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Adaptive Dual-Headway Unicycle Pose Control and Motion Prediction
for Optimal Sampling-Based Feedback Motion Planning

Aykut Isleyen, Abhidnya Kadu, René van de Molengraft, Omiir Arslan

Abstract— Safe, smooth, and optimal motion planning for
nonholonomically constrained mobile robots and autonomous
vehicles is essential for achieving reliable, seamless, and efficient
autonomy in logistics, mobility, and service industries. In many
such application settings, nonholonomic robots, like unicycles
with restricted motion, require precise planning and control
of both translational and orientational motion to approach
specific locations in a designated orientation, such as for
approaching changing, parking, and loading areas. In this
paper, we introduce a new dual-headway unicycle pose control
method by leveraging an adaptively placed headway point in
front of the unicycle pose and a tailway point behind the goal
pose. In summary, the unicycle robot continuously follows its
headway point, which chases the tailway point of the goal pose
and the asymptotic motion of the tailway point towards the
goal position guides the unicycle robot to approach the goal
location with the correct orientation. The simple and intuitive
geometric construction of dual-headway unicycle pose control
enables an explicit convex feedback motion prediction bound
on the closed-loop unicycle motion trajectory for fast and
accurate safety verification. We present an application of dual-
headway unicycle control for optimal sampling-based motion
planning around obstacles. In numerical simulations, we show
that optimal unicycle motion planning using dual-headway
translation and orientation distances significantly outperforms
Euclidean translation and cosine orientation distances in gen-
erating smooth motion with minimal travel and turning effort.

I. INTRODUCTION

Autonomous mobile robots provide flexible automation
solutions in various application settings, ranging from as-
sisting people with daily activities (e.g., service robots [1],
[2]) to enhancing transportation and mobility systems (e.g.,
warehouse robots [3], [4] and self-driving vehicles [5], [6]).
To safely and smoothly perform diverse tasks in complex
environments, including people [7] and other mobile robots
[8], nonholonomic mobile robots, such as unicycles with
restricted turning or no sideways movement, require effective
planning and control of both translational and orientational
motion to approach specific locations in a designated orien-
tation, for example, when approaching charging and loading
areas. Control-aware planning with feedback motion predic-
tion play a key role in safe and smooth autonomous motion
design around obstacles [9]-[12].

In this paper, we design a new geometric unicycle pose
control approach using headway and tailway points of uni-
cycle poses in the front and back, respectively, to continu-
ously guide a nonholonomically constrained mobile robot to
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Fig. 1. Adaptive dual-headway unicycle pose control continuously moves
the headway point of the unicycle pose, which is in front of the unicycle,
toward the tailway point of the goal pose, located behind the goal. (left)
Example closed-loop trajectories of dual-headway unicycle control for a
smooth lane-changing scenario with associated motion prediction bounds.
(right) Example application of dual-headway unicycle control and motion
prediction for optimal sampling-based motion planning around obstacles,
minimizing the total dual-headway translation and orientation distance.

approach a given goal position with a desired orientation,
as shown in Fig. [l (left). The simple and intuitive geometric
construction of dual-headway unicycle control allows for ac-
curately and explicitly estimating the required spatial region
for executing feedback motion using the convex hull of the
start and goal positions and their respective headway and
tailway points, as well as designing heuristics for measuring
turning and travel costs informatively. Accordingly, we apply
the newly developed dual-headway unicycle motion control,
prediction, and translational and orientational distances for
optimal sampling-based feedback motion planning, minimiz-
ing total travel and turning effort, as shown in Fig. [ (right).

A. Motivation and Related Literature

1) Unicycle Motion Control: Due to its nonholonomic
constraint of no sideways motion, it is well known that global
smooth, continuous, and autonomous (i.e., time-invariant)
control of unicycle dynamics to reach any given position is
not possible [13]. This limitation makes unicycle pose control
even more challenging when attempting to continuously
reach a specific position and orientation. Fortunately, non-
smooth, discontinuous control is only needed to break the
symmetry, for example, when the goal position is directly be-
hind the unicycle with an opposite orientation. Accordingly,
various unicycle control methods with minor discontinuities,
such as inner-outer loop approaches [14], angular feedback
linearization [15], and full state feedback linearization [16],
have been developed to asymptotically move (almost) all
unicycle poses to a given destination position. A common
feature of these standard unicycle motion control methods
is that they all allow explicit, positively inclusive convex
feedback motion prediction bounds on the resulting closed-
loop unicycle motion trajectory, providing more accurate and
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less conservative safety verification around obstacles than
invariant Lyapunov level sets [17]-[19]. Polar coordinates
enable Lyapunov-based unicycle pose control methods to
guide a unicycle to a target position and orientation in an
empty environment without obstacles [14], [20]; however,
the nonlinear polar transformation and the complex shapes
of Lyapunov level sets make it challenging to derive an
accurate and simple geometric trajectory bound for safety
verification and safe motion control around obstacles. Time-
varying nonlinear control, e.g., using sinusoids, has also
been applied for unicycle pose control, but, systematically
ensuring safety around obstacles can be more complicated
due to the time-varying, open-loop nature of such approaches
[21]-[23]. In this paper, we propose a new time-invariant
geometric unicycle pose control approach that asymptotically
moves the headway point of the unicycle pose to the tailway
point of the goal pose using state feedback linearization. Its
simple geometric construction enables an explicit, positively
inclusive convex motion prediction bound on the closed-loop
unicycle motion trajectory for efficient safety assessment,
using the convex hull of the unicycle position, goal position,
and their respective headway and tailway points.

2) Unicycle Motion Planning: Motion planning for non-
holonomic and kinodynamic nonlinear systems is known
to be computationally challenging [24]. Consequently,
sampling-based motion planning algorithms, using random
control searches or motion primitives, are often applied to
find safe and smooth paths for unicycle-like nonholonomic
systems around obstacles [25], [26]. However, solving the
two-point boundary problem, e.g., bringing any unicycle
position and orientation to a specific goal position and
orientation, through random control and motion primitive
search is usually computationally difficult and inefficient.
This challenge is generally addressed by tightly integrating
control and planning, enabling sample unicycle poses to
be connected via closed-loop trajectory predictions [27]—
[30], based on forward simulation of unicycle dynamics
under a unicycle pose control policy [14], [20]. Although
forward-simulated closed-loop predictions leverage control
for effectively generating local steering strategies, safety
verification still remains computationally expensive due
to the nonparametric, dense multi-point representation of
closed-loop trajectories. To effectively utilize control for
both establishing local connectivity and ensuring safety in
motion planning, geometrically simple over-approximations
of positively invariant Lyapunov function sets are often used
for conservative yet efficient safety and collision checking
[31]. Such control Lyapunov functions also serve as local
cost measures in motion planning to quantify connection
difficulty between unicycle poses [29], [31], as an alternative
to standard additively weighted Euclidean translation and
cosine orientation distances [28]. In this paper, aligned with
such uses of closed-loop prediction and Lyapunov functions
in the literature, we demonstrate an application of the newly
proposed dual-headway pose control, its explicit feedback
motion prediction, and the associated unicycle pose distance
for optimal sampling-based feedback motion planning.

