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(57) An aspect of the invention describes a system
for determining fail-safe trajectories for an automated ve-
hicle, said system configured to: receive a previously de-
termined fail-safe trajectory for the automated vehicle;
determine at least one constraint for determining an up-
dated fail-safe trajectory, with the constraint considering
collision with at least one other road user; and perform

at least one of the following determining the updated
fail-safe trajectory in such a way that the at least one
constraint is taken into account; or performing the previ-
ously determined fail-safe trajectory, if the at least one
constraint does not allow the determination of at least
one trajectory for the automated vehicle taking the at least
one constraint into account.
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Description

[0001] This invention relates to a system and a method
for the determination of fail-safe trajectories for an auto-
mated vehicle.
[0002] An automated vehicle is a vehicle with automat-
ed longitudinal guidance and/or automated lateral guid-
ance. The term "automated vehicle" also comprises an
autonomous vehicle. The term "automated vehicle" com-
prises in particular a vehicle with an arbitrary level of au-
tomation, for example the levels of automation that are
defined in the standard SAE J3016 (SAE - Society of
Automotive Engineering):

Level 0: Automated system issues warnings and
may momentarily intervene but has no sustained ve-
hicle control.

Level 1 ("hands on"): The driver and the automated
system share control of the vehicle. Examples are
Adaptive Cruise Control (ACC), where the driver
controls steering and the automated system controls
speed; and Parking Assistance, where steering is
automated while speed is under manual control. The
driver must be ready to retake full control at any time.
Lane Keeping Assistance (LKA) Type II is a further
example of level 1 self-driving.

Level 2 ("hands off"): The automated system takes
full control of the vehicle (accelerating, braking, and
steering). The driver must monitor the driving and be
prepared to intervene immediately at any time if the
automated system fails to respond properly. The
shorthand "hands off" is not meant to be taken liter-
ally. In fact, contact between hand and wheel is often
mandatory during SAE 2 driving, to confirm that the
driver is ready to intervene.

Level 3 ("eyes off"): The driver can safely turn their
attention away from the driving tasks, e.g. the driver
can text or watch a movie. The vehicle will handle
situations that call for an immediate response, like
emergency braking. The driver must still be prepared
to intervene within some limited time, specified by
the manufacturer, when called upon by the vehicle
to do so.

Level 4 ("mind off"): As level 3, but no driver attention
is ever required for safety, i.e. the driver may safely
go to sleep or leave the driver’s seat. Self-driving is
supported only in limited spatial areas (geofenced)
or under special circumstances, like traffic jams. Out-
side of these areas or circumstances, the vehicle
must be able to safely abort the trip, i.e. park the car,
if the driver does not retake control.

Level 5 ("steering wheel optional"): No human inter-
vention is required at all. An example would be a

robotic taxi.

