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Abstract— This work presents a unified approach for colli-
sion avoidance using Collision-Cone Control Barrier Functions
(CBFs) in both ground (UGV) and aerial (UAV) unmanned
vehicles. We propose a novel CBF formulation inspired by
collision cones, to ensure safety by constraining the relative
velocity between the vehicle and the obstacle to always point
away from each other. The efficacy of this approach is demon-
strated through simulations and hardware implementations on
the TurtleBot, Stoch-Jeep, and Crazyflie 2.1 quadrotor robot,
showcasing its effectiveness in avoiding collisions with dynamic
obstacles in both ground and aerial settings. The real-time con-
troller is developed using CBF Quadratic Programs (CBF-QPs).
Comparative analysis with the state-of-the-art CBFs highlights
the less conservative nature of the proposed approach. Overall,
this research contributes to a novel control formation that can
give a guarantee for collision avoidance in unmanned vehicles
by modifying the control inputs from existing path-planning
controllers.

Index Terms— Kinematic obstacle avoidance, control barrier
function, collision cone, safety-critical control

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent years, advancements in Human-Robot interac-
tion and safety-critical controllers have enabled robots to
operate in diverse and challenging environments, with close
proximity to humans. Autonomous navigation is one such
safety-critical task that has gained considerable attention,
due to the rise in deployment of autonomous vehicles and
drones in industries. Researchers have developed various
control methods for ensuring the safety of such systems
which includes artificial potential fields [1] [2], reference
governor [3], reachability analysis [4] [5] [6], and nonlinear
model predictive control [7] [8]. To establish formal safety
guarantees, such as collision avoidance with obstacles, it is
essential to employ a safety-critical control algorithm that
encompasses both trajectory tracking/planning and prioritizes
safety over tracking. One such approach is based on control
barrier functions [9], [10] (CBFs), which define a secure
state set through inequality constraints and formulate it as a
quadratic programming (QP) problem to ensure the forward
invariance of these sets over time.

A significant advantage of using CBF-based quadratic
programs over other techniques is that they work efficiently
on real-time practical applications in complex dynamic en-
vironments [2], [6]; that is, optimal control inputs can be
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Fig. 1: Test setups: TurtleBot3 Burger; Stoch-Jeep; Crazyflie
2.1. respectively

computed at a very high frequency on off-the-shelf electron-
ics. It can be applied as a fast safety filter over existing path
planning controllers [11], making them highly applicable
to real-world autonomous systems, including Unmanned
Ground Vehicles (UGVs) and Unmanned Aerial Vehicles
(UAVs). There are some works which shows the collision
avoidance with a static obstacle for point mass models [9],
[12], [13], for UGVs (Unicycle & Bicycle Model) [14]–[19]
and for UAVs [19], [20]. The Higher Order CBF (HOCBF)
based approaches [21], [22] is also shown to successfully
avoid collisions with static obstacles but lack geometrical
intuition. Extension of this framework (HOCBF) for the case
of moving obstacles is possible, however, safety guarantees
are provided for a subset of the original safe set, thereby
making it conservative. We will discuss this in more detail
at the end of Section-III.

To address the challenges of not handling the dynamic
obstacles well and lack of geometric intuition, we propose
a new class of CBFs using the concept of collision cones.
In particular, we generate a new class of constraints that
ensure that the relative velocity between the obstacle and
the vehicle always points away from the direction of the
vehicle’s approach. Thus, giving rise to the Collision Cone
Control Barrier Functions (C3BFs) [23]–[25]. The C3BF-
based QP optimally and rapidly calculates inputs in real-time
such that the relative velocity vector direction is kept out of
the collision cone for all time. This novel approach enhances
the capabilities of collision cones with CBF formulation,
allowing them to handle nonholonomic autonomous vehi-
cles and effectively avoid collisions with moving obstacles.
The potential of C3BFs is demonstrated using acceleration-
controlled unicycle and bicycle models (UGV) and quadrotor
model (UAV) (Fig. 1).

The idea of collision cones was first introduced in [26]–
[28] as a means to represent the possible set of velocity
vectors of the vehicle that lead to a collision. This geomet-
rical approach offers simplicity, efficiency, and adaptability
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to different environments, making it suitable for a wide
range of robotic and autonomous systems. The approach was
extended for irregularly shaped robots and obstacles with
unknown trajectories both in 2D [28] and 3D space [29]. This
was commonly used for offline obstacle-free path planning
applications [30], [31] like missile guidance. Collision cones
have also been incorporated into Model Predictive Control
(MPC) by defining the cones as constraints [32], but real-
time implementation requires huge computation on board and
may face issues like infeasibility of the solution and lack of
formal safety guarantees.

A. Contribution and Paper Structure

The main idea is to mathematically derive a CBF-QP for-
mulation for the unicycle, bicycle, and quadrotor dynamics
for avoiding obstacles with non-zero velocity values. The
main contributions of our work are:

• We formulate a direct method for safe trajectory track-
ing based on collision cone control barrier functions
expressed through a quadratic program.

• We consider static and constant velocity obstacles of
various dimensions and provide mathematical guaran-
tees for collision avoidance.

• We compare the collision cone CBF with the state-
of-the-art higher order CBF (HOCBF), and show how
the former is better in terms of feasibility and safety
guarantees.

B. Organisation

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Preliminaries
explaining the unicycle, bicycle and quadrotor models, the
concept of control barrier functions (CBFs) and safety filter
designs are introduced in section II. Collision Cone CBFs,
its application on the above mentioned model to avoid
dynamic obstacles and comparision with higher order CBFs
(HOCBFs) is discussed in section III. The simulation and
hardware experimental results will be discussed in section
IV. Finally, we present our conclusion in section V.