B. Contributions and Organization of the Paper

This paper introduces a new dual-headway unicycle
pose control and motion prediction approach for optimal
sampling-based feedback motion planning, enabling safe and
smooth motion around obstacles while reaching a desired
unicycle pose with minimal travel and turning effort. In
summary, the major contributions of our paper are as follows:

e We propose a dual-headway unicycle pose control ap-
proach that asymptotically brings almost all unicycle poses
to any given goal pose using state feedback linearization.

e We show the closed-loop motion under dual-headway
control is bounded by the convex hull of the unicycle
position, goal position, and their headway and tailway points.

e We apply dual-headway unicycle control and motion

prediction for optimal sampling-based feedback motion plan-
ning with minimal travel and turning effort.
We demonstrate the effectiveness of our integrated planning
and control approach in numerical simulations by showing
that minimizing dual-headway translation and orientation
distances significantly outperforms standard Euclidean trans-
lation and cosine orientation distances, generating smoother
motion with minimal travel and turning effort.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section
[0 presents the dual-headway unicycle pose control and
motion prediction. Section [l describes how to perform
optimal unicycle feedback motion planning using forward
and backward dual-headway motion control primitives and
unicycle pose distances. Section [[V|] demonstrates numerical
simulation examples. Section [V| concludes with a summary
of our work and future research directions.

II. ADAPTIVE DUAL-HEADWAY UNICYCLE CONTROL
A. Kinematic Unicycle Robot Model

We consider a kinematic unicycle robot whose state is
represented by its 2D position x € R? and forward ori-
entation angle § € [—m,7) that is measured in radians
counterclockwise from the horizontal axis. The equations of
motion of the kinematic unicycle robot model are given by

. |cos® s
X_v{sinb‘] and 0 =w (D)

where v € R and w € R are scalar control inputs specifying
the linear and angular velocities, respectively. Note that the

unicycle dynamics are underactuated, with the nonholonomic
T
x=0.

—sinf

constraint of no sideways motion, i.e., { cosd

B. Unicycle Pose Control via Headway and Tailway Points

Unicycle headway control is a standard full feedback
linearization approach used to bring a unicycle robot to a
desired goal position by utilizing a headway (also known
as offset) point that is located a certain (e.g., fixed or
varying) distance in front of the robot and follows simple
linear reference dynamics to asymptotically converge to
the goal position [18]. Although global convergence to the
goal position is ensured, standard unicycle headway position
control methods pay little or no attention to controlling the



final approach orientation of the unicycle. Inspired by the
standard unicycle headway control methods, to reach a goal
position x* € R? with a specified goal approach orientation
0* € [—m, ), we consider dual headway points at varying
distances: one headway point in front of the current unicycle
pose and one tailway point behind the goal pose, as

50

- ;:XHth_x*n{‘;;’;e} (2a)
19*

xp =X = K{[lx = x| [‘;?;9* (2b)

where k;, > 0 and x{ > 0 are constant positive headway
and tailway coefficients, respectively. One can observe that
the time rate of change of the headway and tailway points
under the unicycle control dynamics in () are given by

. (x—x*)* [cos @] \[cos @ —sind
e <1+ Fh =T |sing| |sino |V + KhHX_X*” cosf |7
ok (x=x)7T Tcos @] [cos 6

X = TR L}ine} {sine* ’

Using the first-order proportional error feedback as a refer-
ence headway-point dynamics towards the tailway point as

Xh = —Iir(xh — X;k) (3)

we design a dual-headway unicycle motion controller, de-
noted by Uy« g« (X, 0) = (vg+ g+ (X, 0), wx+ o+ (x, 0)) that deter-
mines the linear velocity vy« g« (x, 6) and the angular velocity
wyx g+ (x, 0) for the unicycle robot model in (1) as

—Hr(Xh _ X:)T {cos 6‘}

sin 6
CSA (Xa 9) = wx*T [cosd B (43)
1+ mn i {sme}
e )" 24
Wy, 0+ (X, 0) = ; (4b)
’ knlx — x|

where , >0 is a fixed positive control gain for the reference
dynamics in (), and x1, > 0 is the headway coefficient in 2)).

Lemma 1 (Headway-Tailway Distance) For any kn+rf{ < 1,
the distance between the headway and tailway points bounds
the distance between the current and goal positions as

[l = x| < 7=

== P = x¢ - )
Proof. See Appendix [ZAl [

Hence, if k1, + < < 1, an asymptotically decreasing head-
way—tailway distance implies an asymptotically decreasing
distance to the goal, as observed below.

Proposition 1 (Headway-Tailway Distance Decay) For xy+
ki < 1, the dual-headway unicycle controller in ) ensures
that the distance between the headway and tailway points
are strictly decreasing away from the goal, i.e., for any
(x,0), (x*,0%) € R?2x[—m, m) with x # x*, one has

(x*—x)T [cos 0] ‘

*

d )12 12 ") T =xT[ |sin6
Zplxe =% < =26eflxn = x¢ 17 | 1 = ———rrgr
P T | sin

where the upper bound is strictly negative for x # x*.

Proof. See Appendix [CBl [ |

Another characteristic of dual-headway control is achieving
forward motion in finite time and maintaining it over time.

