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Nuisance-free Automatic Ground Collision
Avoidance System Design: Merging

Exponential-CBF and Adaptive Sliding Manifolds
Ege C. Altunkaya and Ibrahim Ozkol

Abstract—The significance of the automatic ground collision
avoidance system (Auto-GCAS) has been proven by considering
the fatal crashes that have occurred over decades. Even though
extensive efforts have been put forth to address the ground colli-
sion avoidance in the literature, the notion of being nuisance-free
has not been sufficiently addressed. At this point, in this study,
the Auto-GCAS design is formulated by merging exponential
control barrier functions with sliding manifolds to manipulate the
barrier function dynamics. The adaptive properties of the sliding
manifolds are tailored to the key and governing flight parameters,
ensuring that the nuisance-free requirement is satisfied. Further-
more, to ensure all safety requirements are met, a flight envelope
protection algorithm is designed using control barrier functions
to assess the commands generated by the Auto-GCAS. Eventually,
the performance of the proposed methodology is demonstrated,
focusing on authority-sharing, collision avoidance capability, and
nuisance-free operation through various scenarios and Monte
Carlo simulations.

Index Terms—Safety-critical control, ground collision avoid-
ance, flight control, authority-sharing, control barrier function

I. INTRODUCTION

As one of the major causes of fatal aircraft accidents,
controlled flight into terrain (CFIT) refers to accidents result-
ing from in-flight collisions with terrain, water, or obstacles,
without any indication of a loss of control [1], [2]. The
fact that the aircraft is still being controlled by the crew
at the time of collision in this type of accident reveals that
human error is the most probable cause [1]. Even though
the ground proximity warning systems (GPWS) are designed
to support the pilot in taking action to prevent crashes—and
have resulted in a remarkable mitigation in the number of
accidents [3]—seemingly, they do not appear to be a con-
clusive solution for avoiding fatal crashes [4] since they rely
on pilot intervention. On the other hand, gravity-induced loss
of consciousness (G-LOC) during highly complex military
operations is another cause of CFIT [5]–[7]. According to the
research in [8], the total duration of a pilot’s incapacitation
following G-LOC is 28 seconds, an astonishing duration that
inherently increases the risk of CFIT [5], [6]. Therefore, in
the event of a pilot’s blackout, pilot support systems such as
GPWS or enhanced GPWS (EGPWS) lose their effectiveness,
as they are warning systems, requiring manual response, rather

The authors are with the Aerospace Research Center, Istanbul Tech-
nical University, Istanbul, 34469, Türkiye (e-mail: altunkaya16@itu.edu.tr;
ozkol@itu.edu.tr)

(Corresponding author: Ege C. Altunkaya (e-mail: altunkaya16@itu.edu.tr))

than automation systems. At this point, in order to reduce
the number of mishap of CFIT, the technology of Automatic
Ground Collision Avoidance System (Auto-GCAS) emerged,
generating automated recovery maneuvers to prevent ground
collision. This technology has been developed over the past
three decades in the U.S. and was implemented in the F-16 in
November 2014 [4], [9]. From its implementation until 2019,
it has saved eight pilots and seven aircraft, according to the
statistics in [4]; furthermore, it is projected to save 11 F-16s,
nine pilots, and $400 million over the remaining operational
life of the F-16 [9].

Although the development of Auto-GCAS technology has
provided significant advantages in mitigating CFIT risks, it
also presents challenges stemming from human-autonomy
interaction [10]. In this context, the unnecessary, untimely, and
interruptive interventions of the Auto-GCAS are terminologi-
cally referred to as “nuisance” [10]. These interventions may
include premature activation or false alarms during maneuvers,
disrupting pilot operations and trust in the system. Moreover,
interventions that are impulse-like or insufficiently aggressive
may lead the pilot to perceive them as unnecessary, as they
could have executed the required recovery maneuver using a
more aggressive and abrupt approach [11], [12]. Therefore, to
ensure harmony between human and autonomy in piloted air-
craft, the design of a nuisance-free Auto-GCAS is paramount,
that is why, a number of studies have been conducted in order
to address this issue. Nevertheless, primarily, the qualitative
and quantitative definitions of “nuisance-free” must be es-
tablished. Fortunately, there is consensus on the qualitative
definition: a nuisance-free intervention is characterized as
“timely and aggressive” [10]–[14]. This implies that the Auto-
GCAS algorithm must generate a recovery maneuver that
satisfies the following criteria: (1) the applied command must
have maximum allowable magnitude, such as maximum pitch
rate or maximum load factor, depending on the flight control
architecture, and (2) the aircraft’s closest point to the ground
must match the pre-defined keep-out zone, i.e. buffer. In the
quantitative sense, Eq. (1) describes the notion of nuisance-
free, as clearly presented in [12].

