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Time-to-Collision-Aware Lane-Change Strategy Based on Potential
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Abstract— Making safe and successful lane changes (LCs) is
one of the many vitally important functions of autonomous
vehicles (AVs) that are needed to ensure safe driving on
expressways. Recently, the simplicity and real-time performance
of the potential field (PF) method have been leveraged to
design decision and planning modules for AVs. However, the
LC trajectory planned by the PF method is usually lengthy and
takes the ego vehicle laterally parallel and close to the obstacle
vehicle, which creates a dangerous situation if the obstacle
vehicle suddenly steers. To mitigate this risk, we propose a time-
to-collision-aware LC (TTCA-LC) strategy based on the PF and
cubic polynomial in which the TTC constraint is imposed in
the optimized curve fitting. The proposed approach is evaluated
using MATLAB/Simulink under high-speed conditions in a
comparative driving scenario. The simulation results indicate
that the TTCA-LC method performs better than the conven-
tional PF-based LC (CPF-LC) method in generating shorter,
safer, and smoother trajectories. The length of the LC trajectory
is shortened by over 27.1%, and the curvature is reduced by
approximately 56.1% compared with the CPF-LC method.

I. INTRODUCTION

Autonomous vehicles (AVs) are being designed to improve

the quality and safety of people’s travel experiences while

raising the standards of intelligent transportation systems.

They have the potential to reduce road accidents and im-

prove overall social well-being, including increasing travel

accessibility for disabled persons [1], reducing traffic jams,

providing intelligent collision avoidance, and completing a

safe lane-change (LC) maneuvers [2]. AVs are expected to

do these things by automatically conducting fundamental

driving tasks without human involvement [3] in natural

traffic environments while ingesting real-time data provided

by various onboard sensors and processed by deep-learning

driving algorithms.

Path Planning, a vital component of the autonomous driv-

ing system, is responsible for generating a collision-free path

that considers several factors, including path length, curva-

ture, etc. Therefore, many distinctive path-planning methods

have been proposed in the past few years for AVs, such

as the rapidly-exploring random tree star (RRT*) [4], state

lattices [5], and the potential field (PF) [6]. Among those

approaches, the PF is becoming widely used due to its fast

real-time performance in finding the optimal path and simple

structure with the given driving environment information.

The PF method originated with electromagnetism, in which
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attractive and repulsive PFs are created for goal position and

obstacles, respectively [7].

The PF method has recently been utilized in accomplishing

the LC task which is one of the essential performance indexes

for evaluating the autonomous driving system. Typically, the

LC path is formulated by designing the specified geometry

of the obstacle PF, such as the triangle [8] and ellipse [6].

The path is generated along the edge of the obstacle PF

using the gradient descent (GD) method, which conforms to

the requirements of the lower control system from AVs due

to its high real-time performance. However, the PF-based

LC strategy for high-speed driving scenes usually generates

a lengthy path due to the safety consideration of the PF.

Besides, the finishing point of the PF-based LC is laterally

parallel or close to the obstacle because the geometry design

of the obstacle PF is based on the obstacle vehicle’s center

of gravity (c.g.). A potential collision risk exists if the

adjacent obstacle suddenly steers without a pre-warning due

to unexpected events. Hence, to improve the quality of the

planned LC path, this study proposes a time-to-collision-

aware LC strategy that uses the optimized cubic polynomial

to process the path intended by the PF, as depicted in Fig.

1. The contributions of this paper are briefly summarized

below:

• An optimized cubic polynomial is proposed to process

the waypoints from the PF that can generate an easy-

to-follow trajectory.

• The TTC is used for constraint design in the op-

timization that can allow the AVs to complete the

LC in advance and reserve sufficient space to prevent

emergencies.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.

Related works on PF-based LC methods are reviewed in

Section II, and the proposed TTCA-LC method is described

in Section III. Section IV presents the comparative simulation

results, and conclusions are made in Section V.

II. RELATED WORKS

This section reviews previous works on PF LC methods.

In 2008, Wolf et al. [8] proposed a group of artificial

potential functions to help AVs achieve collision avoidance,

and a triangle-shaped potential field was established for the

front obstacle vehicle that also played a role in guiding

the LC behavior. Sharma et al. [9] presented a Lyapunov-

based control scheme (LbCS) that designs attractive and

repulsive potential functions to form a Lyapunov function

and succeeded in making LC and merge maneuvers for car-

like robots. A batch of lateral potentials was proposed by

http://arxiv.org/abs/2306.06981v1


Actuators

Steering 

Wheel

Pedal/Brake

Sensing Module

Camera LidarRadar

Conventional Planning Module

Road PF

Obstacle PF

Attractive PF

Gradient 

Descent

Waypoints

Yaw Angle

Curve Fitting

Time To 

Collision

Optimized Cubic 

Polynomial

Control Module

Vehicle Dynamics

Road 

Constructure

Constrained 

Cost Function

Steering 

Angle

Acceleration

Fig. 1. Proposed TTCA-LC strategy: Curve fitting computes the optimized cubic polynomial by considering the waypoints and yaw angle from the
planning module as well as the TTC from the sensing module.