Notation: A continuous function κ : [0, d) → [0,∞) for
some d > 0 is said to belong to class-K if it is strictly
increasing and α(0) = 0. Here, d is allowed to be ∞. The
same function can extended to the interval κ : (−b, d) →
(−∞,∞) with b > 0 (which is also allowed to be ∞), in
which case we call it the extended class K function. < ., . >
denotes the inner product of two vectors. î and ĵ stands for
unit vectors along x-axis and y-axis respectively. The units
used in the simulations are SI units.

II. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, first, we will describe the models of unicy-
cle, bicycle and quadrotor. Next, we will formally introduce
Control Barrier Functions (CBFs) and their importance for
real-time safety-critical control.

Fig. 2: Schematic of Unicycle (left); Bicycle model (right);
Quadrotor model (down).

A. Unicycle model

A unicycle model has state variables xp, yp, θ, v, ω
denoting the pose, linear velocity, and angular velocity,
respectively. The control inputs are linear acceleration (a)
and angular acceleration (α). In Fig. 2 we show a differential
drive robot, which is modeled as a unicycle. The resulting
dynamics of this model is shown below:


ẋp
ẏp
θ̇
v̇
ω̇

 =


v cos θ
v sin θ
ω
0
0

+


0 0
0 0
0 0
1 0
0 1


[
a
α

]
(1)

While the commonly used unicycle model in literature
includes linear and angular velocities v, ω as inputs, we use
accelerations as inputs. This is due to the fact that differential
drive robots have torques as inputs to the wheels that directly
affect accelerations. In other words, we can treat the force /
acceleration applied from the wheels as inputs. As a result,
v, ω become state variables in our model.

B. Bicycle model

The bicycle model has two wheels, where the front wheel
is used for steering (see Fig. 2). This model is typically used
for self-driving cars, where we treat the front and rear wheel
sets as a single virtual wheel (for each set) by considering the
difference of steer in right and left wheels to be negligible
[12], [33], [34]. The bicycle dynamics is as follows:

ẋp
ẏp
θ̇
v̇

 =


v cos(θ + β)
v sin(θ + β)

v
lr
sin(β)

a

 , (2)

where β = tan−1

(
lr

lf + lr
tan(δ)

)
(3)



xp and yp denote the coordinates of the vehicle’s centre of
mass (CoM) in an inertial frame. θ represents the orientation
of the vehicle with respect to the x axis. a is linear accelera-
tion at CoM. lf and lr are the distances of the front and real
axle from the CoM, respectively. δ is the steering angle of
the vehicle and β is the vehicle’s slip angle, i.e., the steering
angle of the vehicle mapped to its CoM (see Fig. 2). This is
not to be confused with the tire slip angle.

Remark 1: Similar to [12], we assume that the slip angle
is constrained to be small. As a result, we approximate
cosβ ≈ 1 and sinβ ≈ β. Accordingly, we get the following
simplified dynamics of the bicycle model:

ẋp
ẏp
θ̇
v̇


︸ ︷︷ ︸

ẋ

=


v cos θ
v sin θ

0
0


︸ ︷︷ ︸

f(x)

+


0 −v sin θ
0 v cos θ
0 v

lr
1 0


︸ ︷︷ ︸

g(x)

[
a
β

]
︸︷︷︸
u

. (4)

Since the control inputs a, β are now affine in the dynamics,
CBF based Quadratic Programs (CBF-QPs) can be con-
structed directly to yield real-time control laws, as explained
later.

C. Quadrotor model

The quadrotor model has four propellers, which provides
upward thrusts of (f1, f2, f3, f4) (see Fig. 2) and the states
needed to describe the quadrotor system is given by x =
[xp, yp, zp, ẋp, ẏp, żp, ϕ, θ, ψ, ω1, ω2, ω3] . The quadrotor dy-
namics is as follows [35], [36]:



ẋp
ẏp
żp
ẍp
ÿp
z̈p
ϕ̇

θ̇

ψ̇
ω̇1

ω̇2

ω̇3


︸ ︷︷ ︸

ẋ

=



ẋp
ẏp
żp
0
0
−g

W−1

ω1

ω2

ω3


−I−1ω⃗ × Iω⃗

.


︸ ︷︷ ︸

f(x)

+



0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0


1
mR

0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
1 1 1 1


0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0



I−1L

 1 0 −1 0
0 1 0 −1
cτ −cτ cτ −cτ




︸ ︷︷ ︸

g(x)


f1
f2
f3
f4


︸ ︷︷ ︸

u

(5)

xp, yp and zp denote the coordinates of the base centre of
the quadrotor in an inertial frame. ϕ, θ and ψ represents
the (roll, pitch & yaw) orientation of the quadrotor. (see
Fig. 2). R is the rotation matrix (from the body frame to
the inertial frame), m is the mass of the quadrotor, W is
the transformation matrix for angular velocities from the
inertial frame to the body frame, I is the inertia matrix and
L is the diagonal length of quadrotor. cτ is the constant that
determines the torque produced by each propeller.