min
t∈[t0,tf ]

||hA/C(t,u(t))− hDTED(t)||2 = hbuff

ui(t) =


umaxi ,∀t ∈ [t0, tCPA)

or
umini ,∀t ∈ [t0, tCPA)

(1)
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where u(t) is the control input vector. Additionally, hA/C,
hDTED, and hbuff ∈ R are the altitude of aircraft, height
of digital terrain elevation data (DTED), and height of pre-
defined scalar buffer, respectively. Understandably, these two
constraints imply that, for a given control input u(t), a
timely aircraft trajectory corresponds to a recovery maneuver
hA/C(t,u(t)) that approaches but does not violate the buffer
within the time interval t ∈ [t0, tf ], also it refers to a “last
second” maneuver [12]. Furthermore, at least one control input
ui(t) must reach its absolute maximum allowable magnitude
during the interval t ∈ [t0, tCPA), where tCPA is the time of
the closest point of approach within [t0, tf ]. The illustration
of nuisance and nuisance-free activations is depicted in Fig. 1.

Fig. 1: The illustration of maneuvers and their corresponding
control inputs, which can be classified as nuisance or nuisance-
free, involves qGCAS, the pitch rate command of the Auto-
GCAS, where qmax represents its maximum magnitude.

Although the primary focus is on achieving a nuisance-free
design, the requirements of a complete Auto-GCAS frame-
work extend further, necessitating adherence to the critical
“do no harm” principle, which encompasses a broad range
of additional considerations [10]. Fundamentally, the Auto-
GCAS must command a recovery maneuver which (1) does
not damage pilot or the structural integrity of the aircraft, (2)
does not stimulate an uncontrollable flight, and (3) allows the
pilot to intervene [10], [13], [15]. In summary, the design of
a comprehensive and complete Auto-GCAS framework must
integrate both the nuisance-free and “do no harm” principles,
along with their associated sub-requirements. Thus, the term
“complete Auto-GCAS framework” in this study refers to a
design that considers these criteria.

Based on the discussed challenges, there is a limited amount
of unclassified research addressing the Auto-GCAS design
issue. Even though the mid-air or traffic collision avoid-
ance problem has been extensively studied—for example, for
quadrotors [16], fixed-wing manned [17] and unmanned air-
craft [18], [19], and even for geofencing [20]—their proposed
methods cannot be directly applied to Auto-GCAS design due
to the specific design criteria discussed earlier, which were not
considered in those studies, with the exception of [20]. Molnar
et al. [20] proposed a run-time assurance control framework
for fixed-wing aircraft to ensure safety-critical tasks, such as
mid-air collision avoidance and geofencing. They introduced

various control barrier function (CBF) architectures, including
higher-order, backstepping-based, and model-free methods, to
address these issues. By merging multiple safety constraints
into a unified CBF, they demonstrated the efficacy of their
proposals through various simulations. However, as they high-
lighted as a direction for future work, the most significant
limitation of their study may be the lack of additional safety
constraints related to the aircraft’s safe flight envelope—e.g.
measures to prevent the aircraft from exceeding the stall
angle of attack—indicating that their methodology does not
incorporate the “do no harm” requirements. Therefore, the
available collision avoidance studies offer neither directly
adoptable approaches nor a complete framework for the design
of Auto-GCAS. Furthermore, in the existing accessible Auto-
GCAS studies, the main focus area is generally nuisance-free
design. In [13], the conceptual architecture of a nuisance-
free Auto-GCAS was elaborated. The discussed architecture
includes several key components, such as trajectory prediction
algorithm to eliminate the potential nuisance situations. This
component principally answers the question “What would the
resulting trajectory look like if a recovery maneuver is initiated
now?” and terrain scan pattern that scans a virtual horizon
using digital terrain elevation data (DTED). Seemingly, as
one of the earliest publications on nuisance-free Auto-GCAS
design, the study in [13] laid a foundational framework for
subsequent research, such as [11], [14], [15], [21]–[25]. As
a follow-up to [13], the study in [15] also emphasized the
necessity of a trajectory prediction algorithm. Similarly, the
study in [11] presents a detailed framework for Auto-GCAS
design, again including a trajectory prediction algorithm. No-
tably, several studies, including [21]–[24], focus specifically on
trajectory prediction algorithms. For instance, [21] proposed
a ground collision avoidance warning and decision system
with multi-trajectory risk assessment and decision functions
to provide comprehensive avoidance decisions for flight crews.
Likewise, [23] and [24] introduced trajectory prediction algo-
rithms tailored for general aviation (GA). Finally, the study in
[12] proposed a nuisance-free Auto-GCAS design approach
by formulating timely and aggressive recovery maneuvers as
an optimal control problem, thereby eliminating the need for
a trajectory prediction algorithm. However, this formulation
was based on simplified point-mass, three degrees-of-freedom
(3DoF) flight dynamics.