Proposition 2 (Forward Motion in Finite TTime) For ky, +
ki < 1, if the unicycle pose satisfies (|T° —%h) {Z?Sz} >—1, the

X{ —Xu|
dual-headway unicycle controller in () switches to forward
motion with vg g« (x,0) > 0 in finite time, because of the
comparison lemma [32] and

* T|—sin@ 2
anXﬁXh) Cosg)

sin@ | = sin 6 Ky [[x—x*]|

% (X? _Xh)T[cos 9] > —Kr(l — Ky, _Ké)(xr _Xh)T[cose] +

[Ix¢ —xwnll |sinf

for 1 < Bt ]
Proof. See Appendix [[C [

Proposition 3 (Persistent Forward Motion) For ky < 1,
once the unicycle starts moving forward with] Uy 9= (X, 0) >
0, the dual-headway unicycle controller in (@) persistently
generates positive linear velocity away from the goal, i.e.,

U g (x,0) = 0 => Lupe g (x,0) >0 Vx #x*.
Proof. See Appendix [ |

Once in forward motion, dual-headway control reduces the
distance to the goal and increases alignment with the goal.

Proposition 4 (Distance-to-Goal Decay under Forward Mo-
tion) For ki <kn <1, the dual-headway unicycle controller
() decreases the distance-to-goal under forward motion, i.e.,

’Ux*,@*(X,e)>0:>%||X—X*H2<O Vx # x*.

Proof. See Appendix [LEL [ |

Proposition 5 (Goal Alignment under Forward Motion) For
Kt + 2kn < 1, if the unicycle is under forward motion, i.e.,

(xf—x " Coig >0, then the dual-headway unicycle con-
troller in asymptotically aligns the unicycle orientation
0 with the goal orientation 0*, because it continuously
improves the alignment of the unicycle headway-to-tailway

vector with both the goal orientation and the average of the
current and goal orientations as follows:

N T
(xf—xp) T [cos @ i(xt *Xh) cos 0*
Tl [sine] 20, @ g |sino’ |~ O
(X:*Xh)T cos 0" £ 41 i(xf*xh)’r cos 6 + cos 0 >0
[IxF—xnll |sin@* dt [[xf—xp|l sin sin 0* :
Proof. See Appendix [LH [

'For k1, < 1, the following forward motion equivalences hold:

Vyx 9% (%, 0) > 0 <= (x§ — Xh)T[COSQ] >0

sin @
(X* *X)T cos 0 + [cos 8% [cos 6
[[x* —x] [sinﬂ] 2 K+ Ky [sinﬂ*] I:sin0:|

where these equivalences are also valid with strict inequalities.
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Fig. 2. Convex feedback motion prediction bound (colored patch) on the
closed-loop unicycle motion trajectory (black line) under forward (left, red)
and backward (middle, blue) dual-headway unicycle control. (Right) The

disjoint quotient space of the forward and backward dual-headway control

domains, Dy« g« (red) and Dy« g+ (blue), with x ~ [8] and x* ~ [(1)]

C. Forward and Backward Unicycle Motion Primitives

As observed in Proposition P] dual-headway unicycle
control might yield backward motion for some finite time
before starting to approach the goal position forward. This
initial backward motion often complicates the estimation of
the spatial region needed to execute the motion, for example,
as a regional bound on the closed-loop unicycle motion as
feedback motion prediction [18]. To avoid such intricacies
for motion planning, we consider restricting the domain
of the dual-headway unicycle controller to persistently per-
form forward-approaching forward motion and backward-
approaching backward motion with associated feedback mo-
tion predictions, as illustrated in Fig. 2] and Fig. B

1) Forward Dual-Headway Unicycle Controller: Based
on the geometric properties of dual-headway unicycle pose
control in Section [I=Bl we define the forward dual-headway
unicycle controller ﬁx*)g* = (7)(*,9* , ﬁx*ﬁg*) as in (@) as
[cos 0}
sin @
T _cosﬁ} ’

x—x"
1 T | .
=T |sing

e (e =)

7,(* 0% (X7 9) = (63)

—kr (xp—x7) "

[—siné
| cosd
fon [l x—x*| ’

e o0 (x,0) ==

for any unicycle pose (x,6) in the forward motion control
domain Dy« ¢~ that is defined as

(6b)

Bx* 0+ ::{(x7 0)eR3x[—, )

(Xg—xn )T[cos 67] >0 (xg—xn )T[Cos 6*] >_1

||xz7xh|| sin 6 7||x;:*7xh|| sin 6*
@)
where the headway point x;, = x+ fih||X—X*||{Z?§z of the

current unicycle pose (x,6)

zi’;g:} of the goal pose (x*,6*) are defined as

in @) and ky, k§, K, are positive headway, tailway, reference
coefficients with 2ky, + x{ < 1. Note that the first condition
in (@) captures forward motion with positive velocity, and the
second condition ensures forward alignment at the goal po-
sition, both of which increases under forward dual-headway
control in (@) (see Proposition [3] and Proposition [3)).

Since the forward dual-headway unicycle controller de-
creases the distance to the goal (Proposition M), by leverag-
ing feedback linearized unicycle dynamics, we determine a
simple but accurate convex motion bound on the closed-loop
unicycle trajectory that can be used for safety verification.

and the tailway point x{ =

= x|

X .
m

Xy . - X

Fig. 3. Positive inclusion of convex feedback motion prediction for (left)
forward and (right) backward dual-headway unicycle control.

Proposition 6 (Forward Unicycle Motion Prediction) Start-
ing from any initial unicycle state (xo,6p) € Dy~ g~ towards
any goal pose (x*,0%), the closed-loop unicycle pose trajec-
tory (x(t),0(t)) under the forward dual-headway unicycle
controller in (6) is bounded for any t' >t as

x(t") € conv(x(t), xn(t), x¢ (t),x"),
x(t') € B(x", [Ix(t) — x"[]),
where the convex trajectory bounds shrink over time as

conv (x(t'), xn(t), x¢ (t'),x") C conv(x(t),xn(t),x; (t),x),
B(x", [lx(t) — x7)) € B(x", [[x(t) —x|)).