Kala et al. [10] to handle driving scenarios in which speed

lanes are absent; the lateral potentials govern only the vehicle

steering. Galceran et al. [11] presented an integrated motion

planning and control approach that uses PFs as driving

corridors; this method enables a far smaller control effort

based on the desired tracking tolerance. Subsequently, Ji et

al. [6] and Rasekhipour et al. [12] combined PF with model

predictive control to guarantee that the planned trajectory

conforms to the vehicle dynamics; a two-degree-of-freedom

bicycle model was used to design the controller. Li et al. [13]

proposed a PF approach-based trajectory control strategy for

electric AVs and formulated an innovative potential function

to calculate the desired yaw angle. Lin et al. [14], [15]

combined a PF with a clothoid curve, ensuring that the

generated path is trackable. The clothoidal coefficients are

constrained by a set of fixed parameters. Peng et al. [16]

presented a hierarchical motion planning system for dynamic

LC behavior, and the PF is modified to choose the optimal

target lane while considering the speed differences between

the ego and adjacent vehicles. Wu et al. [17] proposed a new

type of LC algorithm based on the PF that aims to generate

human-like trajectories by considering environmental risks,

driver focus shifts, and driver speed requirements.

The above PF-based LC methods generally depend on the

geometry of the obstacle PF, in which the path is usually too

long and laterally parallel or close to the obstacle vehicle’s

position. Furthermore, the curvature of the conventional PF-

based LC (CPF-LC) path is sometimes sizeable, causing

riding discomfort for passengers. The CPF-LC methods can

also have a high potential collision risk if the obstacle vehicle

suddenly steers toward the ego vehicle without an alert

because of unexpected emergencies.

III. PF-BASED LANE CHANGE STRATEGY

This section introduces the potential functions for estab-

lishing the PF and proposed cubic polynomial for processing

waypoints.

A. Potential Functions

As applied to road structures, the potential functions

consist of three parts: attractive, road, and obstacle potentials.

1) Attractive Potential: To drive a vehicle forward, the

attractive potential function, Pa, is used to describe an
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(b) 2D view of road potential field along the Y-Z axis

Fig. 2. Road potential field for a two-lane highway road.

attractive force:

Pa =
1

2
λ (X −Xtar)

2
, (1)

where λ denotes the slope scale, and X and Xtar are

the longitudinal positions of the vehicle and target point,

respectively.

2) Road Potential: A road generally comprises visible

edges, lanes, and lane dividers. Hence, the road potential

function, Pr, is formulated as follows:

Pr =
1

2
ξ(

1

Y − Yl,u − lw
2

)2 +Alane exp−
(Y − Y i

lane)
2

2σ2
,

(2)

where ξ denotes the scaling coefficient, and Y is the lateral

position of the ego vehicle. Yl,u represents the lateral posi-

tions of both road edges. lw denotes the width of the vehicle.
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Fig. 3. Conventional potential field-based lane-change strategy for different driving cases on the highway.

Fig. 4. Waypoint tracking methods [18]: (a) point-wise, (b) curve-fitting.

Alane is the amplitude of the lane divider’s PF, and Y i
lane is

the lateral position of ith lane divider. σ is the rising/falling

slope of the lane potential. The road potential is depicted in

Figs. 2(a) and 2(b).

3) Obstacle Potential: An obstacle’s PF is used to identify

a boundary region that keeps the ego vehicle a safe distance

away using graduated risk values. The obstacle’s PF plays

a vital role in producing the LC trajectory, which typically

flows along the edge of the PF boundary region. Therefore,

the obstacle potential function, Po, is applied [19]:

Po = Aobs exp [−
C1

2
(
(X −Xo)

2

σx
+

(Y − Yo)
2

σy
− C2)],

(3)

where

C1 = 1− ψ2
o , C2 =

2ψo(X −Xo)(Y − Yo)

σxσy
,

σx = Dmin

√

− 1

lnU
, σy =

√

− (Y − Yo)2

2 ln U
Aobs

,

Dmin =
Mv2

2ab
− Mov

2
o

2ab,o
+
lfr + lfr,o

2
.

Xo and Yo denote the longitudinal and lateral positions of

the obstacle vehicle, respectively. ψo is its heading angle,

and U is the minimum positive factor. M and Mo refer to

the weights of the ego and obstacle vehicles, respectively.