As a consequence, existing Auto-GCAS literature has pri-
marily focused on satisfying the nuisance-free criterion us-
ing computationally intensive trajectory prediction algorithms.
This reliance on such algorithms often necessitates simplified
kinematic 3DoF flight dynamics. Furthermore, to the best of
the author’s knowledge, no unclassified study provides a com-
plete Auto-GCAS framework that satisfies all the necessary
design requirements discussed earlier.

A. Objectives & Methodology

Building on the discussed design challenges and existing
literature, a pertinent research question arises: “Is there an
alternative approach to guarantee nuisance-free Auto-GCAS
design that reduces the computational cost of commonly used
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trajectory prediction algorithms while also completing the
safety framework to meet all critical Auto-GCAS require-
ments?” To answer this, the primary objective of this study
is to develop an Auto-GCAS that guarantees nuisance-free
operation while adhering to stringent safety requirements, in-
cluding compliance with flight envelope protection principles
to meet the “do no harm” mandate. To achieve this goal, this
study proposes a novel design methodology that incorporates
the following key components:

• Exponential Control Barrier Functions (ECBF): To
establish the ground collision avoidance constraint by
considering the altitude dynamics of the aircraft.

• Adaptive Sliding Manifolds: To manipulate the ECBF
dynamics and ensure nuisance-free operation, tailored to
critical flight parameters, such as pitch angle, bank angle,
and true airspeed, for adaptation to varying conditions.

Additionally, a flight envelope protection algorithm using
control barrier functions is designed to validate the com-
mands generated by the Auto-GCAS, ensuring compliance
with flight envelope protection constraints, including angle
of attack, load factor, and bank angle. The integration of
CBF/ECBF is motivated by their advantages: (1) the provision
of rigorous mathematical safety guarantees, (2) the facilitation
of control authority-sharing between humans and automation
through their formulations, and (3) the computational effi-
ciency through linear constrained convex optimization, en-
abling real-time feasibility.

Eventually, the proposed methodology is validated through
various ground collision scenarios and Monte Carlo sim-
ulations, emphasizing (1) authority-sharing between human
and automated controls, (2) collision avoidance capabilities,
and (3) nuisance-free operation, minimizing false alarms or
unnecessary interventions.

B. Contributions & Organization

The contributions of the study are itemized as follows;
• Contrary to what has been proposed in [11], [14],

[15], [21]–[25], this research does not rely on compu-
tationally intensive trajectory prediction algorithms to
generate nuisance-free recovery maneuvers. Instead, it
derives an exponential control barrier function (ECBF)-
based ground collision avoidance constraint. The ECBF
dynamics are manipulated using adaptive sliding mani-
folds, which are designed through an offline optimization
framework to meet the nuisance-free requirement.

• To achieve a complete safety framework, this study also
designs a flight envelope protection (FEP) algorithm
using control barrier functions (CBFs), which is similar to
the previous work of the authors [26]. The FEP algorithm
supervises Auto-GCAS commands to ensure compliance
with critical flight envelope limits, such as the stall angle
of attack and maximum load factor. This comprehensive
framework addresses “do no harm” requirement, which
is a gap observed in [20].