Proof. See Appendix [Gl [ |

2) Backward Dual-Headway Unicycle Controller: Similar
to the construction of dual-headway unicycle motion control
in Section [I=Bl using the tailway point x; of the current
unicycle pose (x,#) and the headway point xj of the goal
pose (x*,0*) that are defined a

xi = x — = xS0, (82)
xp = x" 4 K lx — x7| {zfgzj], (8b)

and the tailway reference dynamics
Xt = —Ke(xt — X3)) &)

we design the backward dual-headway unicycle controller,
denoted by W+ g+ (x,0) = (Ve 9= (x,0), Wy- g+ (x,6)), as

s 6
el =) ]

Ve 0+ (x,0) 1= e (100
g = Lme}
el =) | oy

W 00 (x,0) := Sk (10b)

it = x|

ZNote that the tailway point x; and the headway point x;, under the
unicycle dynamics in (I) continuously evolve as

. (x=x*)T [cos cos 6 %[ —sin@
Xt = (1 — ket lx—x*|| |sin® sing|V Ht”X_X ” cosf |9

« (x=x*)T [cos@] [cos@*] v.

e
Xh = Rh x—x*[ |sin@| |sin6*



for any (Enicycle pose (x,0) in the the backward motion
domain Dy~ - that is defined to be

P * e Y cos *_
'Dx*yg*::{(x,G)GRQX[—W,W) = R <t [t +1}

g el sin0 | = ||xr;xt|| sme
1

where k¢, kf;, K > 0 are constant positive tailway, headway,
and reference coefficients, respectively, with 2x; + K}, < 1.
The first condition in corresponds to the backward mo-
tion with negative linear velocity, and the second condition
guarantees backward alignment at the goal position, both
of which are decreasing under the backward dual-headway
unicycle controller in (I0) (due to its similarity with forward
motion control in Proposition [3] and Proposition [5). Hence,
due to their symmetry, the forward and backward dual-
headway motion control share similar geometric properties.

Proposition 7 (Backward Unicycle Motion Prediction) For
any goal pose (x*,0%) and 2k +k;, < 1, the backward dual-
headway unicycle controller in (IQ) ensures that the closed-
loop unicycle pose trajectory (x(t),0(t)), starting from any
(x(0),6(0)) € Dy= g+, is bounded for any t' >t > 0 as

x(t') € conv(x(t), x¢(t), x5 (t), x*),
x(t') € B(x", [Ix(t) — <),

where the trajectory bounds are positively inclusive, i.e.,

ny (x(t), x4(t), g (£), x7),

conv (x(t'),x¢(t"), x(t"), x") C co
C B, [Ix(t) = x"[)).

B(x", [x(t") —x7|))

Proof. The result follows from a similar argument as in the
proof of Proposition [ in Appendix [ |

ITII. OPTIMAL UNICYCLE FEEDBACK MOTION PLANNING

In this section, we present an example application of
dual-headway unicycle pose control for optimal sampling-
based feedback motion planning around obstacles using
rapidly exploring random trees (RRTs) [25], [26]. For ease
of exposition, we consider a unicycle robot with a circular
robot body shape with radius of p moving in a planar
environment W C R2 with known obstacles © where the
space of collision-free robot position is given by

F:={xeWB(xpNno=0}

where B(x,p) := {y € R?||y —x[| < p} denotes the 2D
Euclidean ball centered at x € R? with radius p > 0.

A. Elements of Sampling Based Planning for Unicycles

To perform optimal sampling-based unicycle motion plan-
ning, we outline essential components below, including sam-
pling, distance, neighborhood, projection, local cost, and
safety verification of unicycle poses and their connections.

1) Random Sampling of Unicycle Poses: Uniform sam-
pling of collision-free unicycle poses can be performed
using rejection sampling (i.e., repeatedly drawing sample
points from a box-shaped subset of R? containing J until a
collision-free position in J is found) combined with uniform
orientation sampling over [—m, 7). We denote such a uniform
unicycle pose sampler by sample(F x [—m, 7)) — (x,6),
which returns independently and identically distributed uni-
cycle pose samples (x,6) from F x [—m, 7). For goal-
biased sampling toward a given global goal pose (x*,0*) €
F x [—m, ], denoted by sample(F x [—7,7), (x*,6%)), we
generate a sample unicycle pose exactly at the goal pose with
a fixed ( small) probability p* € [0, 1], and perform uniform
unicycle pose sampling sample(F x [—m, 7)) otherwise (with
probability (1 — p*)), until establishing a connection to the
goal pose. When enabled, in informed sampling, we also
reject sample unicycle poses whose travel cost, via their
nearest neighbor to the start pose, exceeds the travel cost
from the start pose to the goal pose, which becomes effective
once a path from the start to the goal is found.

2) Distance of Unicycle Poses: The distance, denoted by
unidist((x, 0), (%, 0)), between two unicycle poses (x, §) and
(%,0) in R? x [—m, ) is a nonnegative symmetric function
that quantifies the dissimilarity between the two unicycle
poses, see Table M8 A common choice of unicycle distance
is an additive weighted combination of unicycle translation
and orientation distances [28], defined as follows:

unidist := o unidistiyansiate + B unidistorient

where @ > 0 and 8 > 0 are nonnegative weights for the
unicycle translation and orientation distances. For example,
a standard choice for unicycle translation distance is the
Euclidean distance, i.e.,

unidisteye((x, 0), (%,0)) == [|x — %],

while a standard choice for unicycle orientation distance is
the cosine distanceﬂ i.e.,

unidisteos ((x, 0), (%, 0)) := 1 — {0939

sin

' {C?Sq €0,2].

sin 0

We also find it useful to define another unicycle translation
distance as the product of the Euclidean distance and the
cosine distance, plus one, as follows:

0)) = x —%| <2— [fﬂﬂ)

which is tightly lower and upper bounded as

unidiStcuccos((Xa 9)3 ()A(

Ix — %X|| < unidisteyceos((X,0), (X, é)) <3|lx— x|

3Note that unidist does not need to define a true metric in R? x [—, ),
which must also be diminish to zero for identical unicycle poses and satisfy
the triangle inequality.
cos °5%1, is not a metric
sin 0 sin @
on the unit circle, but one can easily define a geodesic distance as

arctan2 fsfne T Cf)Sé , (jg)s& T (:95(?
cos ¢ sinf |’ [sin® sind
angular different between [zﬁ? z] and |°%?

T A
“Note that the cosine distance, 1 — [ [C059

which measures the absolute

sinf]’



TABLE I
DISTANCE BETWEEN UNICYCLE POSES

unidist((x, 6), (%, 6))

he—x
1— c0s0] T [cosd
sin 6 sind

T N
5 cos 6 cos 6
”X - X” (2 - [Siﬂg] [siné])

Distance Type

Euclidean Translation
Cosine Orientation

Euclidean-Cosine

Translation
Dual-Headway N . x—% cos 6 cos 6
Translation [l —xl (2n+m1n ( [lx—==%Il £r [Sina] £ [sin é]
Dual-Headway . x—% cos 6 cos 6
Orientation mm( ‘ Bl H[sinO] + H[sinG] — 1426

Additively Weighted

Translation & Orientation + B unidistorient

o unidist¢ranslate

where the lower and upper bounds are realized when the

poses are perfectly aligned or opposite.