D. Control barrier functions (CBFs)

Having described the vehicle models, we now formally
introduce Control Barrier Functions (CBFs) and their appli-
cations in the context of safety. Given the unicycle, bicycle
and quadrotor model, we have the nonlinear control system
in affine form:

ẋ = f(x) + g(x)u (6)

where x ∈ D ⊆ Rn is the state of system, and u ∈ U ⊆ Rm

the input for the system. Assume that the functions f : Rn →
Rn and g : Rn → Rn×m are continuously differentiable.
Given a Lipschitz continuous control law u = k(x), the
resulting closed loop system ẋ = fcl(x) = f(x) + g(x)k(x)
yields a solution x(t), with initial condition x(0) = x0. Con-
sider a set C defined as the super-level set of a continuously
differentiable function h : D ⊆ Rn → R yielding,

C = {x ∈ D ⊂ Rn : h(x) ≥ 0} (7)
∂C = {x ∈ D ⊂ Rn : h(x) = 0} (8)

Int (C) = {x ∈ D ⊂ Rn : h(x) > 0} (9)

It is assumed that Int (C) is non-empty and C has no isolated
points, i.e. Int (C) ̸= ϕ and Int (C) = C. The system is
safe w.r.t. the control law u = k(x) if ∀ x(0) ∈ C =⇒
x(t) ∈ C ∀t ≥ 0. We can mathematically verify if
the controller k(x) is safeguarding or not by using Control
Barrier Functions (CBFs), which is defined next.

Definition 1 (Control barrier function (CBF)): Given the
set C defined by (7)-(9), with ∂h

∂x (x) ̸= 0 ∀x ∈ ∂C, the
function h is called the control barrier function (CBF)
defined on the set D, if there exists an extended class K
function κ such that for all x ∈ D:

sup︸︷︷︸
u∈U

Lfh(x) + Lgh(x)u︸ ︷︷ ︸
ḣ(x,u)

+κ (h(x))

≥0 (10)

where Lfh(x) =
∂h
∂xf(x) and Lgh(x) =

∂h
∂xg(x) are the Lie

derivatives.
Given this definition of a CBF, we know from [10]

and [37] that any Lipschitz continuous control law k(x)
satisfying the inequality: ḣ + κ(h) ≥ 0 ensures safety of
C if x(0) ∈ C, and asymptotic convergence to C if x(0) is
outside of C.

E. Controller synthesis for real-time safety

Having described the CBF and its associated formal
results, we now discuss its Quadratic Programming (QP)
formulation. CBFs are typically regarded as safety filters
which take the desired input (reference contoller input)
uref (x, t) and modify this input in a minimal way:

u∗(x, t) = min
u∈U⊆Rm

∥u− uref (x, t)∥2

s.t. Lfh(x) + Lgh(x)u+ κ (h(x)) ≥ 0
(11)



This is called the Control Barrier Function based Quadratic
Program (CBF-QP). The CBF-QP control u∗ can be obtained
by solving the above optimization problem using KKT
conditions.

F. Classical CBFs and moving obstacle avoidance

Having introduced CBFs, we now explore collision avoid-
ance in Unmanned Ground Vehicles (UGVs). In particular,
we discuss the problems associated with the classical CBF-
QPs, especially with the velocity obstacles. We also summa-
rize and compare with C3BFs in Table I.

1) Ellipse-CBF Candidate: Consider the following CBF
candidate:

h(x, t) =

(
cx(t)− xp

c1

)2

+

(
cy(t)− yp

c2

)2

+

(
cz(t)− zp

c3

)2

− 1,

(12)

which approximates an obstacle with an ellipse with center
(cx(t), cy(t), cz(t)) and axis lengths c1, c2, c3. We assume
that cx(t), cy(t), cz(t) are differentiable and their derivatives
are piece-wise constants. Since h in (12) is dependent on
time (e.g., moving obstacles), the resulting set C is also
dependent on time. To analyze this class of sets, time-
dependent versions of CBFs can be used [38]. Alternatively,
we can reformulate our problem to treat the obstacle position
cx, cy, cz as states, with their derivatives being constants.
This will allow us to continue using the classical CBF
given by Definition 1, including its properties on safety. The
derivative of (12) is

ḣ =
2(cx − xp)(ċx − v cos θ)

c21
+

2(cy − yp)(ċy − v sin θ)

c22
,

(13)

which has no dependency on the inputs a, α. Hence, h will
not be a valid CBF for the acceleration-based model (1).

However, for static obstacles, if we choose to use the
velocity-controlled model (with v, ω as inputs instead of
a, α), then h will certainly be a valid CBF, but the vehicle
will have limited control capability, i.e., it looses steering ω.

For the bicycle model, the derivative of h (12) yields

ḣ =2(cx − xp)(ċx − v cos θ + v(sin θ)β)/c21

+ 2(cy − yp)(ċy − v sin θ − v(cos θ)β)/c22, (14)

which only has β as the input. Furthermore, the derivatives
ċx, ċy are free variables, i.e., the obstacle velocities can be
selected in such a way that the constraint ḣ(x, u)+κ(h(x)) <
0, whenever Lgh = 0. This implies that h is not a valid CBF
for moving obstacles for the bicycle model.

For the quadrotor model, the derivative of h (12) yields

ḣ =2(cx − xp)(ċx − ẋp)/c
2
1 + 2(cy − yp)(ċy − ẏp)/c

2
2

+ 2(cz − zp)(ċz − żp)/c
2
3, (15)

which has no dependency on the inputs f1, f2, f3, f4. Hence,
h will not be a valid CBF for the quadrotor model (5).

2) Higher Order CBFs: It is worth mentioning that for the
acceleration-controlled nonholonomic models (1), we can use
another class of CBFs introduced specifically for constraints
with higher relative degrees: HOCBF [21], [22] given by:

h2 = ḣ1 + κ(h1), (16)

where h1 is the equation of ellipse given by (12).
Apart from lacking geometrical intuition, h2 for

acceleration-controlled unicycle model will result in a con-
servative, safe set as per [22, Theorem 3]. For acceleration
controlled bicycle model (2) with same HOCBF h2 (16), if
Lgh2 = 0 then we can choose ċx, ċy in such a way that
Lfh2 + ∂h2

∂t ≱ 0 which results in an invalid CBF. Due to
space constraints, a detailed proof of the same is omitted
and will be explained as part of future work. The results are
summarised in Table-I.