• The proposed method achieves a success rate of 499 out
of 500 Monte Carlo simulations for random initial dive
cases, equating to 99.8%. This success rate is attributed to

the study’s formally safety-proven approach, highlighting
the method’s potential to significantly reduce controlled
flight into terrain (CFIT) incidents.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Section II,
the necessary background for the study is provided, including
nonlinear flight dynamics modeling and flight control law
design. Section III introduces the design of the ground col-
lision avoidance system, addressing nuisance-free design in
Section III-A. To complete the safety framework, the flight
envelope protection design is presented in Section IV, with
specific discussions on angle of attack and load factor in
Section IV-A, and bank angle in Section IV-B. Finally, the
proposed architecture is rigorously assessed in Section V,
through ground collision scenarios in Section V-A, pilot
authority-sharing scenarios in Section V-B, and Monte Carlo
simulations, including 500 different cases, in Section V-C.

II. PRELIMINARIES

The necessary background for the subsequent sections is
established in this section.

A. Notations

Throughout the study, the time derivative of a C1 function
f : Rn −→ R is denoted by ḟ . Moreover, a vector is denoted in
the bold type, i.e. v, and the vector product of two vectors x
and y is denoted by x×y, and sgn(∗) is the signum function.
Throughout the study, the prefix ∆ denotes the incremental
form, i.e. ∆(∗) is the incremental form of (∗). The notation
of s∗, c∗, and t∗ corresponds to sine, cosine, and tangent of
(∗). Finally, a control affine system is described as given in
Eq. (2).

ẋ = f(x) + g(x)u (2)

where x ∈ Rn is the state vector, and u ∈ Rm is the control
input vector. Nonlinear mappings of f : Rn −→ Rn and g :
Rn −→ Rn×m are locally Lipschitz continuous functions.

B. Control Barrier Functions

The superlevel set C is composed of the expressions in
Eq. (3) by definition to be a safe set [27].

C = {x ∈ D ⊂ Rn : b(x) ≥ 0}
∂C = {x ∈ D ⊂ Rn : b(x) = 0}

Int(C) = {x ∈ D ⊂ Rn : b(x) > 0}
(3)

Definition II.1. [27] A function b : D ⊂ Rn −→ R is the
control barrier function (CBF) for the nonlinear system in
Eq. (2) if the following conditions hold:

• A superlevel set C exists for the function b(x).
• b(x) satisfies the inequality in Eq. (4).

sup
u∈U

{Lfb(x) + Lgb(x)u+ α(b(x)) ≥ 0} (4)

For cases where the relative degree of δ > 1, an extension
known as the exponential control barrier function (ECBF) is
employed to ensure the forward invariance property of C.
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Definition II.2. [27]–[29] A smooth function b(x), character-
ized by a relative degree δ, qualifies as an exponential control
barrier function (ECBF) if ∃κ ∈ Rδ such that ∀x ∈ C,

sup
u∈U

{
Lδfb(x) + LgLδ−1

f b(x)u+ κηb(x)
}
≥ 0, (5)

where ηb(x) = [b(x),Lfb(x), . . . ,Lδ−1
f b(x)]T represents the

Lie derivative vector of b(x), and κ = [k0, k1, . . . , kδ−1]
denotes the coefficient gain vector associated with ηb(x).

The components of κ can be effectively determined using
linear control techniques, such as pole placement [28], [29].

C. Flight Dynamics Model

The baseline aircraft considered is an over-actuated F-16,
featuring five independent control surface actuators: the right
and left horizontal tails, right and left ailerons, and the rudder.
Consequently, the aerodynamic modeling and flight control
law design are specifically adapted to account for this over-
actuated configuration, as detailed in the subsequent sections.

1) Equations of motion: The axes frame of the baseline
aircraft is depicted in Fig. 2.

Fig. 2: An illustration of the baseline aircraft with its body
axis (denoted as b) and wind axis (denoted as w) frames.