, ,

Fig. 5. Two vehicles driving in the same direction: red vehicle (rear) drives
at (v1, a1); orange vehicle (front) drives at (v2, a2).

v and vo denote the longitudinal speeds of the ego and

obstacle vehicles, respectively. ab and ab,o are the maximum

deceleration via braking of the ego and obstacle vehicles,

respectively. lfr and lfr,o represent the wheelbases of the

host and obstacle vehicles, respectively. Finally, we obtain

the universal PF by summing Eqs. (1) –(3) and applying

the gradient descent method [20]. The LC trajectory is then

obtained, as shown in Fig. 3.

4) Optimized Cubic Polynomial: To produce a smooth

and easy-to-follow trajectory, the cubic polynomial is fre-

quently used for processing discrete waypoints, resulting in

a smaller control effort for car-like robots [21]. Similarly, the

cubic polynomial is utilized for AVs when tracking Global

Positioning System waypoints [18], as shown in Fig. 4. In

this study, we propose including the TTC in the constraint

design while solving the optimization. First, the standard

cubic polynomial is formulated as

f(x) = a0 + a1x+ a2x
2 + a3x

3, (4)

where a0, a1, a2, a3 are the parameters of the cubic poly-

nomial, and x represents the waypoints. Next, we reshape

Eq. (4) into a quadratic programming form for optimization:

f = min
a

1

2
(Xa− Y)

T
W (Xa− Y) , (5)

where

X =











1 x1 x1
2 x1

3

1 x2 x2
2 x2

3

...
...

...
...

1 xN xN
2 xN

3











,W =











w1 0 · · · 0
0 w2 · · · 0
...

...
. . .

...

0 0 · · · wN











,

a =
[

a0 a1 a2 a3
]T
, Y =

[

y1 y2 · · · yN
]T
.

a denotes the optimal cubic coefficient, and (xN , yN )
represents the N th waypoint from the PF. wN is the weight.
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Fig. 6. Proposed time-to-collision-aware lane-change strategy with the potential field: using the TTC for constraint design that allows the ego vehicle
completes the LC in advance, reserving sufficient space for deceleration if the obstacle suddenly steers.

Note that at least four waypoints are required to calculate

a. Next, we introduce the TTC, which represents the time

required for the two vehicles to collide if they maintain the

same speed driving along the same path [22]. As depicted in

Fig. 5, we denote Drela as the relative distance between the

vehicles, and Dstop is the minimum safe stopping distance

for the rear vehicle. We generally consider two collision

cases when calculating TTC. The first is when the minimum

Drela occurs after the front vehicle makes a complete stop,

and the second is when the minimum Drela occurs before

the front vehicle completes its stop. In the first case, we use

the following formula:

TTC =















Drela−Dstop+
v2
2

2|a2|

v1
, a1 = 0

−v1+

√

v2

1
+2a1(Drela−Dstop+

v2
2

2|a2|
)

|a1|
, a1 6= 0,

(6)

where v1 and a1 denote the speed and acceleration of the rear

vehicle, respectively. v2 and a2 are the speed and acceleration

of the vehicle in front, respectively. In the second case, the

TTC is obtained as follows:

TTC =

{

Drela−Dstop

vrela
, arela = 0

−vrela+
√

v2

rela
+2arela(Drela−Dstop)

arela
, arela 6= 0,

(7)

where

vrela = |v1 − v2|, arela = |a1 − a2|.

TTC is also an important indicator in the design of a forward

collision warning system. Therefore, the standardization of

TTC directly impacts traffic management. For example, an

excessive TTC can lead to aggressive driving maneuvers,

and an undersized TTC cannot ensure safety. The Mobileye

Incorporation [23] sets a 2.7-s TTC alert. Moreover, [24]

found that approximately 93% of observed drivers complete

LC maneuvers in less than 5 s. More than half completed LCs

around 3.5 s. Thus, we set the constraint based on the critical

TTC value and the appropriate LC duration. As shown in

Fig. 6, we impose the lower and upper bounds to regulate

the cubic polynomial while fitting the waypoints from the PF.

Hence, we can optimize Eq. (5) with bounded constraints as

follows:

f = min
a

1

2
(Xa− Y)

T
W (Xa− Y) (8)

s.t. Xa ≤ σy , if Xstart ≤ X ≤ Xend (8a)

Xa ≥ Ylb, if Xstart ≤ X ≤ Xend, (8b)

where

Xstart = Xobs − v(TTC + TLC),

Xend = Xobs + σx,

and TLC denotes the optimal LC duration. If the obtained

TTC is less than the suggested threshold (2.7 s), the host

vehicle must first brake to ensure longitudinal safety.