However, our goal in this paper is to develop a CBF
formulation with geometrical intuition that provides safety
guarantees to avoid moving obstacles with the acceleration-
controlled nonholonomic models. We propose this next.

III. COLLISION CONE CBF (C3BF)

A collision cone, defined for a pair of objects, is a set
which can be used to predict the possibility of collision
between the two objects based on the direction of their
relative velocity. Collision cone of an object pair represents
the directions, which if traversed by either objects, will result
in a collision between the two. We will treat the obstacles
as ellipses with the vehicle reduced to a point; therefore,
throughout the rest of the paper, the term collision cone will
refer to this case with the ego-vehicle’s center being the point
of reference.

Consider an ego-vehicle defined by the system (6) and
a moving obstacle (pedestrian, another vehicle, etc.). This
is shown pictorially in Fig. 3. We define the velocity and
positions of the obstacle w.r.t. the ego vehicle. We over-
approximated the obstacle to be an ellipse and draw two
tangents from the vehicle’s centre to a conservative cir-
cle encompassing the ellipse, taking into account the ego-
vehicle’s dimensions (r = max(c1, c2) +

Widthvehicle

2 ). For
a collision to happen, the relative velocity of the obstacle
must be pointing towards the vehicle. Hence, the relative
velocity vector must not be pointing into the pink shaded
region EHI in Fig. 3, which is a cone. Let C be this set
of safe directions for this relative velocity vector. If there
exists a function h : D ⊆ Rn → R satisfying Definition: 1
on C, then we know that a Lipshitz continuous control law
obtained from the resulting QP (11) for the system ensures
that the vehicle won’t collide with the obstacle even if the
reference uref tries to direct them towards a collision course.
This novel approach of avoiding the pink cone region gives
rise to Collision Cone Control Barrier Functions (C3BFs).
We propose the following CBF candidate:

h(x) =< prel, vrel > +∥prel∥∥vrel∥ cosϕ (17)

where, prel is the relative position vector between the body
center of the vehicle and the center of the obstacle, vrel is



TABLE I: Comparison between the Ellipse CBF (12), HOCBF (16) and the proposed C3BF (17) for different UGV models.

CBFs Vehicle Models Static Obstacle (cx, cy , cz) Moving Obstacle (cx(t), cy(t), cz(t))†

Ellipse CBF Unicycle (1) Not a valid CBF Not a valid CBF
Ellipse CBF Bicycle (4) Valid CBF, No acceleration Not a valid CBF
Ellipse CBF Quadrotor (5) Not a valid CBF Not a valid CBF

HOCBF Unicycle (1) Valid CBF, No steering Valid CBF, but conservative
HOCBF Bicycle (4) Valid CBF Not a valid CBF
HOCBF Quadrotor (5) Valid CBF Valid CBF, but conservative

C3BF Unicycle (1) Valid CBF in D Valid CBF in D
C3BF Bicycle (4) Valid CBF in C Valid CBF in C
C3BF Quadrotor (5) Valid CBF in D Valid CBF in D

† (cx(t), cy(t), cz(t)) are continuous (or at least piece-wise continuous) functions of time

the relative velocity, ϕ is the half angle of the cone, the

expression of cosϕ is given by
√

∥prel∥2−r2

∥prel∥ (see Fig. 3). The
constraint simply ensures that the angle between prel, vrel is
less than 180◦ − ϕ.

∥prel∥
ϕ

(x, y)

E
(cx, cy)

O

P

K

H

I

r = a+ w
2

a

Collision Cone Obstacle Ellipse

Fig. 3: Construction of collision cone for an elliptical obsta-
cle considering the ego-vehicle’s dimensions (width: w).

A. Application to Unicycle

We first obtain the relative position vector between the
body center of the unicycle and the center of the obstacle.
Therefore, we have

prel :=

[
cx − (xp + l cos(θ))
cy − (yp + l sin(θ))

]
(18)

Here l is the distance of the body center from the differential
drive axis (see Fig. 2). We obtain its velocity as

vrel :=

[
ċx − (v cos(θ)− l sin(θ) ∗ ω)
ċy − (v sin(θ) + l cos(θ) ∗ ω)

]
. (19)

We have the following first result of the paper:
Theorem 1: Given the acceleration controlled unicycle

model (1), the proposed CBF candidate (17) with prel, vrel
defined by (18), (19) is a valid CBF defined for the set D.

Proof: Taking the derivative of (17) yields

ḣ = < ṗrel, vrel > + < prel, v̇rel >

+ < vrel, v̇rel >

√
∥prel∥2 − r2

∥vrel∥

+ < prel, ṗrel >
∥vrel∥√

∥prel∥2 − r2
. (20)

Further ṗrel = vrel and

v̇rel =

[
−a cos θ + v(sin θ)ω + l(cos θ)ω2 + l(sin θ)α
−a sin θ − v(cos θ)ω + l(sin θ)ω2 − l(cos θ)α

]
.

