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Abstract

In real-world applications of mobile robots, collision avoidance is of critical importance. Typically, global
motion planning in constrained environments is addressed through high-level control schemes. However,
additionally integrating local collision avoidance into robot motion control offers significant advantages. For
instance, it reduces the reliance on heuristics and conservatism that can arise from a two-stage approach
separating local collision avoidance and control. Moreover, using model predictive control (MPC), a robot’s
full potential can be harnessed by considering jointly local collision avoidance, the robot’s dynamics, and
actuation constraints. In this context, the present paper focuses on obstacle avoidance for wheeled mobile
robots, where both the robot’s and obstacles’ occupied volumes are modeled as ellipsoids. To this end, a
computationally efficient overlap test, that works for arbitrary ellipsoids, is conducted and novelly integrated
into the MPC framework. We propose a particularly efficient implementation tailored to robots moving in
the plane. The functionality of the proposed obstacle-avoiding MPC is demonstrated for two exemplary
types of kinematics by means of simulations. A hardware experiment using a real-world wheeled mobile
robot shows transferability to reality and real-time applicability. The general computational approach to
ellipsoidal obstacle avoidance can also be applied to other robotic systems and vehicles as well as three-
dimensional scenarios.

Keywords: Mobile Robots, Collision Avoidance, Motion Planning, Model Predictive Control,
Optimization and Optimal Control, Wheeled Robots

1. Introduction

In real-world scenarios, mobile robots and vehicles have to navigate without colliding with obstacles
by all means. Static, large-scale obstacles have usually been considered at a high-level planning stage
already, based on a predefined or SLAM-identified map of the environment; consider, for instance, the
navigation through corridors of a building. In contrast, individual obstacles of smaller scale, moving or
of non-permanent character, are typically dealt with using local, reactive approaches, including heuristics-
based techniques such as artificial potential field methods [1]. Alternatively, there exists rigorous control
theoretical approaches such as control barrier functions [2]. In practice, both can yield to the same type
of system behavior for obstacle avoidance and they are often used to alter control inputs coming from
controllers that, themselves, do not account for obstacles and were not designed with obstacles in mind.

However, integrating motion control with (local) obstacle avoidance can have several benefits. Not only
does it simplify the control structure, eases tuning, and prevents a waste of efficiency or performance arising
from an artificial separation of the tasks, but also does it helps to resolve particularly critical situations,
e.g., when a robot of non-circular footprint needs to rotate to squeeze through a narrow passageway between
obstacles, by intrinsically coupling dynamic control and obstacle avoidance.
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In formal motion planning language, obstacles are represented as constraints on the variables defining
the working space of (mobile) robots. Despite the aforementioned potential advantages, obstacle avoidance
is usually not integrated into dynamic real-time closed-loop control because few control approaches can deal
with constraints in a natural and efficient manner. In control settings, collisions must not only be detected
or evaluated, as it is common in computer graphics or particle simulations, but also proactively avoided in
real time by selecting an appropriate (optimal) control input. Indeed, probably the only real-time capable
control approach which is able to straight-forwardly deal with constraints without any conservativity is
model predictive control (MPC). However, constraints as they arise from obstacles are typically expensive
to evaluate and naturally non-convex. Thus, while it is simple to set-up an MPC incorporating obstacles as
constraints, presently, one typically cannot reliably solve the non-convex optimal control problem therein in
real time. For instance, in the recent work [3], in a setting similar but not identical to the one considered
in this work, a machine-learning scheme has to provide initial guesses and a terminal cost for an MPC
controller. The authors note that, in their hardware experiments, their ML-based version was the only
one to “not require loosened time constraints”, i.e., lowered control frequency, unlike conventional MPC
implementations did.