The set of nonlinear flight dynamics equations is presented
in Eq. (6), including translational and rotational dynamics, and
translational and rotational kinematics, respectively.
u̇ =

∑
Fx/m+ rv − qw

v̇ =
∑
Fy/m+ pw − ru

ẇ =
∑
Fz/m+ qu− pv

ṗ = qr(Iyy − Izz)/Ixx + (ṙ + pq)Ixz/Ixx +
∑
L/Ixx

q̇ = pr(Izz − Ixx)/Iyy + (r2 − p2)Ixz/Iyy +
∑
M/Iyy

ṙ = pq(Ixx − Iyy)/Izz + (ṗ− qr)Ixz/Izz +
∑
N/Izz

ẋE = ucθcψ + v(sϕsθcψ − cϕsψ) + w(cϕsθcψ + sϕsψ)

ẏE = ucθcψ + v(sϕsθcψ + cϕcψ) + w(cϕsθsψ − sϕsψ)

żE = −usθ + vsϕcθ + wcϕcθ
ϕ̇ = p+ tθ(qsϕ + rcϕ)

θ̇ = qcϕ − rsϕ

ψ̇ = (qsϕ + rcϕ)/cθ
(6)

where u, v, and w represent the body velocity components,
while p, q, and r are the body angular rate components. The
navigational position components are denoted as xE , yE , and
zE , and ϕ, θ, and ψ represent the Euler angles. The force
components acting on the body frame are Fx, Fy , and Fz , and
L, M , and N correspond to the roll, pitch, and yaw moments.
Finally, m denotes the mass of the aircraft, and Ixx, Iyy, Izz,
and Ixz are the moment of inertia components of the aircraft.

2) Aerodynamics & Actuators: The over-actuated aero-
dynamic model is based on the methodology presented in
[30], [31], where aerodynamic coefficients are expressed as
polynomial functions of the relevant states and control surface
deflections. Comprehensive details of this formulation are
available in [30]. Additionally, the actuator dynamics are rep-
resented by a first-order system incorporating time constants,
rate limits, and position saturation constraints, as described in
[32]. Specifically, each control surface is characterized by a
time constant of 0.0495s. The rate saturation limits are 60◦/s
for the horizontal tails, 80◦/s for the ailerons, and 120◦/s for
the rudder. Similarly, the position saturation limits are ±25◦

for the horizontal tails, ±21.5◦ for the ailerons, and ±30◦ for
the rudder.

D. Flight Control Law Design

The flight control law is composed of two primary elements:
(1) a control augmentation system (CAS) implementing a
single-loop angular rate control based on nonlinear dynamic
inversion (NDI), and (2) an incremental nonlinear control
allocation (INCA) to handle over-actuation.

1) Control Augmentation System Design: The derivation of
the control law leverages the control-affine structure of Euler’s
equations of motion, represented in a decomposed form in
Eq. (7).

ω̇︸︷︷︸
ẋ

= −J−1(ω × Jω)︸ ︷︷ ︸
f(x)

+ J−1q̄∞S

b c̄
b


︸ ︷︷ ︸

g(x)

τ︸︷︷︸
u

(7)

where τ , q̄∞, S, b, and c̄ represent the aerodynamic moment
coefficient vector, dynamic pressure, wing area, wing span,
and mean aerodynamic chord, respectively. For a control-affine
system as defined in Eq. (2), the NDI control law is expressed
by Eq. (8).

u = g(x)−1[ν − f(x)] (8)

where ν = ẋc is the virtual input designed using a linear
controller. The control moment coefficients for angular rate
regulation are then derived from Eq. (8), as presented in
Eq. (9).

τc =

{
J−1q̄∞S

b c̄
b

}−1[
ω̇c + J−1(ω × Jω)

]
(9)

The virtual input ω̇c is given by Eq. (10).
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ω̇c =

Kp

Kq

Kr


︸ ︷︷ ︸

∆
=K

ppilot − p
qpilot − q
rpilot − r


︸ ︷︷ ︸

∆
=e

(10)

where K ∆
= {Kp,Kq,Kr} denotes the gain matrix for roll,

pitch, and yaw channels, respectively. These formulations
provide the required control moment coefficients in response
to pilot commands ppilot, qpilot, and rpilot. The control moment
coefficients are subsequently transferred to the control alloca-
tion module, detailed in the next section.

2) Control Allocation Design: Incremental nonlinear con-
trol allocation (refer to [33], [34] for further details) is defined
by Eq. (11).