Given v̇rel and ḣ, we have the following expression for Lgh:

Lgh =

< prel + vrel

√
∥prel∥2−r2

∥vrel∥ ,

[
− cos θ
− sin θ

]
>

< prel + vrel

√
∥vrel∥2−r2

∥vrel∥ ,

[
l sin θ
−l cos θ

]
>


T

, (21)

It can be verified that for Lgh to be zero, we can have the
following scenarios:

• prel + vrel

√
∥prel∥2−r2

∥vrel∥ = 0, which is not possible.
Firstly, prel = 0 indicates that the vehicle is already
inside the obstacle. Secondly, if the above equation
were to be true for a non-zero prel, then vrel/∥vrel∥ =
−prel/

√
∥prel∥2 − r2. This is also not possible as the

magnitude of LHS is 1, while that of RHS is > 1.

• prel+vrel

√
∥vrel∥2−r2

∥vrel∥ is perpendicular to both
[
− cos θ
− sin θ

]
and

[
l sin θ
−l cos θ

]
, which is also not possible.

This implies that Lgh is always a non-zero matrix, implying
that h is a valid CBF.

Remark 2: Since Lgh ̸= 0, we can infer from [39, Theo-
rem 8] that the resulting QP given by (11) is Lipschitz contin-
uous. Hence, we can construct CBF-QPs with the proposed
CBF (17) for the unicycle model and guarantee collision
avoidance. In addition, if h(x(0)) < 0, then we can construct
a class K function κ in such a way that the magnitude of
h exponentially decreases over time, thereby minimizing the
violation. We will demonstrate these scenarios in Section IV.

B. Application to Bicycle

For the approximated bicycle model (4), we define the
following:

prel :=
[
cx − xp cy − yp

]T
(22)

vrel :=
[
ċx − v cos θ ċy − v sin θ

]T
, (23)

Here vrel is NOT equal to the relative velocity ṗrel. How-
ever, for small β, we can assume that vrel is the difference
between obstacle velocity and the velocity component along
the length of the vehicle v cosβ ≈ v. In other words, the goal



is to ensure that this approximated velocity vrel is pointing
away from the cone. This is an acceptable approximation as
β is small and the obstacle radius chosen was conservative
(see Fig. 3).

We have the following result:
Theorem 2: Given the bicycle model (4), the proposed

candidate CBF (17) with prel, vrel defined by (22), (23) is
a valid CBF defined for the set C.

Proof: We need to show that Lgh = 0 =⇒ ḣ+κ(h) ≥
0. The derivative of h (17) yields (20). Further using (4):
ṗrel = vrel + β[v sin θ,−v cos θ]T and

v̇rel =

[
− cos θ v sin θ
− sin θ −v cos θ

] [
a
v
lr
β

]
. (24)

When Lgh = 0, we have

ḣ+ κ(h) =< vrel, vrel > +
< prel, vrel > ∥vrel∥√

∥prel∥2 − r2
+ κ(h).

Rewriting the above equation yields

∥vrel∥√
∥prel∥2 − r2

(
h+

√
∥prel∥2 − r2

∥vrel∥
κ(h)

)
. (25)

Since
√
∥prel∥2 − r2 and ∥vrel∥ are positive quantities, the

entire quantity above is ≥ 0 for all x ∈ C. This completes
the proof.

Remark 3: Theorem 2 is different from Theorem 1 as the
CBF inuquality is satisfied in the set C and not in D. In other
words, forward invariance of C can be guaranteed, but not
asymptotic convergence of C. However modifications of the
control formulation is possible to extend the result for D,
which will a subject of future work.

C. Application to Quadrotor

Based on the shape of the obstacle we can divide the
proposed candidates into two cases: 1) When the dimensions
of the obstacle are comparable to each other, we can assume
the obstacle as a sphere with radius r = max(c1, c2, c3)+

w
2 ,

where w is the max width of the quadrotor absorbed in
the obstacle width (shown in Fig. 4). We call the CBF
candidate so formed in this case as 3D CBF candidate
(see Fig. 4). 2) When one of the dimensions is far bigger
than the other dimensions, we can assume the obstacle as
a cylinder with height H = max(c1, c2, c3) and radius
r = max2(c1, c2, c3)+

w
2 (where max2 is the second largest

element in the list) and we call the candidate so formed in
this case as Projection CBF candidate (see Fig. 5).

1) 3D CBF candidate: When the dimensions of the
obstacle are comparable to each other, we can assume the
obstacle as a sphere with radius r = max(c1, c2, c3) +

w
2 ,

where w is the max width of the quadrotor absorbed in the
obstacle width (shown in Fig. 4). We call the CBF candidate
so formed in this case as 3D CBF candidate (see Fig. 4).
We first obtain the relative position vector between the body

(x, y, z)
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(cx, cy, cz)

r = a + w/2

a
vrel

𝟇’
𝟇

Fig. 4: 3D CBF candidate: The dimensions of the obstacle
are comparable to each other, it can be assumed as a sphere

center of the quadrotor and the center of the obstacle. We
have the following:

prel :=

cxcy
cz

−

xpyp
zp

+ R

00
l

 (26)

Here l is the distance of the body center from the base
(see Fig. 2). cx, cy, cz represents the obstacle location as a
function of time. Also, since the obstacles are of constant
velocity, we have c̈x = c̈y = c̈z = 0. We obtain its relative
velocity as

vrel := ṗrel (27)

Now, we calculate the v̇rel term which contains our inputs
i.e. (f1, f2, f3, f4), as follows:

v̇rel = −R

 0 Ll
Iyy

0 −Ll
Iyy

−Ll
Ixx

0 Ll
Ixx

0
1
m

1
m

1
m

1
m



f1
f2
f3
f4

 (28)

+additional terms.

We have the following result.
Theorem 3: Given the quadrotor model (5), the proposed

CBF candidate (17) with prel, vrel defined by (26), (27) is a
valid CBF defined for the set D.