Inspired from the dual-headway unicycle pose control in
Section [, we define the dual-headway translation distance
as the minimum travel distance through headway and tailway
points of unicycle poses a:

unidiStdualhcad((X7 0)7 (}27 é))
[ —3n]| + [Jxn—%e || + ||>%c—>%||,>

T k=l e —%all + [0 =%
o 3 x—X cos 6 cos 0
= ||x—%|| min (2f<c + = iﬁ[sine] :I:fiLmé] )

straight-line

distance a measure of orientational mismatch

€[1,1+4k]
where the headway and tailway points of unicycle pose (x, 0)
and (%, 0), associated with a shared identical headway and
tailway coefficient x € (0, %), are defined as in (2) as

Xh:zx—l—HHX—f(HE?ﬁz}v ih::&+’{||x_&”tiorjg}’

= (12)
. A |cosé - 2|l cos?
R A | v R S RS

As highlighted above, the dual-headway unicycle distance
behaves as the product of translation and orientation dis-
tances. Accordingly, we define the dual-headway orientation

SInspired by the convexity property of Bézier curves [33], we consider
the headway and tailway points as the intermediate control points of a third-
order Bézier curve joining the start and goal positions since Bézier curves
are also bounded by the convex hull of their control points and the length
of a Bézier curves is bound above by Bézier polygon length.

0ne can also consider the minimum distance between the headway and
tailway points of unicycle poses as a unicycle pose distance measure as

unidistheadai (<, 0), (%,0)) = min([xn — %e[|, [xe — %)

— % N
=[x = x|| mm(H == n[ziﬁg] + n[cf)sg] )
—— [lx — %]l sin
straight-line
distance ameasure of orientational mismatch
€[1-2k,142K]

whose ratio to the Euclidean distance, respectively, defines the headway-
tailway orientation distance as

é)) — unidiSthcadtail((xv 0)7 ()A(v é))
' [l — I

x—X cos 6 cos O
] ”[sinﬂ] + “Lmé]

unidisty_ 777(x, 0), (% —1+2k
= min(

) —1+2k
= unidisty—r—((x, 0), (%, 0))

which is exactly equivalent to the dual-headway orientation distance.
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9
Fig. 4. Total turning effort estimation of dual- headway umcycle control.
(left) Numerically computed total absolute turning along the closed-loop
motion trajectory, (middle) dual-headway orientation distance, and (right)
cosine orientation distance over the quotient space of the forward and
backward dual-headway unicycle control domains, shown in Fig.

distance as the ratio of the dual-headway translation distance
to the Euclidean translation distance as

unidistgmmag((x,0), (%, é))
_ unidiStdualhead((X7 0)7 ()A(v é)) _

~ 1
llx — %]
. X—X cos ) cos .
— min (‘ et Alome] £ x[0e] ) 1+ 2
€[1-2k,14k]
for x # %x; and 2k — K {(;O;z CO&Z} otherwise. Note
Sin

that under both the forward and backward dual-headway
unicycle control policies in Section I} the Euclidean distance
to the goal, the distance between headway and tail points,
and consequently the dual-headway translation distance all
decrease (see Proposition[Iland Proposition[d). Moreover, the
dual-headway orientation distance is also better aligned with
the actual total turning during closed-loop motion compared
to the cosine orientation distance, as seen in Fig. A

3) Neighborhood of Unicycle Poses: Given a set of or-
dered sample unicycle poses U := ((x1,61), ..., (Xm,0m)),
the nearest neighbor of (x, §) from the sample unicycle poses
U can be selected as the sample unicycle pose with the
minimum distance, based on a weighted translational and
orientational unicycle distance, unidist = cunidistians +
Sunidisterient, as

nearesty((x, 0) := arg min unidist((x, 6), (%, §)).
(%,0)euU

We define the coupled and decoupled translational and ori-

entational neighborhoods of a unicycle pose (x, ) from U as
Nuar(x, 0) = {(5(, 6) € U|unidist((x, 0), (%, 6)) < Ar},

unidistirans (%, 0), (%, 0)) < Ax,
%,0)<A0[’

Nu’(AX’Ae)(X’ 0) :_{(X’ 9)€u unidistorient (X, 6), (

where Ar > 0 is a combined translational and orientational
neighborhood tolerance, while Ax > 0 and A6 > 0 are sep-
arate translational and orientational neighborhood tolerances.
Due to the additive form of the unicycle distance, we have

Ar > alAx + ,8A9 - Nu,Ar(X7 0) ) NU,(AX,AQ)(X7 0),
Ar < min(aAx, A0) <= Ny,ar(x,0) C Ny, ax,a0)(x,6).

We find the decoupled sample neighborhood
Ny, (ax,a0)(x,0) to be more effective and precise in
practice for determining translational and orientational
similarity, whereas the coupled version is more effective



for selecting the nearest neighbor using nearesty(x,6).
Accordingly, we define the sample neighbor set as follows
neighbory (x, 0) := Ny (ax,a0)(x, 0).

4) Projection of Unicycle Poses for Local Steering: To
expand a random motion planning graph with a bounded step
size during the exploration of collision-free space, one often
needs to project a sample unicycle pose onto a continuous
local neighborhood of its nearest neighbor among the sample
unicycle poses. A unicycle pose (x,6) can be projected onto
a continuous local neighborhood of another unicycle pose
(%, é) using a unicycle distance measure unidist as

projects, ((%,0), (x,0)):= arg min unidist((x, ), (x,0))
(i,é)Esz[—ﬂ,w)
unidist((%,0),(%,0))<or

where 6r > 0 is a positive neighborhood radius. Since

finding an explicit expression for unicycle pose projection

based on a generic distance measure is generally difficult,

we alternatively consider a decoupled unicycle position and

orientation projection based on the cross-product form of the

local neighborhood using Euclidean and cosine distances as
arg min ||x — x||,

arg min _ {cos 9] {cos 9}
— SCR? 66[771—_71-) sinf| |sin@

llx—%||<éx 1_[1 {e} 560

sinf| |sinf

projeCt(5x760) (()A(a 9)3 (Xv 9))

where 0x > 0 and 40 > 0 are positive maximum step sizes
for translation and orientation changes, and the explicit form
of Euclidean translation projection is given by

, if ||x — %|| < dx%,
H + X, otherwise,

arg min [|x — x|| = {6){
XER
Ix—%|<ox

and the cosine orientation projection can be obtained as

arg min(1 = 2] i)

6e[—m,m)
1= [nd] ) <00
0 A L[] [d] < 60,
= 0+cos™1(80), elseif [t onf]> [z ]
0—cos™'(86), else.