[0003] Apart from automated vehicles, it is known that
two-dimensional trajectories for guiding vehicles can be
determined. It is also known from Falcone et al. "A linear
time varying model predictive control approach to the in-
tegrated vehicle dynamics control problem in autono-
mous systems", Proceedings of the IEEE International
Conference on Decision and Control, 2007, pp.
2980-2985, that the problem of planning a two-dimen-
sional trajectory can be approximated by separating mo-
tions into a longitudinal and a lateral component.
[0004] The development of self-driving vehicles prom-
ises enhanced road safety. However, after test vehicles
encountered their first accidents, multiple institutions
around the world raised concerns regarding safe motion
planning.
[0005] Therefore, the purpose of the invention is to in-
crease safety in arbitrary traffic situations.
[0006] One aspect of the invention describes a system
for determining fail-safe trajectories for an automated ve-
hicle.
[0007] A fail-safe trajectory is in particular a trajectory
for the automated vehicle that brings the automated ve-
hicle into a safe state of the automated vehicle without
colliding with obstacles, with a safe state of the automat-
ed vehicle being a specific state of the automated vehicle.
[0008] A fail-safe trajectory is alternatively in particular
a trajectory for the automated vehicle that brings the au-
tomated vehicle into a safe state of the automated vehicle
with the severity of possible collisions with obstacles be-
ing limited. For example, the severity of possible colli-
sions with obstacles may be limited to car body damage.
[0009] The state of the automated vehicle comprises
in particular at least the spatial position of the automated
vehicle, the orientation of the automated vehicle and/or
the dynamics of the automated vehicle, with the dynam-
ics of the automated vehicle comprising at least the ve-
locity of the automated vehicle, the acceleration of the
automated vehicle and/or the deceleration of the auto-
mated vehicle.
[0010] The state of the automated vehicle is in partic-
ular collision free with respect to at least one obstacle at
one specific point in time, if the automated vehicle does
not collide with the at least one obstacle at that point in
time.
[0011] However, being in a collision-free state at a first
point in time does not mean that the automated vehicle
will also be in a collision-free state at a second point in
time, which is succeeding the first point in time. Therefore
not every collision-free state of the automated vehicle is
also a safe state.
[0012] A safe state of the automated vehicle is in par-
ticular a state of the automated vehicle at a first point in
time in which the vehicle can be brought into another safe
state of the vehicle at a second point in time without col-
liding with obstacles, wherein the second point in time is
later than the first point in time.
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[0013] An automated vehicle that is standing still is in
particular assumed to be in a safe state. According to the
definition of a safe state of the automated vehicle that
was given before, every state of the automated vehicle,
from with the automated vehicle can be brought into
standstill without colliding with obstacles, is in particular
also a safe state.
[0014] When the safety of a state is assessed in prac-
tice, in particular the range of motion of obstacles and/or
traffic rules can be considered. For example, if an obsta-
cle is a car, then the range of motion of the car is limited
by the acceleration potential of the engine of the car, by
the deceleration potential of the brakes of the car, and/or
by the steering stops of the steering axle of the car.
[0015] It may be difficult to determine the range of mo-
tion of an obstacle in practice, however it is possible to
estimate a "worst case" range of motion of the obstacle
by analyzing the type of the obstacle. It is for example
possible to determine an upper bound for the velocity,
with which a pedestrian, a cyclist or a car can move.
Analogous bounds can for example be derived for accel-
eration, deceleration or tractability.
[0016] Said system is configured to receive a previous-
ly determined fail-safe trajectory for the automated vehi-
cle.
[0017] In particular, the previously determined fail-safe
trajectory has been previously determined by the system
itself.
[0018] Said system is furthermore configured to deter-
mine at least one constraint for determining an updated
fail-safe trajectory, with the constraint considering colli-
sion with at least one other road user or obstacle.
[0019] The constraint is in particular at least one for-
bidden state of the automated vehicle. For example, the
state may be forbidden, because it is a state of collision
between the automated vehicle and the other road user
or obstacle, in which the collision is already occurring.
Another example for a forbidden state is a collision-free
state of the vehicle, in which a collision between the au-
tomated vehicle and the other road user or obstacle in
the future is unavoidable, for example because of the
laws of physics and the dynamics of the automated ve-
hicle and the other road user or obstacle. Another exam-
ple for a forbidden state is a collision-free state, in which
a collision between the automated vehicle and the other
road user or obstacle in the future is avoidable, but not
by the means of the automated vehicle itself. Another
example for a forbidden state is a state, which does not
comply to at least one traffic rule, like a state that requires
the automated vehicle to drive over a solid line or a state
that requires the automated vehicle to overtake another
vehicle on the wrong side.
[0020] In particular, the constraint is a set of states of
the automated vehicle, especially a convex set of states
of the automated vehicle or a convex-approximated set
of states of the automated vehicle. The property of being
a convex set of states helps to reduce the computational
complexity of the subsequent processing steps.