IV. SIMULATION RESULTS

To compare our proposed TTCA-LC with the conventional

PF, we set up a comparative scenario in which we simulated

LC behaviors using two AV planning algorithms. The front

vehicle was set as a road-bound moving obstacle whose

initial parameters were (120, 6) with an initial speed of

90 km/h. The ego vehicle spawned at (0, 6) in the same

lane 120-m behind the obstacle vehicle. The initial speed

of the ego vehicle was 108 km/h. According to [25], main-

taining vehicle speed during the LC process is suitable for

controlling the vehicle dynamics to ensure riding comfort.

Therefore, we assumed that the speed of the ego vehicle was

fixed during the LC. For comparison, we used the following

two planners:

i. Conventional PF-based LC planner (denoted as CPF-

LC) [17]

ii. Time-to-collision-aware PF-based LC planner (denoted

as TTCA-LC)

As depicted in Fig. 7, the blue trajectory shows the

position of the dynamic obstacle along the x-y axis. The

red and green lines show the trajectories of the ego vehicle

using CPF-LC and TTCA-LC methods, respectively. As

we can observe, the proposed TTCA-LC method exhibits

better performance for different metrics. First, the TTCA-

LC path length is reduced from 261.9 m to 114.9 m, which

is 147.0 m shorter than that of the CPF-LC. Second, the

LC start position of the TTCA-LC method is 63.0 m ahead
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of the CPF-LC method’s position. Third, the LC time of

the proposed method is 3.8 s which is closer to human

drivers, while the LC time of CPF is 8.7 s. Finally, the

trajectory of the CPF-LC deviates from the lane center after

the LC, whereas the proposed TTCA-LC method keeps the

ego vehicle at the lane center more accurately, as denoted by

the black box in the figure.

Figs. 8 and 9 show the yaw angles and rates of the

vehicles. For the yaw angle, the CPF-LC method resulted

in a relatively sharp turn of up to 3◦, at a rate of 2.7◦/s.

By contrast, the TTCA-LC method cuts the maximum yaw

angle by half, which is less than 1.5◦ throughout the entire

process. Moreover, the yaw rate is also significantly reduced

within 2◦/s, resulting in the direct flattening of the yaw angle.

However, as illustrated in Fig. 9, the yaw rate of the green

solid line forms an oscillation pattern at both the start and

end of the LC. Both oscillations were mitigated in under 5 s,

and the amplitude is relatively small so that passengers will

not feel shaking. Our TTCA-LC method also significantly

outperformed the CPF-LC methods in terms of yaw angle.

Fig. 10 shows the front tire steering angle during the LC
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Fig. 10. Front tire angles of the vehicles
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maneuver. The CPF-LC and TTCA-LC methods showed rel-

atively similar maximum front tire angles of approximately

0.52 and 0.41◦, respectively. According to [26], this range

is within the limits of guaranteeing ride comfort among the

LC duration.

Finally, Fig. 11 shows the statistics for the sideslip angle.

In the CPF-LC method, the ego vehicle performed sharp side

slips ranging from -0.54◦ to 0.64◦. In contrast, the TTCA-LC

method reduced the side slip to a maximum of 0.45◦ with

a slight oscillation. In Fig. 12, the curvature of the CPF-LC

method reached 0.19◦ during the LC process. By contrast, the

proposed TTCA-LC method reduced the curvature to 0.04◦,

indicating that the path generated by the TTCA-LC method

is smoother than that of the CPF-LC method.

From our microscopic analysis, the oscillations were

mainly caused by the constraint imposed by Eq. (8); however,

the duration amplitude of the oscillation was relatively short

and small. Note that in all four angle charts, the TTCA-LC

method produced slight oscillations at the beginning of the

maneuvers because the initialization of the steady states of

the cubic polynomial was not yet stabilized. Thus, they can
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be reduced by manually tuning the cubic parameters.

V. CONCLUSION

In this study, we have introduced a time-to-collision-aware

lane-change (TTCA-LC) strategy that uses the PF with an

optimized cubic polynomial. Furthermore, we detailed the

formulation of the optimization function with reasonable

constraints, in which the TTC was utilized to design the

constraint for the safety considerations during the LC maneu-

ver. The TTCA-LC method was validated in a comparative

driving scenario via MATLAB/Simulink. The simulation

results have indicated that the proposed method produces

a safer, shorter (27.1% shorten in length), and smoother

(56.1% lower in curvature) LC path compared to the CPF-

LC strategy, which reserves sufficient space for the braking

maneuver if the adjacent obstacle drives abnormally.

In a future study, we will focus on multiple driving

scenarios. For example, we plan to estimate the TTC from

different heading angles instead of concentrating only on

the longitudinal direction. Furthermore, the driving behaviors

of additional surrounding obstacle vehicles will be defined

more randomly, including sudden braking and acceleration

behaviors. Furthermore, we will experiment with different

speed scenarios to investigate the impact of the TTC-based

constraint.
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