7As a discrete neighborhood notion, one can also further restrict the
neighbor set to the k-nearest neighbors of (x,0) from a set of unicycle
poses U, for some positive maximum number of neighbors 0 < k < |U|,
defined as follows:

Nu,k(X7 9) = {(Xsortu)(x’e) (i)7950rtu)(x’9) (z))!l =1..., k}

where sorty (x,9) : {1,...,m} — {1,...,m} is a bijective function that

represents the sorting permutation of the unicycle poses in U based on their
distance to the unicycle pose (x, 6) such that

unidiSt((xsortu’(xﬂ) (i) esortu)(x’e) (i) (Xv 9))

< unidiSt((Xsortu)(x’e) (i+1)» Gsortu)(x’e) (i+1)» (X7 0))

foralli=1,...,m.

5) Safety Verification via Unicycle Motion Prediction:
Safety verification of closed-loop motion under dual-
headway control can be performed using the distance from
feedback motion prediction to obstacles, which can be ef-
ficiently computed for occupancy grid maps using distance
transforms and for environments with convex obstacles using
convex optimization [34]. Hence, we check the safe reach-
ability of a unicycle pose (X, é) from another unicycle pose
(x, 0) using forward and backward dual-headway control and
their associated control domains and motion prediction as
(x,0) € D,

X

1, if
. conv(x, xh,xt, 9), ) cF
9 =
R TR UL 9)5,
conv(x, x¢, Xp, X) C
0, otherwise

issafe((x, 6), (%,

where the related headway and tailway points are defined as
in (I12). Note that the domains D . 2.0 and D %0 of the forward
and backward dual-headway unrcycle controllers in (@) and
(D, respectively, are almost disjoint, with an intersection of
measure zero, see Fig. 2l

6) Local Cost of Unicycle Pose Control for Planning: A
local cost, denoted by localcost((x, 6), (%, 6)), is a heuristic
measure of the cost of unicycle steering control for moving
from (x,6) to (%,6) under the dual-headway unicycle con-
trol. Hence, any unicycle pose distance unidist in Table[[]can
be selected as a local cost heuristic, i.e., localcost = unidist,
or one may simply use a uniform local cost for all valid
motion, i.e., localcost = 1. As one might expect, to better
align control and planning, it is technically more suitable to
use the dual-headway unicycle distance associated with dual-
headway unicycle control, as also demonstrated in numerical
simulations in Section

B. Optimal Rapidly Exploring Random Trees for Unicycles

In this section, we simply adapt the optimal rapidly-
exploring random trees algorithm from [26], as described
in Algorithm [Tl For ease of notation, we denote a unicycle
pose more compactly as p = (x,6) and introduce below a
few graph-theoretical tools for the algorithmic description.

Let G = (V, E) denote an undirected, connected graph of
unicycle poses V, where a pair of unicycle poses p,p € V
are connected if there is an edge (p, p) € E with an edge cost
of localcost(p,p) > 0. Let costa(Pstart, Pgoal) denote the
minimum total cost of traveling from pggart tO Pgoal OVer the
graph GG, which can be computed using standard graph search
methods such as Dijkstra’s algorithm. Hence, we define the
parent of a unicycle pose p € V as its neighbor with the
minimum total travel cost to a given start pose Psgart € V'
over the motion graph G = (V, E) as

parentc (Dstart; P) := arg min costc (Pstart; D)-
(ffpe) €EE
Accordingly, using the essential building blocks described in
Section [[II=Al we present in Algorithm [how to build a con-
nected optimal rapidly-exploring random tree for sampling-
based unicycle feedback motion planning.



Algorithm 1: Optimal Rapidly-Exploring Random Tree

Input: J - Collision-Free Space
Pstart = (x,0) € F X [—m, 7) — Start Unicycle Pose
Pgoal = (x*,0%) € F x [, m) — Goal Unicycle Pose
N — Number of Iterations

Output: G = (V, E) - Random Motion Planning Graph

1V {pstart}; E+—go

2 fori=1,...,N do

3 Prand < samplo (EFX [71', 7'('), pgoal)
4 Pbest < nca.rCStV(prand)

5 |Pnew ¢+ project(Phest; Prand)

6 |if issafe(pPpest, Pnew) then
7

8

9

pII.liIl < Pbest
mincost <— costg (Pstart, Pbest) 1+ localcost(Ppest , Pnew )
Prear < neighborv(pnew)

10 for Pnear € Prear do

11 tempcost < costg (Pstart , Pnear) + localcost (pnear, Pnew )
12 if (tempcost < mincost) A issafe(pnear, Pnew) then

13 Pmin < Pnear

14 mincost < tempcost

15 VVu {pncw}§ E+ FEU {(pmiru pncw)}§
16 for pnear € Pnear do

17 mincost < costg(pPstart, Pnear )

18 tempcost < costa (Pstart, Pnew ) + localcost(pnew; Pnear)
19 if (tempcost < mincost) A issafe(pnew, Pnear) then

20 Pparent < parcntG(pstart7 pncar)

21 E+ FEU {(pnew, prlear)}\{(ppal'erxt7 pnear)}

2 return G = (V, E)

C. Unicycle Feedback Control for Planning Execution

One known advantage of feedback motion planning, which
tightly couples planning and control, is that executing a plan
is almost effortless. More specifically, given a connected
motion graph G = (V, E), constructed, for example, by
Algorithm [Tl we select a safely reachable local goal (%, 6)
at any given collision-free unicycle pose p (x,0) €
F X |[—m,7) by minimizing the total travel cost to reach
a global goal pgoal = (x*,0%) €V as

(%, 0) = localgoal ; (p) := arg 1;1/1111 localcost (p, p)+costc (P, Pgoal )
pe
issafs(p,f)):l

and then continuously navigate toward the local goal using
forward or backward dual-headway unicycle control as

. —
ua(x,0) = ?&,é (x,0), %f (x,0) € 2&,@7
T,o(x,0).if (x,0) € D4

It is important to observe that if any unicycle pose in the
motion graph G is safely reachable from the current unicycle
pose (x,0), then the unicycle remains connected to the
motion graph for all future times and reaches the global goal
POSE Pgoal = (x*,6*) by visiting a finite number of interme-
diate unicycle poses, each with a decreasing travel cost to
the global goal. In other words, the unicycle motion graph
corresponds to a collection of adjacent local control policies,
associated with and abstracted by unicycle poses as control
goals; and the minimum-cost local goal selection serves as
a sequential composition strategy to systematically combine
local navigation policies to achieve global navigation [35].