In contrast, in this paper, we propose to integrate collision avoidance directly into MPC problems without
having to add any machine-learning component. We obtain a real-time capable performance by consider-
ing robots and obstacles of ellipsoidal shape, which provide a collision constraint in terms of intersecting
ellipsoids. We implement this constraint efficiently specifically for the planar case for direct integration into
MPC problems, further speeding up solution compared to a general implementation. The planar case is
of high practical relevance, e.g., in service robotics, and thus warrants a tailored implementation. To the
authors’ knowledge, this is the first time that such an MPC controller was proposed and successfully tested
in real-time with robotic hardware to successfully avoid collisions between an ellipsoidal mobile robot and
ellipsoidal obstacles where the robot can also freely rotate, without any of the involved shapes having to
be circular or axis aligned. Classical other benefits of using MPC for robot control are carried over from
obstacle-free applications, e.g., the explicit consideration of input bounds for optimal performance also at
the edge of the robots’ capabilities.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2 we recapitulate an efficient way to test for overlaps of
ellipsoids from [4, 5] and tailor it for our use case with MPC. In Sec. 3, we describe how the approach can
be integrated into the constraints of an optimal control problem (OCP) for MPC. Section 4 provides results
in the form of a simulative study and real-time experiments with robot hardware, whereas Sec. 5 concludes
the paper.

2. Efficient Overlap Testing of Ellipsoids

Our aim is to realize obstacle avoidance by adding constraints to the OCP formulation used in a predictive
control setting. Basically, we need constraints for each obstacle that enforce the distance between robot and
obstacle being larger than zero or than a positive safety margin at each time step over the controller’s
prediction horizon. In this paper, we assume that collision avoidance at the chosen sampling instances is
sufficient, i.e. we assume that inter-sample deviations are taken care of by a safety margin and sufficiently
small sampling rates. Importantly, the distance-like quantity used in the constraints does not need to be
the actual (Euclidean) distance, it is sufficient to choose a metric that behaves similar within the relevant
cases. For instance, the distance might be put in direct correlation with the overlap, i.e., it may be zero
for zero overlap, positive for an overlap of positive volume, negative for no overlap and ideally (strictly)
monotonic and smooth to help the numerical solution algorithm. As the overlap-like or distance-like quantity
is evaluated many times in the iterative OCP solution process, its evaluation must be as time efficient as
possible. However, calculating the actual distance (or overlap) between two arbitrary ellipsoids is non-trivial.
While it can be stated easily as an optimization problem itself, nesting one optimization problem in another
will not be efficient. In another approach, one may calculate the Minkowski sum of the two ellipsoids and
then equivalently evaluate the distance of a point to the sum. However, whereas it is easy to calculate the
distance of a point to an ellipsoid, the Minkowski sum of two ellipsoids is generally not an ellipsoid [6], and
an approach to obtain the sum is, again, the solution of a non-trivial optimization problem [7]. Therefore,
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Figure 1: Resulting ellipsoid Eλ (red) following from the original ellipsoids E1 and E2 (blue) for different values of λ ∈ (0, 1) in
case of collision (top row) or no collision (bottom row).

we build upon [4, 5], who propose a method to efficiently test for the overlap of two (arbitrary-dimensional)
ellipsoids for usage in data fusion and filtering. Therein, it is only detected whether there is an overlap
or not. In contrast, we are interested in an overlap-like metric following from this approach quantifying
how much the ellipsoids are overlapping or not, see also [8]. Although for our immediate use case, only
two-dimensional ellipsoids are of interest, we first consider the arbitrary-dimensional case.

Consider an arbitrary ellipsoid of dimension n, which can be described by means of

E(M ,p) :=
{
x ∈ Rn : (x− p)TM(x− p) ≤ 1

}
, (1)

where M ∈ Rn×n is the symmetric positive definite ellipsoid matrix and p ∈ Rn the location vector of the
ellipsoid’s center. In order to avoid the collision of a robot with an obstacle, we want to ensure that the
intersection of two ellipsoids E1(A,v), E2(B,w) is empty. To this end, a new ellipsoidal set is defined [4, 5]
with respect to a parameter λ ∈ (0, 1) reading

Eλ(E1, E2) := {x ∈ Rn : (x−mλ)
TEλ(x−mλ) ≤ K(λ)}, (2a)

Eλ := λA+ (1− λ)B, (2b)

mλ := E−1
λ (λAv + (1− λ)Bw) , (2c)