Proof: Taking the derivative of (17) yields

ḣ = < ṗrel, vrel > + < prel, v̇rel >

+ < vrel, v̇rel >

√
∥prel∥2 − r2

∥vrel∥

+ < prel, ṗrel >
∥vrel∥√

∥prel∥2 − r2
. (29)

By substituting for v̇rel (which contains the input) in ḣ (29),



we have the following expression for Lgh:

Lgh =



< prel + vrel

√
∥prel∥2−r2

∥vrel∥ ,R

 0
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1
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√
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Iyy
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T

, (30)

It can be verified that for Lgh to be zero, we can have the
following scenarios:

• prel + vrel

√
∥prel∥2−r2

∥vrel∥ = 0, which is not possible.
Firstly, prel = 0 indicates that the vehicle is already
inside the obstacle. Secondly, if the above equation
were to be true for a non-zero prel, then vrel/∥vrel∥ =
−prel/

√
∥prel∥2 − r2. This is also not possible as the

magnitude of LHS is 1, while that of RHS is > 1.

• prel+ vrel

√
∥vrel∥2−r2

∥vrel∥ is perpendicular to all R

 0
−Ll
Ixx
1
m

,

R

 Ll
Iyy

0
1
m

, R

 0
Ll
Ixx
1
m

 and R

−Ll
Iyy

0
1
m

, which is also not

possible. (Because three of these vectors form basis
vectors for R3)

This implies that Lgh is always a non-zero matrix, implying
that h is a valid CBF.

2) Projection CBF candidate: When one of the dimen-
sions is far bigger than the other dimensions, we can assume
the obstacle as a cylinder with height H = max(c1, c2, c3)
and radius r = max2(c1, c2, c3) +

w
2 (where max2 is the

second largest element in the list) and we call the candidate
so formed in this case as Projection CBF candidate (see
Fig. 5). Now, we have to consider the collision avoidance
for elongated (cylindrical) obstacles. We have to obtain
the relative position vector between the body center of the
quadrotor and the intersection of the axis of the obstacle and
the projection plane, where the projection plane is the plane
perpendicular to the axis. Therefore, we have

(prel)proj := P

cxcy
cz

−

xpyp
zp

+ R

00
l

 . (31)

Here l is the distance of the body center from the base (see
Fig. 2). P : R3 → R3 is the projection operator, which can
be assumed to be a constant1. Now, since the relative position

1Note that the obstacles are always translating and not rotating. In
addition, it is not restrictive to assume that the translation direction is always
perpendicular to the cylinder axis. This makes the projection operator a
constant.
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Fig. 5: Projection CBF candidate: One of the dimensions,
of the obstacle, is bigger than the other dimensions, it can
be assumed as a cylinder.

lies on the projection plane, we have one more condition to
satisfy:

< (prel)proj , n̂ >= 0, (32)

where, n̂ is the normal to the plane. Also, the relative velocity
is given by:

(vrel)proj :=
d(prel)proj

dt
= (ṗrel)proj (33)

Now, we calculate the d
dt (vrel)proj term which contains our

inputs i.e. (f1, f2, f3, f4), as follows:

d

dt
(vrel)proj = P(−R
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(34)

+additional terms).

or, from (28), we have

d

dt
(vrel)proj = P(v̇rel) (35)

d
dt (vrel)proj is the projection of v̇rel in (28) on the projection
plane, that is:

(v̇rel)proj = v̇rel− < v̇rel, n̂ > n̂. (36)

Thus, from (32) and (36), we have the following:

< (prel)proj , (v̇rel)proj >=< (prel)proj , v̇rel > . (37)

Similarly,

< (vrel)proj , (v̇rel)proj >=< (vrel)proj , v̇rel > (38)

We now provide the formal results for the Projection case
of (17) in this subsection. The candidate is given as follows:

hproj(x, t) =< (prel)proj , (vrel)proj > +

∥(prel)proj∥∥(vrel)proj∥ cosϕ
(39)



where, ϕ is the half angle of the cone, the expression of cosϕ

is given by
√

∥(prel)proj∥2−r2

∥(prel)proj∥ (see Fig. 5). We now show that
the proposed CBF candidate (39) is indeed a valid CBF.

Theorem 4: Given the quadrotor model (5), the proposed
CBF candidate (39) with prel, vrel defined by (31), (33) is a
valid CBF defined for the set D.

Proof: We have the following derivative of hproj :

ḣproj = < (ṗrel)proj , (vrel)proj > + < (prel)proj , (v̇rel)proj >

+ < (vrel)proj , (v̇rel)proj >

√
∥(prel)proj∥2 − r2

∥(vrel)proj∥

+ < (prel)proj , (ṗrel)proj >
∥(vrel)proj∥√

∥(prel)proj∥2 − r2
.

(40)

v̇rel (which contains the input) from (36), equations (37),
(38) and ḣproj (40), we have the following expression for
Lghproj :

Lghproj =
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,

(41)

Using the same arguments we gave in the proof of theorem.
3, we can infer that Lghproj cannot be zero. This implies
that hproj is a valid CBF.

Remark 4: Based on Theorems (3) and (4), where Lgh ̸=
0, we can utilize the conclusion from [39, Theorem 8] to
deduce that the control inputs obtained from the resulting
CBF-QP (11) are Lipschitz continuous. As a result, the
resulting solutions guarantee forward invariance of the safe
set generated by the proposed C3BF candidates.