∆δc = Φ−1(x0, δ0)∆τc (11)

where ∆δc = δc − δ0 and ∆τc = τc − τ0, with the subscript
“0” denoting the current state. The control effectivity matrix
Φ ∈ R3×n, shown in Eq. (12), contains moment coefficient
derivatives with respect to control surface deflections at the
current state, where n represents the number of control sur-
faces. The control surface deflections δ ∈ R5 correspond to
the right and left horizontal tails, right and left ailerons, and
the rudder.

Φ(x0, δ0) =


∂Cl
∂δ1

∣∣∣
(x0,δ0)

· · · ∂Cl
∂δn

∣∣∣
(x0,δ0)

∂Cm
∂δ1

∣∣∣
(x0,δ0)

· · · ∂Cm
∂δn

∣∣∣
(x0,δ0)

∂Cn
∂δ1

∣∣∣
(x0,δ0)

· · · ∂Cn
∂δn

∣∣∣
(x0,δ0)

 (12)

With five independent control surfaces (n = 5), Φ is
a non-square matrix and can only be inverted using the
Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse (Φ‡). The final control surface
deflections responding to the control moment coefficients τc
are determined by Eq. (13).

δc = Φ‡∆τc + δ0 (13)

These equations complete the flight control law for angular
rate control.

III. GROUND COLLISION AVOIDANCE SYSTEM DESIGN

The principal strategy of ground collision avoidance should
be to redesign the pilot commands of ppilot and qpilot since a
rolling and pitching maneuver is expected. Thus, the altitude
dynamics of the aircraft, which is ḣ = −żE , given by Eq. (6),
should be such decomposed that the roll rate p and pitch
rate q should be observable. However, as the pitch rate is the
principal governing factor for altitude dynamics, the roll rate
is reserved for use in the other recovery maneuver, i.e. bank-
to-level, which will be scrutinized in the proceeding section.
Therefore, this section focuses on defining the dynamics to
isolate the pitch rate. Then, design a barrier function as
presented in Eq. (14).

b(h) = h− (hbuff + hDTED) (14)

It is obvious that b(h) > 0,∀h ∈ R>(hbuff+hDTED), and b(h) =
0, h = hbuff + hDTED. Thus, the time derivative of the barrier
function is in Eq. (15).

ḃ(h) = ḣ = Lfb(h) (15)

However, in the first time derivative, desired inputs are not
observable, thereby the second time derivative of the barrier
function is presented in Eq. (16).

b̈(h) = ḧ = f(h) + g(h)u = L2
fb(h) + LgLfb(h)u (16)

The roll and pitch rates can be explicitly obtained by
expanding Eq. (16); however, for simplicity, the following
assumption in III.1 is both convenient and consistent.

Assumption III.1. Assume that the bank angle (ϕ) and
sideslip angle (β) are both 0◦, as wing-level and symmet-
ric flight is expected during the ground collision avoidance
maneuver.

Thereby, the altitude dynamics of the aircraft turns into the
following form given in Eq. (17).

ḣ = VT sγ (17)

where VT = ||V ||2, note that V = [u v w]T , is the true
airspeed, and γ = θ − α due to the wings-level symmetric
flight. Consequently, the altitude dynamics are reduced to
dependencies on true airspeed, pitch angle, and angle of
attack. At this stage, these dynamics should be decomposed to
isolate the pitch rate. Based on this rationale, the second time
derivative of the barrier function to observe the pitch rate is
given by Eq. (18).

ḧ = V̇T s(θ−α) + VT c(θ−α)
(
θ̇ − α̇

)
=

[
f(VT ) + g(VT )q

]
s(θ−α) + · · ·

· · ·+ VT c(θ−α)
[
f(θ) + g(θ)q − f(α)− g(α)q

] (18)

Since true airspeed, pitch rate, and angle of attack dynamics
involve the pitch rate in their first derivative, it is appropriate
to describe them in the form of V̇T = f(VT ) + g(VT )q, θ̇ =
f(θ)+g(θ)q, and α̇ = f(α)+g(α)q, respectively. Afterwards,
for the sake of clarity, the description of the altitude dynamics
in the form of ḧ = f(h) + g(h)q is presented in Eq. (19).

ḧ = f(VT ) + VT c(θ−α)
[
f(θ)− f(α)

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
f(h)

+ · · ·

· · ·+
(
g(VT )s(θ−α) + VT c(θ−α)

[
g(θ)− g(α)

])
︸ ︷︷ ︸

g(h)

q
(19)

At this point, the dynamics of true airspeed, pitch angle,
and angle of attack should be defined; however, the detailed
derivation of these dynamics is not included in this study,
as it is readily available in the flight dynamics and control
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literature, e.g. [35], [36]. The true airspeed dynamics are given
by Eq. (20).