K(λ) := 1− λvTAv − (1− λ)wTBw +mT
λEλmλ. (2d)

As illustrated in Fig. 1 for n = 2, the set (2a) transfers for increasing λ ellipsoid E2 into ellipsoid E1 while
always containing the intersection of both such that it holds that (E1 ∩ E2) ⊆ Eλ ⊆ (E1 ∪ E2), where here and
in the following, the arguments of the ellipsoids are mostly omitted for reasons of readability. By definition,
for λ = 0, it holds that Eλ = E2 and analogously Eλ = E1 for λ = 1. Overall, the expression describing the
ellipsoid Eλ for some fixed λ ∈ (0, 1) is composed as follows. The ellipsoidal matrix Eλ follows as the convex
combination of the ellipsoid matrices of the two original ellipsoids. While the location vector mλ is easy to
interpret, see also its course w.r.t. λ as illustrated by the black line in Fig. 1, it is in general computationally
expensive since it requires the inversion of an n-dimensional matrix. Thirdly, K(λ) ∈ R defines the size
of the resulting ellipsoid. Crucially, K(λ) ∈ R can also take non-positive values for some λ, meaning that,
then, set (2a) is empty, cf. Fig. 1 (bottom) for λ = {0.5, 0.8} and the digital supplementary material, which
contains an illustrative animation. Thus, there is no collision if there exists a λ ∈ (0, 1) such that K(λ) < 0.

Hence, to check for the overlap of the two ellipsoids, we can determine the minimum of K(λ) on the
interval λ ∈ (0, 1), where we denote the minimizer by λ⋆. If one is only interested in a binary collision check,
considering the sign of K(λ⋆) is sufficient, but we will consider its explicit value for MPC.
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Figure 2: Crucial metrics K(λ) and K(λ)q(λ) for no contact or overlap (left), contact (middle), and overlap (right).

The minimum λ⋆ of K(λ) is hard to directly calculate explicitly as K(λ) is a rational fraction. Thus, we

will use a quantity of similar character as K(λ) to assess overlaps. To this end, we define E−1
λ = adj(Eλ)

det(Eλ)
=:

R(λ)/q(λ). Substituting mλ using the previous definition into K(λ) then yields

K(λ)q(λ) = q(λ)
(
1− λvTAv − (1− λ)wTBw

)
+ u(λ)TR(λ)u(λ), (3)

where u(λ) := λAv + (1 − λ)Bw. For n = 2, the determinant q(λ) and adjoint R(λ) can be explicitly
obtained as a quadratic polynomial and a R2×2 matrix affine in λ, respectively. Thus, we can write

K(λ)q(λ) = h3λ
3 + h2λ

2 + h1λ+ h0 =: f(λ, (A,v), (B,w)) = f(λ, E1, E2), (4)

where hi ∈ R, i ∈ {0, . . . , 3}. Since the determinant q(λ) is greater than zero for all λ due to the matrix Eλ

being positive definite as a convex combination of positive definite matrices, K(λ)q(λ) attains the same
roots as K(λ) such that the sign of K(λ⋆)q(λ⋆) and K(λ⋆) are equal, meaning we can and will use the value
and sign of the simpler expression K(λ⋆)q(λ⋆) in a similar manner as the one of K(λ⋆) to assess overlaps.

If existing, the minimum of the right-hand side of Eq. (4), can be determined explicitly as

λ⋆ =
−h2 +

√
h2
2 − 3h3h1

3h3
. (5)

Note that there exist two special cases that need to be checked before evaluating λ⋆. Firstly, if the function
is quadratic only (h3 = 0), then λ⋆ = −h1/2h2 and, secondly, if (h2

2 − 3h3h1) < 0, then the cubic function
does not attain a minimum on the interval λ ∈ (0, 1). In this case, the minimum on the closed interval of
interest is attained at one of the boundaries, i.e., λ⋆ ∈ {0, 1}, and takes a positive value, implying that the
ellipsoids overlap. With λ⋆, we obtain the value of the overlap-like metric K(λ⋆)q(λ⋆), which we abbreviate
in the following as κ⋆ := K(λ⋆)q(λ⋆). To ensure collision avoidance, by construction, κ⋆ < 0 must hold, see
also Fig. 2.