[0021] The at least one constraint may in particular
comprise a safety-critical part and a riding comfort part,
with the safety-critical part comprising states that are for-
bidden because of possible collisions between the auto-
mated vehicle and the other road user or obstacle, and
with the riding comfort part comprising states that are not
forbidden because of possible collisions between the au-
tomated vehicle and the other road user or obstacle, but
that are forbidden because of the riding comfort of the
passengers of the automated vehicle.
[0022] Said system is furthermore configured to per-
form at least one of the following, in particular depending
on if the at least one constraint does allow or does not
allow the determination of at least one trajectory for the
automated vehicle taking the at least one constraint into
account.
[0023] Said system is configured to determine the up-
dated fail-safe trajectory in such a way that the at least
one constraint is taken into account; or to perform the
previously determined fail-safe trajectory, if the at least
one constraint does not allow the determination of at least
one trajectory for the automated vehicle taking the at least
one constraint into account.
[0024] The determination of the first fail-safe trajectory
does in particular not include the verification of at least
one possible fail-safe trajectory or rather the verification
of at least one candidate for a fail-safe trajectory. Be-
cause of the inventive definition of the safe state, every
fail-safe trajectory, which is determined by the system,
is inherently safe.
[0025] To achieve low computational effort, the deter-
mination of the updated fail-safe trajectory can in partic-
ular be separated into a longitudinal component and/or
a lateral component by using a convex approximation of
the underlying motion planning problem. To put it simply,
the problem of planning a high-dimensional trajectory can
be approximated by planning multiple lower-dimensional
trajectories. For example the planning of a two-dimen-
sional trajectory in Euclidean space can be approximated
by the planning of one trajectory that is focusing on lon-
gitudinal movement and one trajectory that is focusing
on lateral movement.
[0026] Therefore, in a preferred embodiment of the in-
vention, a fail-safe trajectory comprises a longitudinal
part. Moreover, the determination of at least one con-
straint for determining the updated fail-safe trajectory
comprises the determination of at least one longitudinal
constraint for determining the updated fail-safe trajecto-
ry.
[0027] In this preferred embodiment, the system is con-
figured to determine an evasive acceleration, if collision-
free decelerating is not possible with respect to the lon-
gitudinal constraint, with the evasive acceleration in par-
ticular corresponding to a limit for the acceleration of the
automated vehicle that allows for a safe lateral evasive
maneuver.
[0028] An evasive lateral maneuver is in particular
safe, if no slip occurs between at least one tire of the
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automated vehicle and the road surface, wherein slip is
a relative motion between the tire and the road surface.
[0029] The evasive acceleration is in particular an ac-
celeration in longitudinal direction of the automated ve-
hicle or an acceleration in lateral direction of the auto-
mated vehicle.
[0030] An acceleration in longitudinal direction of the
automated vehicle and an acceleration in lateral direction
of the automated vehicle can both be used to control a
safe lateral maneuver, as both accelerations are related
to each other, which is commonly illustrated in the so
called "traction circle".
[0031] Moreover, the system is configured to deter-
mine the longitudinal part of the updated fail-safe trajec-
tory in such a way that the at least one longitudinal con-
straint is taken into account; and to determine the longi-
tudinal part of the updated fail-safe trajectory considering
the evasive acceleration, if collision-free decelerating is
not possible considering the longitudinal constraint.
[0032] In another alternative or additional preferred
embodiment of the invention, a fail-safe trajectory com-
prises a lateral part and the determination of at least one
constraint for determining the updated fail-safe trajectory
comprises determining at least one lateral constraint for
determining the updated fail-safe trajectory.
[0033] In this preferred embodiment, the system is con-
figured to determine the lateral part of the updated fail-
safe trajectory; or perform the previously determined fail-
safe trajectory, if the lateral constraint does not allow the
determination of at least one trajectory.
[0034] In another preferred embodiment, the system
is configured to determine or receive an intended motion
of the automated vehicle; and to determine an initial state
for the updated fail-safe trajectory considering the intend-
ed motion of the automated vehicle.
[0035] In particular, the updated fail-safe trajectory
does not have to begin in the current state of the vehicle,
but it can begin in a future state of the vehicle.
[0036] In particular, the initial state, where the updated
fail-safe trajectory begins, is a point of no return in the
intended motion of the automated vehicle, after which
the range of motion of the automated vehicle cannot guar-
antee absence of collisions with obstacles in any case.
[0037] Another aspect of the invention describes a
method for determining fail-safe trajectories for an auto-
mated vehicle.
[0038] On step of the method is receiving a previously
determined fail-safe trajectory for the automated vehicle.
[0039] Another step of the method is determining at
least one constraint for determining an updated fail-safe
trajectory, with the constraint considering collision with
at least one other road user.
[0040] Another step of the method is performing at
least one of the following:

• determining the updated fail-safe trajectory in such
a way that the at least one constraint is taken into
account; or

• performing the previously determined fail-safe tra-
jectory, if the at least one constraint does not allow
the determination of at least one trajectory for the
automated vehicle taking the at least one constraint
into account.