IV. NUMERICAL SIMULATIONS

In this section, we present numerical simulations demon-
strating the influence of optimization objective, neighbor-

Fig. 5.

Optimal sampling-based unicycle feedback motion planning
examples using forward and backward dual-headway motion primitives for
different orientation distance weight and different translation and orientation
distances: (top) weighted combination of Euclidean translation and cosine
orientation distance, (middle) Euclidean-Cosine translation and Cosine ori-
entation, (bottom) dual-headway translation and orientation distances; (left)
a=1.0,8 = 0.0, (center) « = 1.0, 8 = 2.0, (right) « = 1.0, 5 = 10.0.

hood size, and number of samples on the quality of the re-
sulting unicycle motion. We also present the use of informed
sampling and pruning for efficient and effective search and
exploration in complex environments by balancing the trade-
off between exploration and exploitationﬁ

A. Influence of Optimization Objective on Unicycle Motion

The optimal sampling-based unicycle motion planning
approach in Algorithm [I] uses randomized exploration with
rewiring of local connections to minimize the total cost of
a path joining the start and goal poses. Thus, selecting an
appropriate unicycle pose distance as the local connectivity
cost plays a key role in the quality of the resulting optimal
motion plan. In Fig. Bl we present the optimal unicycle
motion paths for three different additively weighted unicycle
translation and rotation distances under three different weight
settings, using the same number of samples and the same
neighborhood. When there is no turning penalty (i.e., « =
1,8 = 0), as shown in Fig. [ (left), we consistently ob-
serve in numerical simulations that all translation distances,
Euclidean, Euclidean-Cosine, and dual-headway translation
distances, result in similar travel distances; however, smooth-
ness slightly increases from Euclidean to Euclidean-Cosine
to dual-headway distance, although all may exhibit sharp

8For all simulations, unless otherwise specified, we set the headway
and tailway coefficients identically as kK = % (Ax, AB)-neighborhood is
defined using the Euclidean translation and cosine orientation distances with
Ax = 1.5 and Af = 1 — cos(%); the (dx, 6)-projection parameters are
setas 0x =1 and 60 =1 — cosg %); the additive weights of dual-headway
translation and orientation distances are selected as &« = 1 and 8 = 10.



Fig. 6.

Optimal sampling-based unicycle feedback motion planning
examples using forward and backward dual-headway motion primitives,
minimizing additive dual-headway translation and orientation distance for
different numbers of samples and neighborhood parameters: (top, left)
N = 1000, (top, middle) N = 3000, (top, right) N = 5000; (bottom,
left) (Ax,A0) = (1.5,1 — cos(3), (bottom, middle) (Ax, Af) =
(3,1 — cos(%)), (bottom, right) (Ax, Af) = (6,1 — cos()).

turns (i.e., turning in place) along the resulting motion. With
an increasing turning penalty (i.e., 5 =0, =2,and § = 10
from left to right in Fig. 3/ while keeping o = 1), we observe
that optimization using dual-headway translation and orienta-
tion distances, as shown in Fig.[3] (bottom), produces increas-
ingly smoother unicycle paths, fully avoiding sharp turns
and unnecessary changes in motion direction. In contrast,
optimization based on cosine orientation distance in Fig.
(top, middle) tends to favor similar orientations between
adjacent unicycle poses and so results in a zigzag-like motion
pattern between parallel unicycle poses at different positions.
In summary, as demonstrated in practice [27], [29], selecting
an appropriate optimization objective using Lyapunov-like
control-aware measures enhances planning effectiveness by
bridging the gap between control and planning.

B. Influence of Neighborhood Size and Number of Samples

Two other important factors that affect the quality of
optimal sampling-based planning are the neighborhood size
for local optimal rewiring of the motion graph in Algo-
rithm [[(lines 10-21) and the number of samples, N, which
determines the optimization iterations with new samples.
In Fig. [6l we present example numerical simulations using
the (Ax, Af)-neighborhood with Euclidean translation and
cosine orientation distances. In our numerical studies, we
observe that a similar neighborhood size can be achieved
with different unicycle pose distances by adjusting Ax and
Af. Thus, while the specific choice of a unicycle pose
distance for neighborhood determination is not significantly
influential in optimal motion planning, the neighborhood size
(e.g., volume) is essential. As expected and shown in Fig. [@
the quality of the optimal unicycle motion plan (with dual-
headway translation and rotation distances, where o = 1,
B = 10) improves as the neighborhood size and number
of samples increase, with increasing computational cost.
Consequently, one can compute more for smoother and more
optimal motion trajectories.

Fig. 7. Informed sampling and pruning with heuristics enable effective and
efficient exploration of complex environments in sampling-based optimal
unicycle feedback motion planning. (Left) Planning without informed sam-
pling, (middle) planning with informed sampling and zero heuristic, (right)
planning with informed sampling and pruning using a Euclidean heuristic.

C. Informed Sampling and Pruning in Motion Planning

The Voronoi bias of randomized motion planning for
exploration poses a challenge for motion planning in high-
dimensional, complex, and cluttered configuration spaces
[25], [26], such as unicycle pose planning around obstacles.
Informed sampling and pruning with heuristics [36] enable
effective and efficient exploration of complex environments
in sampling-based optimal unicycle feedback motion plan-
ning, as illustrated in Fig. [ In particular, we use informed
sampling and pruning with heuristics to eliminate sample
unicycle poses from a randomized motion graph through
which no optimal path exists. We perform informed sampling
by rejecting sample unicycle poses whose travel cost, via
their nearest neighbor, to the start pose (plus their heuristic
cost to the global pose) is larger than the travel cost from
the start pose to the goal pose in a motion graph. b As an
admissible heuristic bounding the total travel cost between
unicycle poses (p = (x, ) and p’ = (¥, ¢’)) from below, we
consider the zero heuristic (i.e., heuristic(p,p’) = 0) and
the Euclidean heuristic (i.e., heuristic(p,p’) = ||x — X/|)).
As seen in Fig. [} once a path between the start and goal
is found, informed sampling and pruning focus exploration
in a smaller region of the configuration space to effectively
and efficiently find an optimal path. As expected, the infor-
mativeness of the heuristic plays a significant role in the
computational gain with informed sampling and pruning.
Although the Euclidean distance is not a proper optimization
objective for minimizing total travel distance and turning
effort in optimal unicycle motion planning (see Fig. B)), as
a lower bound on the dual-headway unicycle distance, we
observe in Fig.[7 that the Euclidean distance is an informative
and useful heuristic for sampling-based planning of optimal
unicycle motion using the dual-headway distance.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we present a simple and intuitive geometric
dual-headway unicycle pose control approach to asymptoti-
cally steer a unicycle robot to almost any given position and
orientation by asymptotically bringing the adaptively placed
headway point of the unicycle pose to the tailway point of the
goal pose using feedback linearization. By systematic anal-
ysis of geometric properties of dual-headway unicycle pose