D. Point mass model

Similar to Theorem 2, we can establish similar results for
simple point mass models [6] of the form:

[
ṗ
v̇

]
=

[
02x2 I2x2
02x2 02x2

] [
p
v

]
+

[
02x2
I2x2

]
u, (42)

where p = [xp, yp]T , v = [vx, vy]T , and u = [ax, ay]T

∈ R2 denotes the position, velocity and acceleration inputs,
respectively. The proposed C3BF-QP is indeed a valid CBF,
and its proof is straightforward.
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Unsafe Region for C3BF 
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Fig. 6: Comparison of HO-CBF with C3BF. Here we are
trying to compare the ϕ′ and ϕ obtained from the two
CBF formulations. It can be observed that ϕ′ (pink cone) is
dependent on vrel, while ϕ (yellow cone) is a constant. The
HO-CBF guarantees safety for a set that is not only smaller
but also dependent on vrel as shown by the pink cone. Hence,
HO-CBF is more conservative compared to C3BF.

E. Comparison with Higher Order CBFs

We introduce the state-of-the-art Higher Order Control
Barrier Functions (HO-CBFs) and compare with the pro-
posed C3BF in this section. Since, the collision constraints
are w.r.t. the position, the corresponding CBF is of relative
degree two, we need to define a Higher Order CBF with
m = 2 as in [22, Eq 16], which is given as:

ψ1(x, t) = ḃ(x, t) + pα1(b(x, t))

ψ2(x, t) = ψ̇1(x, t) + pα2(ψ1(x, t)),
(43)

where b(x, t) = (cx(t) − xp)
2 + (cy(t) − yp)

2 + (cz(t) −
zp)

2 − r2, and r is the encompassing radius given by r =
max(c1, c2, c3). α1, α2 are both class K functions, and p is
a tunable constant. As explained previously, cx, cy, cz is the
centre location of the obstacle as a function of time. Let us
examine the form of HO-CBF where α1 is a square root
function (which is also strictly increasing), α2 is a linear
function, due to its similarity to C3BF. Consequently, the
resulting Higher Order CBF candidate takes the following
form:

hHO(x, t) =< prel, vrel > +γ
√

(∥prel∥2 − r2). (44)

We can show that the above mentioned HO-CBF is also a
valid CBF as we did in Theorems 3 and 4. We will now
compare it with the proposed C3BF.

The C3BF concept aims to prevent the vrel vector, which
represents the relative velocity between the quadrotor and the
obstacle, from entering the collision cone region defined by
the half-angle ϕ. Figure 6 illustrate this idea. We can rewrite
the HO-CBF formula presented in (44) in the following form:

hHO(x, t) =< prel, vrel > +∥prel∥∥vrel∥cos(ϕ′) (45)

where, cos(ϕ′) = γ
∥vrel∥cos(ϕ). If we are able to identify a

suitable γ (penalty term) for the given HO-CBF, it would
result in a valid CBF as per [22]. Nonetheless, in such
a scenario where γ remains constant and ∥vrel∥ goes on
increasing, it leads to increase in ϕ′, thus, overestimating
the cone as can be seen in Fig.6. Conversely, with the C3BF



approach, we permit the penalty term to vary over time,
i.e., γ = ∥vrel∥, resulting in a more precise estimation of
the collision cone compared to the HO-CBF case. This also
shows that C3BF is not a special case of Higher Order CBF.
This is also evident from the simulation outcomes of both
CBFs, as demonstrated in Section IV.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

In this section, we provide the simulation and hardware
experimental results to validate the proposed C3BF-QP. All
the simulations are done in Pybullet [40], a python-based
physics simulation engine, on a computer with Ubuntu 22.04
with Intel i7-12800 HX CPU, with 16GB RAM and Nvidia
3070Ti GPU. For the class K function in the CBF inequality,
we chose κ(h) = γh, where γ = 1.

A. Unicycle Model

We have considered the reference control inputs as a
simple PD-controller. We chose constant target velocities for
verifying the C3BF-QP. However, the reference controller
can be replaced by any trajectory tracking controller like
the Stanley controller [41]. The QP yields the optimal
accelerations, which are then applied to the robot.

Simulation Results: All the simulations were performed on
TurtleBot3 UGV in Pybullet. We consider different scenarios
with different poses and velocities of both the vehicle and the
obstacle. Different scenarios include static obstacles resulting
in a) turning, b) braking and moving obstacles resulting in
c) reversing, and d) overtaking.

Hardware Results: The experiments were performed on
TurtleBot3 Burger (Fig. 1), a two-wheeled differential drive
type platform, to demonstrate the efficacy of C3BF on
Unicycle models. The global position of the car, as well
as the obstacle(s), is measured using PhaseSpace™ motion
capture system with a tracking frequency of 960 Hz. The
2 LED Markers are placed in front and rear of the bot to
estimate its state (p, v, θ, ω). The experimental setup is shown
in Fig 7.

Phasespace Motion
Capture System

C3BF-QP Filter

LED Marker Data

Trajectory Tracking
Controller

Reference
Trajectory

State Estimation

Onboard
Computation

Fig. 7: Experimental Setup for TurtleBot Burger.

Similar to the experiments conducted in the simulations,
we observed braking, turning, and overtaking behaviors.
Irrespective of the initial conditions of the robot and the
obstacle, collision is avoided in all cases as shown in Fig
8.
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Fig. 8: Interaction of TurtleBot3 (Unicycle Model) with (a)
Static Obstacle; (b) Dynamic Obstacle (Velocity towards the
agent); (c) Dynamic Obstacle (Overtaking); (d) Dynamic
Obstacle (Velocity perpendicular to & towards the agent).

B. Bicycle Model

We have extended and validated our C3BF algorithm for
the bicycle model (4) which is a good approximation of
actual car dynamics under the assumption of small lateral
acceleration (≤ 0.5µg, µ is the friction co-efficient) [12]
[34]. The linear acceleration reference control aref was
obtained from a PD-controller tracking the desired velocity,
and the steering reference βref was obtained from the
Stanley controller.