Alternatives to the explicit calculation of the minimum exist, independently of n. These include a
conservative approximation using the minimum value of a finite amount of sample points and employing
numerical optimization to obtain the minimum. These approaches are for example promising for the three-
dimensional setup. However, for n = 2, the computationally cheapest option appears to be the previous
explicit consideration. Thus, this formulation is used subsequently.

3. Obstacle-Avoidant Model Predictive Controller

We consider quite generic robot or vehicle kinematics of the form

ẋ = G(x)u (6)

4



where x ∈ X ⊂ Rnx comprises the robot’s state and u ∈ U ⊂ Rnu its inputs. The kinematics of all typical
mobile robots and vehicles can be expressed in this form, including nonholomic ones, cf. [9]. Moreover, we
assume w.l.o.g. that the state x comprises the robot’s position in the plane within the first two components,

i.e., x1:2 =
[
x1 x2

]T
and its orientation as the third coordinate, i.e., x3 = θ.

The kinematics (6) is then used to formulate the model predictive controller. As mobile robots are mostly
operated in a discrete-time fashion with piecewise constant control inputs over a sampling time δt ∈ R>0,
we consider the discrete-time case. Using typical MPC notation in which x(k | t) and u(k | t) denote the
predicted state and input trajectories of the discretized system planned at time t and evaluated at time
steps k, the optimal control problem follows as

minimize
u(· | t)

t+H∑
k=t

ℓ (x(k | t),u(k | t)) (7a)

subject to x(k + 1 | t) = f δt
d (x(k | t),u(k | t)), (7b)

u(k | t) ∈ U , (7c)

x(k | t) ∈ X ∀k ∈ H, (7d)

x(t | t) = x(t) (7e)

with H := {t, . . . , t + H}, some continuous stage cost ℓ : Rnx × Rnu → R≥0 summed over the prediction
horizon of length H ∈ N, and as prediction model (7b) some (approximate) discretization of (6). Then, the
implicit control strategy follows by solving the OCP (7) at each time instant t := jδt, j ∈ N0, applying the
first sequence of the optimal input over the sampling interval, i.e., u(t) := u⋆(t) for t ∈ [jδt, (j + 1)δt), and
then repeating this procedure. Mostly, we do not explicitly state the variables’ time-dependency for brevity.

Focal point of this paper is to include obstacle avoidance through the OCP’s state constraints (7d) in
an efficient manner. We add one state constraint per obstacle and discrete time step along the prediction
horizon. Thus, subsequently, we describe how said constraint is furnished for a single obstacle and time step.
To that purpose, let the volume occupied by the robot be described by some ellipsoid E(R(x3),x1:2) =: Er(x),
cf. Eq. (1), where the planar ellipsoid’s center is determined by the robot’s position x1:2 and the ellipsoid
matrix R is a function of the robot orientation. Further, the obstacle’s occupied volume is also described
by a planar ellipsoid Ec := E(D, e). In this work, the obstacles studied are static, but the method can be
naturally extended to include (known) time dependencies. Both ellipsoids are assumed to not change their
shapes over the course of time, and they can be outer approximations of robot and obstacle, respectively, for
instance to take into account safety margins or accommodate more general shapes. Then, obstacle avoidance
at the sampling instances between robot and studied obstacle is achieved by adding the constraint

f (λ⋆, Er(x(k | t)), Ec)
!
< 0, (8)

cf. Eq. (4), for all time instants k ∈ H over the prediction horizon to the state constraint set (7d). The
functionality and computational efficiency of the proposed approach is shown in the following.