9In informed sampling, we reject a new sample unicycle pose without per-
forming lines 15-21 in Algorithm []if mincost+heuristic(pnew, Pgoal) >
cost (Pstart, Pgoal )- Similarly, we perform informed pruning of a node
p € V of a motion graph G = (V, E) by checking if costg (pstart, P) +
heuristic(p, Pgoal) > costg (Pstart, Pgoal) after each node insertion.



control, we build a positively inclusive feedback motion pre-
diction bound on the closed-loop unicycle motion trajectory
for safety verification, represented as the convex hull of the
unicycle position, goal position, and their respective headway
and tailway points. We introduce dual-headway translation
and orientation distances to accurately measure travel and
turning effort. The dual-headway translation measure is the
travel distance from the start to the goal via headway and
tailway points, which serves as an upper bound on the actual
travel distance. The ratio of the dual-headway translation
distance to the Euclidean distance, a lower bound on the
actual travel distance, gives rise to the dual-headway orien-
tation distance. We demonstrate an example application of
dual-headway unicycle pose control, motion prediction, and
pose distance measures for optimal sampling-based feedback
motion planing for minimizing total travel and turning effort.
In numerical simulations, we observe that tightly integrating
planning and control via the dual-headway approach results
in smoother and more effective motion patterns, compared
to the standard decoupled Euclidean translation and cosine
orientation distance measures.

We are currently working on generalizing the tailway
control approach for unicycles and nonholonomic systems
(e.g., drones) in general, combined with geometric nonlinear
control design methods, for path-following and tracking
control. Another promising research direction is unicycle
pose projection using dual-headway distances for effective
local steering in sampling-based motion planning, as well as
for measuring unicycle travel costs over semantic costmaps.
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APPENDIX I
PROOFS

A. Proof of Lemmalll

Proof. The results follows from the triangle inequality (i.e.,
[la+Db|| < |la]l + ||b|| for any a,b € R™) as
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which is equivalent, for xy, + nz‘ <1, to
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B. Proof of Proposition [l]

Proof. The rate of change of ||x, — x{|| can be bounded as
L hen = = 200, — x0)" (50— %0)
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as the changes of the headway and tailway points satisfy
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C. Proof of Proposition
Proof. The linear velocity control v g« (x, 0) in (@) satisfies
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for k,, < 1. Hence, when —1 < M {0939} < 0, the time
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and lower bounded as
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Since its rate of increase is strictly faster than that of
an exponentially increasing function to zero, due to the

comparison lemma [32], (xf —xu)" Zijz becomes positive
in finite time, which corresponds to positive linear velocity
and forward motion. |

D. Proof of Proposition [3]
( VT [cos
Proof. Since 1 + ky, |Tx xx*|| [sine}

x*, the dual-headway unicyc

> 0 for ky > 1 and x #

e linear velocity input satisfies

Ve g+ (%,0) > 0 = (x* — x1)" [ng} >0

where vy« g« (x,6) = 0 if and only if (x§ — xn) " Z?;‘z} =0.
Accordingly, one can observe for any Vx # x* that
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where the last equality and so the result follow from that
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E. Proof of Proposition

Proof. For ki < kp < 1, forward unicycle motion under
the dual-headway motion control in (IZK implies forward
orientation alignment towards the goal position, as follows:

_xh)T[Cf)Sﬂ >0
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which decreases the unicycle position distance to the goal as
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away from the goal, i.e., x # x*. Thus, the result holds. W

F. Proof of Proposition
Proof. One can verify that
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THeostl > 0 and 2k, + k¥ < 1, where the
sin 6

lower bound on [ is due to Lemma [Il Therefore, it follows
from their quadratic form and 0 < o < 3 that we have for
(x; —xn) " [cos O (x; —xn) " [cos 6 "

Tl |sin6] = O Txr—sal |singe| 7 F1>and 2rn+5 <1

that

d (xt *Xh)T [cos 0*] >0 4 (¢ *Xh)T qcos 9] n {cos 9*D <0
dt ? dt

for (xf —xp)

lIxg —xnll |sin6” [lxg —xull \ |sinf sin 6*
which completes the proof. |

G. Proof of Proposition

Proof. For any unicycle pose (x,0) € Bx*ﬂ*, the forward
dual-headway controller ensures persistent forward motion
(Proposition [B) and decreases the Euclidean distance to
the goal (Proposition [)). Therefore, the tailway point x;
continuously gets closer to the goal position x* as

x;(t") € [xf(t),x*] C [xf(t),x"] V' >t

Accordingly, since the headway point xj, continuously moves
straight towards the tailway point x{, as imposed by the
headway reference dynamics (3), the headway trajectory
xp, () can also be bounded for ¢’ > ¢ as

xp(t") € conv(xy(t'), x{ (t'),x*) C conv(xy(t),x; (t),x"),

where the positive invariance of the motion bound follows
from Nagumo’s theorem of the subtangentiality condition,
where the headway velocity x; always points inside or is
tangent to the bounding motion set conv(xp,x¢,x*) [37].
Similarly, from Nagumo’s theorem of the subtangentiality
condition of positive invariance, the unicycle position trajec-
tory x(t) is bounded for ¢’ >t as

x(t") € conv(x(t), xn(t"), xt(t"), x") Cconv(x(t), xu(t), xi(t),x7),

since the unicycle moves forward towards its headway point
xp and the uncycle velocity x is inside or tangent to the
motion bound set conv(x, xp,, X, x*).

The circular trajectory bound x(¢') € B(x*, ||x(¢') —x*||) C
B(x*, ||x(t) —x*||) is simply due to the decreasing Euclidean
distance to the goal under forward motion (Proposition [4)).
Thus, the result follows. [ |
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