Simulation Results: All the simulations were performed
on the bicycle model in PyBullet.

Hardware Results: Corresponding to the cases tested in
Python simulation, experiments were performed on Stoch-
Jeep (Fig. 1), a rear wheel drive car 1/10th scaled model,
which is powered by 11.1 V, 1800 mAh LIPO Battery. The
steering actuation is handled by a servo motor TowerPro
MG995, and a DC motor actuates the rear wheels. The
global position of the car, as well as the obstacle(s), is again
measured using PhaseSpace™ motion capture system with
a tracking frequency of 960 Hz. The 2 LED Markers are
placed in front and rear of the car to estimate the state of
the car (p, v, θ, ω).

Similar to the experiments conducted in the simulations,
we observed braking, turning, and overtaking behaviors.
Irrespective of the initial conditions of the robot and the
obstacle, collision is avoided in all cases.

C. Quadrotor Model

We have validated the C3BF-QP based controller on
quadrotors for both 3D and Projection CBF cases. Again,
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Fig. 9: Experimental Setup for Stoch-Jeep.
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Fig. 10: Interaction of Stoch-Jeep (Bicycle Model) with (a)
Static Obstacle; (b) Dynamic Obstacle (Velocity towards the
agent); (c) Dynamic Obstacle (Overtaking); (d) Dynamic
Obstacle (Velocity perpendicular to & towards the agent).

PD Controller is used as a reference controller to track the
desired path, and the safety controller deployed is given by
Section II-E. We chose constant target velocities for verifying
the C3BF-QP.

Simulation Results: The simulations were conducted using
the multi-drone environment [42] on Pybullet.

Hardware Results:
The experiments were conducted using the Bitcraze™

Crazyflie 2.1 aerial drone to demonstrate the efficacy of the
C3BF-QP controller framework. The global position of the
drone as well as the obstacle is measured using Qualisys™

Miqus M3 motion capture system with a tracking frequency
of 100 Hz. Further, for the drone, the global position from
the motion capture system are fused with the onboard IMU
data via Extended Kalmann Filter to the get the filtered
state.The control commands are generated by an off board
computer and transmitted to the drone via a radio link.
The communication with the drone is facilitated through the
Crazyflie Python library [43]. Experiments are performed for
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Fig. 11: Experimental Setup for Crazyflie 2.1.
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Fig. 12: Interaction of Crazyflie 2.1 (Quadrotor) with (a)
Static Obstacle; (b) Long (Static) Obstacle; (c) Dynamic
Obstacle (Velocity towards the agent).

the cases with single static obstacle, multiple static obstacles
and moving obstacles. The corresponds results are shown in
Figs. 13-15. As is observed from Figs. 13a-15a, the quadrotor
is able to successfully evade the obstacles. The corresponding
command inputs and the resultant linear velocities are shown
in Figs. 13c-15c and Figs. 13b-15b, respectfully. Hence,
the experimental results verify the efficacy of the proposed
scheme for obstacle avoidance.

D. Comparison between C3BF and HO-CBF

All the aforementioned cases were tested with the HO-
CBF to compare its performance against C3BF. We observe
that the HO-CBF could not avoid a high-speed approaching
obstacle. Moreover, it is not able to properly avoid the longer
obstacles in the projection CBF case. These shortcomings of
the Higher Order CBF are demonstrated in the supplementary
video.

E. Robustness of C3BF

Without changing the above control framework we can
observe that the C3BF is robust in the following two cases:

1) Multiple Obstacles: The vehicles successfully navi-
gates through a series of obstacles (both Spherical and Long
obstacles) avoiding collisions and showcasing robustness as
can be observed in Fig. 16
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Fig. 13: Experimental results with a single cylindrical obstacle. a) Traced Path. b) Evolution of linear velocity. c) Evolution
of control inputs.
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Fig. 14: Experimental results with a two cylindrical obstacle. a) Traced Path. b) Evolution of linear velocity. c) Evolution
of control inputs.
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Fig. 15: Experimental results with a moving obstacle. a) Traced Path. b) Evolution of linear velocity. c) Evolution of control
inputs.

2) Multiple agents with C3BF-QPs: In multi-agent sce-
narios, where multiple vehicles employ the collision cone
CBF-QP, both the ego-vehicle and the approaching vehicle
are able to avoid collision in different configurations (static
or moving), thus demonstrating robustness with respect to
obstacles following the same Collision Cone CBF controller.

All the simulations and hardware experiments can be
viewed in the attached video link2

V. CONCLUSIONS

We presented a novel real-time control methodology for
Unmanned Ground Vehicles (UGVs) and Unmanned Aerial
Vehicles (UAVs) for avoiding moving obstacles by using
the concept of collision cones. The combination of colli-
sion cones and CBFs gives an ability to handle moving
obstacles and guarantees collision avoidance. We success-
fully constructed CBF-QPs with the proposed CBF for the
unicycle, bicycle and quadrotor models and demonstrated the

2.https://tayalmanan28.github.io/CollisionConeCBF/

framework both on simulations and robot hardware. We also
showed that the current state-of-the-art Higher Order CBFs
is more conservative and fails in certain scenarios. Finally,
we demonstrated the robustness of the proposed CBF-QP
controller with respect to safe navigation in a cluttered
environment consisting of multiple obstacles and agents with
the same safety filters.

In our future work, we plan to combine this control frame-
work with Model Predictive Control (MPC), Reinforcement
Learning (RL) based approaches, on more complex models
like quadrupeds.
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