time step or pre-training any
models.

A. Static Obstacle Avoidance

As demonstrated in Fig. 3, five test scenarios (S1 to S5)
are set for the single-robot evaluation. The result of success
rates is shown in TABLE I. It is noteworthy that MPC fails in
almost all cases due to the presence of local minima, which
arise when encountering large or non-convex obstacles. The
learning-based DDPG algorithm successfully avoids the non-
convex U-shape obstacle but lacks stability when navigating
through environments with closely spaced obstacles. From
the evaluation, the proposed GF-DWA is the only method

1The demo video is available at https://youtu.be/Et4C5oGHlF0

Fig. 6. Evaluation of the multi-agent cases. Each bar shows the average
time step to reach the goals. Black bars indicate the standard deviations
of instances in the corresponding category. Black dots are individual trials.
The timeout limit is 200 steps, which means MPC has failures in the first
case.

that guarantees collision-free navigation in all cases, showing
its stability and adaptability in complex environments.

B. Multi-robot collision avoidance

To evaluate the proposed GF-DWA in multi-robot envi-
ronments, two scenarios are designed. As shown in Fig.
4, the first scenario includes four robots starting from the
corners of an empty map and moving to the opposite corners,
which leads to an intersection at the center of the map. At
this intersection, each robot perceives the other three robots
as a dynamically changing non-convex obstacle, making
collision avoidance more challenging. The second scenario,
as illustrated in Fig. 5, involves two mobile robots moving
in opposite directions through a narrow corridor. While
the corridor has the capacity of two robots side by side,
navigating through it simultaneously poses a collision risk.
As an alternative, a wider parallel path is available, requiring
the robots to decide whether to pass through the corridor or
take the wider path to ensure collision-free navigation.

Unlike the single-robot static obstacle avoidance tests,
all compared methods can handle the multi-robot tests but
with varying levels of efficiency and stability. The detailed
finishing time step of each trial is reported in Fig. 6. While
DWA and GF-DWA generate deterministic control actions,
MPC exhibits instability since it requires numerical solvers
in practice. In multi-robot test 1, DWA completes the task
faster than GF-DWA because it doesn’t take the predicted
states of other robots into account and lacks proactive evasive
behavior. As a result, the intersection distance between dif-
ferent robots is very small, posing a significant collision risk
in practical deployment. On the contrary, GF-DWA produces
predictive collision avoidance behavior as shown in Fig. 4,
ensuring a safer and more stable navigation strategy. Overall,
GF-DWA outperforms other methods by achieving a better

https://youtu.be/Et4C5oGHlF0


balance between stability, safety, and efficiency, making it a
more robust solution for multi-robot collision avoidance in
complex environments.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we propose a Gradient Field-Based Dynamic
Window Approach (GF-DWA) for mobile robot navigation
in complex environments and extend it to fleet collision
avoidance with predictive behavior in a distributed man-
ner. While the underlying principle is straightforward, the
integration of unified gradient information from the Gaus-
sian process distance field makes the approach safe, stable,
effective, and flexible, particularly in non-convex obstacle
avoidance. Extensive evaluations, including both single-robot
and multi-robot settings, demonstrate that our approach
outperforms other popular obstacle avoidance approaches,
including optimization-based and learning-based methods, in
terms of efficiency, stability, and collision-free navigation.

Future work would focus on three aspects. The first one
is to consider dynamic obstacle (such as humans) avoidance
in the method. Unlike mobile robots, the future states of
dynamic obstacles are typically unknown, posing a signif-
icant challenge for predictive navigation. Another future
work is to explore the combination of GF-DWA with other
planning and control methods, such as model predictive
control, for leveraging the advantages of both sampling-
based and optimization-based approaches for improved mo-
tion planning and collision avoidance. The last one is to
conduct real-world evaluations of the proposed approach in
a physical multi-robot fleet scenario to assess its practical
applicability, robustness, and scalability in dynamic and
unstructured environments.
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