[0041] For a better understanding of the present inven-
tion, and to show how the same may be carried into effect,
reference will now be made, by way of example, to the
accompanying drawing, in which:

Fig. 1a shows an exemplified traffic situation and its
effect on the determination of fail-safe trajec-
tories,

Fig. 1b shows another exemplified traffic situation
and its effect on the determination of fail-safe
trajectories,

Fig. 2 shows an exemplified flow chart for an execu-
tion of the invention, and

Fig. 3 shows another exemplified flow chart for an
execution of the invention.

[0042] Fig. 1a shows a diagrammatic view of an exem-
plified traffic situation and the effect of the traffic situation
on the determination of fail-safe trajectories 110, 120.
[0043] The figure shows an automated vehicle 110,
which is following another road user 130. The automated
vehicle 100 is intending to overtake the other road user
130 and therefore plans an intended motion 140 for the
automated vehicle 100.
[0044] The planning of the intended motion 140 is
based on the most likely trajectory 150 of the other road
user 130.
[0045] In addition to the planning of the intended mo-
tion 140, the automated vehicle 100 is also determining
a fail-safe trajectory 110, which is not based on the most
likely trajectory 150 of the other road user 130, but which
is based on the range of motion 160 of the other road user.
[0046] Fig. 1b shows a diagrammatic view of another
exemplified traffic situation and the effect of the traffic
situation on the determination of fail-safe trajectories 110,
120.
[0047] The traffic situation in Fig. 1b is based on the
traffic situation in Fig. 1a but shows a later point in time.
[0048] In the traffic situation in Fig. 1b, the automated
vehicle 100 has already started to overtake the other road
user 130. However, the other road user 130 did not be-
have as expected and also switched to an adjacent lane.
[0049] The automated vehicle 100 therefore updates
its intended motion 140 and also the most likely trajectory
150 of the other road user 130.
[0050] When the other road user 130 is actually follow-
ing its most likely trajectory 150, automated vehicle 100
will not be able to overtake the other road user.
[0051] Considering the range of motion 160 of the other
road user 130, the automated vehicle 100 determines an
updated fail-safe trajectory 120 before it reaches the in-
itial state of the previously calculated fail-safe trajectory
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110.
[0052] Fig. 2 show an exemplified execution of a sys-
tem for determining fail-safe trajectories 110, 120 for an
automated vehicle 100, wherein a fail-safe trajectory 110,
120 is a trajectory for the automated vehicle 100 that
brings the automated vehicle 100 into a safe state of the
automated vehicle 100 without colliding with obstacles
130.
[0053] A safe state of the automated vehicle 100 is a
state of the automated vehicle 100 at a first point in time
in which the automated vehicle 100 can be brought into
another safe state of the automated vehicle 100 at a sec-
ond point in time without colliding with obstacles 130,
wherein the second point in time is later than the first
point in time.
[0054] Said system is configured to receive 200 a pre-
viously determined fail-safe trajectory 110 for the auto-
mated vehicle 100. In particular, the previously deter-
mined fail-safe trajectory 110 has been determined by
the system itself in a previous execution of the system.
[0055] In step 210, said system determines at least
one constraint for determining an updated fail-safe tra-
jectory 120, with the constraint considering collision with
at least one other road user 130.
[0056] The constraint is in particular at least one for-
bidden state of the automated vehicle 100. For example,
the state may be forbidden, because it is a state of col-
lision between the automated vehicle 100 and the other
road user 130 or obstacle, in which the collision is already
occurring. Another example for a forbidden state is a col-
lision-free state of the automated vehicle 100, in which
a collision between the automated vehicle 100 and the
other road user 130 or obstacle in the future is unavoid-
able, for example because of the laws of physics and the
dynamics of the automated vehicle 100 and the other
road user 130 or obstacle. Another example for a forbid-
den state is a collision-free state, in which a collision be-
tween the automated vehicle 100 and the other road user
130 or obstacle in the future is avoidable, but not by the
means of the automated vehicle 100.
[0057] In particular, the constraint is a set of states of
the automated vehicle 100, especially a convex set of
states of the automated vehicle 100.
[0058] In step 220, said system is configured to deter-
mine if the previously in step 210 determined at least one
constraint is feasible, which means that the system is
verifying, if the at least one constraint allows the deter-
mination of at least one updated fail-safe trajectory 120.
[0059] In case that the constraint is feasible, which
means that at least one updated fail-safe trajectory 120
can be determined, said system is configured to deter-
mine one updated fail-safe trajectory 120 in step 230 in
such a way that the at least one constraint is taken into
account.
[0060] If the constraint allows the determination of
more than one updated fail-safe trajectory 120, the sys-
tem is in particular configured to determine the most fitting
updated fail-safe trajectory 120, for example by applying