4. Results

Firstly, we consider an omnidirectional mobile robot such that its nominal kinematics can be described

by a single-integrator ẋ = uom with the state x =
[
x1 x2 θ

]T ∈ X ⊂ R3. Due to the physical limita-

tions of the employed electric motors, the macroscopic input uom =
[
vx1 vx2 ω

]T
, comprising the two

translational velocities as well as the angular yaw velocity, is constrained so that the maximum absolute
values of translational and angular velocities are 0.2m/s and π/4 rad/s, respectively. In all following simulation
and hardware experiments, the robot shall drive to its desired setpoint while evading obstacles in the direct
line-of-sight of the initial pose and the desired setpoint, which, w.l.o.g., is assumed to be the origin. Hence,
the conventional quadratic cost function ℓ(x,uom) = xTQ̄x + uT

omR̄uom, Q̄, R̄ ≻ 0 is employed for the
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Figure 3: Simulation results for the omnidirectional mobile robot (top plots) and the differential-drive mobile robot (bottom
plots) containing a planar perspective including the obstacles (left plots), the crucial K(λ⋆)q(λ⋆) metric (middle plots), and
the solution times of the OCPs (right plots).

omnidirectional robot. Secondly, we consider a differential-drive mobile robot described through

ẋ =

ẋ1

ẋ2

θ̇

 =

cos θ 0
sin θ 0
0 1

ud, (9)

where the input ud =
[
v θ

]T ∈ Ud ⊂ R2, only consists of the translational and rotational velocities
which are analogously constrained so that the maximum admissible absolute values are 0.2m/s and π/4 rad/s,
respectively. Deriving a stabilizing MPC for this nonholonomic robot is, even in the absence of obsta-
cles, much more sophisticated but can be achieved by utilizing the tailored, mixed-exponents cost function
ℓ(x,ud) = q1x

4
1 + q2x

2
2 + q3θ

4 + r1v
4 + r2ω

4, qi, ri > 0, within OCP (7), see [9, 10] for details.
In all simulation and hardware experiments, the sampling time is chosen to δt = 0.2 s and the prediction

horizon is set toH = 10 steps resulting in a prediction horizon of T = 2 s. The resulting OCPs are formulated
using CasADi [11] and solved with Ipopt [12], both through the Matlab interface.

4.1. Simulation Results

To illustrate the principal functionality of the proposed obstacle-avoidant MPC, we investigate a sim-
ulation scenario for an omnidirectional robot and for a differential-drive robot, both with their nominal

dynamics. First, the omnidirectional robot starts at the initial pose x0 =
[
−1m 0.4m 0 rad

]T
and shall

park at the origin. Here, the robot’s volume is an ellipsoid with semi-axis lengths of 0.35m and 0.2m
yielding R(x3) such that its ellipsoid follows as Er(x) = E(R(x3),x1:2). The three static obstacles present
are described by means of Ec,i = E(Di, ei), i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, as depicted in Fig. 3. As Fig. 3 (top) indicates,
the proposed controller successfully steers the robot to the origin while evading the obstacles. In order to
minimize the cost function ℓ over the prediction horizon, the robot seeks to minimize its distance to the
origin which includes that it rotates while passing the obstacles. This change in θ is remarkable since the
omnidirectional robot’s rotational and translational kinematics are fully decoupled and the initial robot
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Figure 4: Hardware results with still images for the omnidirectional mobile robot evading multiple obstacles. The crucial metric
is shown on the right for each obstacle.

orientation is equal to the desired one. The middle plot of Fig. 3 (top) shows the crucial overlap metric κ⋆
i

for all robot-obstacle pairings i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, where κ⋆
i is the expressions furnished for the respective obstacle

as discussed in Sec. 2. Additionally, the right plot of Fig. 3 (top) displays the computation time needed to
solve the underlying OCP (7) of the collision-avoidant MPC at each time instant.

Analogously, Fig. 3 shows a simulation scenario for the differential-drive robot (9). The robot’s planar
shape shall be an ellipsoid with semi-axis lengths of 0.2m and 0.1m yielding Er as previously. Crucially, to
pass the present obstacles Ec,i, i ∈ {1, 2}, the robot needs to adapt its orientation not (only) for optimality
reasons but also due to its nonholonomic kinematics.