a cost function to the candidates for the updated fail-safe
trajectory 120. This cost function can for example take
the riding comfort of the driver of the automated vehicle
100 into account.
[0061] If the at least one constraint does not allow the
determination of at least one trajectory for the automated
vehicle 100 taking the at least one constraint into account,
said system is configured to perform 240 the previously
determined fail-safe trajectory 110.
[0062] Fig. 3 show another exemplified execution of a
system for determining fail-safe trajectories 110, 120 for
an automated vehicle 100.
[0063] Said system is configured to receive 300 a pre-
viously determined fail-safe trajectory 110 for the auto-
mated vehicle 100.
[0064] The determination of the updated fail-safe tra-
jectory 120 is separated into a longitudinal component
and a lateral component in this example.
[0065] Therefore a fail-safe trajectory 110, 120 com-
prises a longitudinal part and the system is configured to
determine 310 at least one longitudinal constraint for de-
termining the updated fail-safe trajectory 120.
[0066] As studies have shown that vehicle drivers are
more comfortable with longitudinal evasive maneuvers
like braking than with lateral evasive maneuvers like side-
stepping, said system is configured to check 320 if colli-
sion-free decelerating is possible with respect to the lon-
gitudinal constraint.
[0067] If collision-free decelerating is possible, the sys-
tem is determining 330 the longitudinal part of the updat-
ed fail-safe trajectory 120.
[0068] If collision-free decelerating is not possible, the
system is determining 340 an evasive acceleration, for
example a limit for the lateral acceleration of the auto-
mated vehicle 100 for an evasive maneuver. Following
this, said system is determining 330 the longitudinal part
of the updated fail-safe trajectory 120 and taking into ac-
count that the updated fail-safe trajectory 120 necessarily
required also a lateral part.
[0069] As the fail-safe trajectory 110, 120 comprises
also a lateral part, the system is configured to determine
350 at least one lateral constraint for determining the
updated fail-safe trajectory 120.
[0070] The system is configured to check 360 if the
lateral constraint is feasible, which means for example
that the system is configured to check, if at least one
lateral part of an updated fail-safe trajectory 120 exists
considering the lateral constraint.
[0071] If the lateral constraint does not allow the de-
termination of at least one updated fail-safe trajectory
120, the system performs 380 the previously determined
fail-safe trajectory 110.
[0072] If the lateral constraint allows the determination
of at least one updated fail-safe trajectory 120, the system
is configured to determine 370 the lateral part of the up-
dated fail-safe trajectory 120.
[0073] Moreover, the system is configured to deter-
mine 390 the updated fail-safe trajectory 120 with respect
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to the already determined longitudinal and lateral parts
of the updated fail-safe trajectory 120.
[0074] In particular, the system is configured to deter-
mine or receive an intended motion 140 of the automated
vehicle 110; and to determine an initial state for the up-
dated fail-safe trajectory 120 considering the intended
motion 140 of the automated vehicle 100.
[0075] The initial state of the updated fail-safe trajec-
tory 120 is for example a point of no return in the intended
motion 140 of the automated vehicle 100, after which the
range of motion of the automated vehicle 100 cannot
guarantee absence of collisions with obstacles 130 in
any case.
[0076] The updated fail-safe trajectory 120 has to be
determined before the previously determined fail-safe
trajectory 110 is unreachable by the automated vehicle
100, because otherwise the automated vehicle 100
would not be in a safe state any more.

Claims

1. A system for determining fail-safe trajectories (110,
120) for an automated vehicle (100), said system
configured to:

• receive a previously determined fail-safe tra-
jectory (110) for the automated vehicle (100);
• determine at least one constraint for determin-
ing an updated fail-safe trajectory (120), with the
constraint considering collision with at least one
other road user (130); and
• perform at least one of the following

• determining the updated fail-safe trajecto-
ry (120) in such a way that the at least one
constraint is taken into account; or
• performing the previously determined fail-
safe trajectory (110), if the at least one con-
straint does not allow the determination of
at least one trajectory for the automated ve-
hicle (100) taking the at least one constraint
into account.

2. The system according to claim 1, wherein the state
of the automated vehicle (100) comprises at least
the spatial position of the automated vehicle (100),
the orientation of the automated vehicle (100) and/or
the dynamics of the automated vehicle (100).

3. The system according to any of the previous claims,
wherein a fail-safe trajectory (110, 120) is a trajectory
for the automated vehicle (100) that brings the au-
tomated vehicle (100) into a safe state of the auto-
mated vehicle (100) without colliding with obstacles
(130).

4. The system according to any of the previous claims,

wherein a safe state of the automated vehicle (100)
is a state of the automated vehicle (100) at a first
point in time in which the automated vehicle (100)
can be brought into another safe state of the auto-
mated vehicle (100) at a second point in time without
colliding with obstacles (130), wherein the second
point in time is later than the first point in time.

5. The system according any of the previous claims,
wherein

• a fail-safe trajectory (110, 120) comprises a
longitudinal part;
• the determination of at least one constraint for
determining the updated fail-safe trajectory
(120) comprises the determination of at least
one longitudinal constraint for determining the
updated fail-safe trajectory (120);
• with the system configured to:

• determine an evasive acceleration, if col-
lision-free decelerating is not possible with
respect to the longitudinal constraint, with
the evasive acceleration in particular corre-
sponding to a limit for the acceleration of
the automated vehicle (100) that allows for
a safe lateral evasive maneuver;
• determine the longitudinal part of the up-
dated fail-safe trajectory (120) in such a way
that the at least one longitudinal constraint
is taken into account; and
• determine the longitudinal part of the up-
dated fail-safe trajectory (120) considering
the evasive acceleration, if collision-free de-
celerating is not possible considering the
longitudinal constraint.

6. The system according to any of the previous claims,
wherein

• a fail-safe trajectory (110, 120) comprises a
lateral part;
• the determination of at least one constraint for
determining the updated fail-safe trajectory
(120) comprises determining at least one lateral
constraint for determining the updated fail-safe
trajectory (120);
• with the system configured to:

• determine the lateral part of the updated
fail-safe trajectory (120); or
• perform the previously determined fail-
safe trajectory (110), if the lateral constraint
does not allow the determination of at least
one trajectory.

7. The system according to any of the previous claims,
with the system configured to:
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• determine or receive an intended motion (140)
of the automated vehicle (100); and
• determine an initial state for the updated fail-
safe trajectory (120) considering the intended
motion (140) of the automated vehicle (100).

8. The system according to claim 7, wherein the initial
state of the updated fail-safe trajectory (120) is a
point of no return in the intended motion (140) of the
automated vehicle (100), after which the range of
motion of the automated vehicle (100) cannot guar-
antee absence of collisions with obstacles (130) in
any case.

9. Method for determining fail-safe trajectories (110,
120) for an automated vehicle (100), with the method
comprising the steps of:

• receiving a previously determined fail-safe tra-
jectory (110) for the automated vehicle (100);
• determining at least one constraint for deter-
mining an updated fail-safe trajectory (120), with
the constraint considering collision with at least
one other road user (130); and
• performing at least one of the following

• determining the updated fail-safe trajecto-
ry (120) in such a way that the at least one
constraint is taken into account; or
• performing the previously determined fail-
safe trajectory (110), if the at least one con-
straint does not allow the determination of
at least one trajectory for the automated ve-
hicle (100) taking the at least one constraint
into account.
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