4.2. Hardware Experiments

Having shown the principal functionality of the proposed scheme using simulations, it remains to show
that it is also applicable in practice using real-world hardware. Figure 4 exemplifies this where both the
omnidirectional mobile robot and the obstacles are of some ellipsoidal shapes with the corresponding loca-
tion vectors being tracked by a motion capture system. For the robot, we use for collision avoidance an
ellipse, depicted in green, that is slightly larger than the actual shape of the robot, which is marked by a red

outline, to be able to deal with uncertainties. Starting at the initial pose x0 ≈
[
2.87m 0.01m 0.02 rad

]T
,

the robot successfully evades all light-blue obstacles and again utilizes its rotational degree of freedom to
squeeze through narrow passages in order to drive to the origin. The practical performance of the controller
is additionally demonstrated in a video included as supplementary material of this paper. The latter also
comprises an additional hardware experiment and the simulative investigations presented earlier. In the
videos and in Fig. 4, the origin is indicated by a red cross, which is added to the image in post-processing
for reference. Similarly, the obstacles’ outlines have been marked with color during post-processing to be
able to distinguish them, whereas the actual light-blue obstacles are physically present in the laboratory
environment. The right-hand side plot of Fig. 4 depicts the values of the collision-avoidance constraint
functions κ⋆

i,j over time, where the color as well as the first subscript i ∈ {1, 2, 3} indicate the respective
robot-obstacle-pairing and where the line-style as well as the second subscript j indicate whether the metric
is computed w.r.t. the green, outer ellipsoid (solid, j = o) or w.r.t. the actual, red robot ellipsoid (dashed,
j = r). Note that κ⋆

i,r is not included in the OCP but solely shown here to demonstrate that no collisions
occur between the robot and the obstacles since κ⋆

i,r < 0 holds at all times for all robot-obstacle pair-
ings i ∈ {1, 2, 3}. However, for some time instances, the constraint (8) is not strictly satisfied for the current
measurement of the robot’s pose, demonstrating one of the main difficulties when transitioning from simu-
lation to hardware when using state constraints. Plant-model mismatches, time-delays, and measurement
inaccuracies may cause the ellipsoids to either indeed slightly overlap or to be misclassified as doing so. As
done here, in practice, an actual collision can still be prevented by introducing additional safety margins
by enlarging one or both of the involved ellipsoids as much as necessary for the accuracies obtainable with
the hardware available. The needed enlargement is a function of the time delay, measurement inaccuracies,
the sampling rate, the plant-model mismatch, and the maximum velocity of the robot. However, if a pose
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with a slight overlap is admitted while driving, the OCP becomes technically infeasible. In our case, it was
sufficient to change the solver’s acceptable constraint violation tolerance to a coarser value than the desired
tolerance. However, if the system dynamics is incorporated into the problem via constraints, this can lead
to violations of the dynamic equations if only one tolerance can be configured for all constraints. Thus, in
contrast to our simulative investigations, in the hardware experiments, we used a condensed formulation
of the OCP, i.e., the system dynamics is not represented as constraints but is inserted recursively into the
optimization problem so that the inputs are the only free variables. However, as usual for any kind of state
constraint, in more difficult and non-condensed cases, a more thorough treatment, in conjunction with the
precise workings of the numerical solution algorithm, can be necessary.

5. Conclusions and Outlook

This paper presents a collision-avoiding MPC approach for wheeled mobile robots, specifically dealing
with arbitrary ellipsoidal shapes for both the robot and the obstacles. Therefore, an overlap-like metric
derived from an overlap test between two ellipsoids is novelly integrated into the underlying OCP. This
yields a computationally efficient formulation of the typically complex task. The effectiveness of the proposed
control scheme has been demonstrated for two distinct kinematics in simulations. Hardware experiments
have shown that collision avoidance is also achievable with plant-model mismatches and time delays as
they realistically occur with real-world hardware. Future work may focus on accelerating the OCP solution
even more, which is readily achievable using recent advancements in numerical solvers [13] and using fully
compiled code. Moreover, one may combine the presented approach with machine-learned hotstarts of the
optimization problem and with learned terminal costs to obtain long-term optimal trajectories even with
short prediction horizons [3]. Finally, one can seek to apply the concept to other types of robots, such
as drones navigating around three-dimensional obstacles, as it is, although not yet tested experimentally,
already covered by the approach.
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