V̇T =
1

m

[
−Dcβ + Csβ + Tcαcβ · · ·

· · · −mg
(
sθcαcβ − cθsϕsβ − cθcϕsαcβ

)] (20)

where m is the mass of the aircraft, g is gravity, D, C, and
T denote the drag, cross, and thrust forces, respectively. A
further decomposition for the drag force can be performed, as
presented in Eq. (21).

−Dcβ
m

=
−q̄∞SCDq

qc̄

2VT
cβ

m
+

−q̄∞SCDauxcβ
m

(21)

This decomposition should be done to reveal hidden pitch
rate contributions within the aerodynamic coefficients, where
CDaux represents remaining lift coefficient terms excluding
CDq

. For the simplicity, the assumption in III.1 also leads
to the following assumption described in III.2.

Assumption III.2. For the small magnitudes of sideslip angle
(β), the contribution of the term of Csβ becomes negligible.
Note that the sideslip angle is expected to be 0◦ during a
symmetric level flight; therefore, this assumption is convenient
and consistent.

Finally, one can easily obtain the components of true
airspeed dynamics, i.e. f(VT ) and g(VT ), as given by Eq. (22).

f(VT ) =
Tcαcβ −mg

(
sθcαcβ − cθsϕsβ − cθcϕsαcβ

)
m

· · ·

· · · − q̄∞SCDauxcβ
m

g(VT ) = −
q̄∞SCDq

c̄

2VT
cβ

m
(22)

As the next step, define the pitch angle dynamics as given
in Eq. (23).

θ̇ = qcϕ − rsϕ (23)

It is quite easy to decompose the components of pitch angle
dynamics, as given by Eq. (24).

f(θ) = −rsϕ
g(θ) = cϕ

(24)

The final step is the introducing the angle of attack dynam-
ics, given in Eq. (25).

α̇ =
−L

mVT cβ
+
mg

(
cθcϕcα + sθsα

)
− T

mVT cβ
+ q · · ·

· · · − tβ
(
pcα + rsα

) (25)

where L denotes the lift force. Again, a decomposition for
the lift force can be applied to reveal the hidden pitch rate
dynamics, as given by Eq. (26).

−L
mVT cβ

=
−q̄∞SCLq

qc̄

2VT
mVT cβ

+
−q̄∞SCLaux

mVT cβ
(26)

where CLaux are remaining lift coefficient terms excluding CLq .
Finally, the components of the angle of attack dynamics are
presented in Eq. (27).

f(α) =
mg

(
cθcϕcα + sθsα

)
− T

mVT cβ
· · ·

· · · − tβ
(
pcα + rsα

)
− q̄∞SCLaux

mVT cβ

g(α) = 1−
q̄∞SCLq

c̄
2VT

mVT cβ

(27)

Then, the ECBF constraint for the Auto-GCAS is prepared
for construction. In this regard, the ηb(h) vector can be
represented by Eq. (28).

ηb(h) =

[
b(h)

Lfb(h)

]
=

[
h− (hbuff + hDTED)

ḣ

]
(28)

Furthermore, the ECBF constraint for the altitude dynamics
as pitch rate is the command of Auto-GCAS can be described
in Eq. (29).

f(h) + g(h)qGCAS︸ ︷︷ ︸
L2

f b(h)+LgLf b(h)q

+κηb(h) ≥ 0 (29)

where κ = [k1 k2]. Consequently, the final form of the Auto-
GCAS formulation for generating a pitch rate command to
protect the aircraft from the DTED with a buffer height is
presented in Eq. (30).

min
qGCAS∈R

1

2

(
qGCAS − qpilot

)2
s.t. f(h) + g(h)qGCAS + κηb(h) ≥ 0

qmin ≤ qGCAS ≤ qmax

(30)

The constructed formulation enables the Auto-GCAS to
generate a pitch rate command (qGCAS) that closely follows
the pitch rate command of pilot (qpilot) while adhering to the
constraint for ground collision avoidance. Additionally, the
generated pitch rate command, qGCAS, must remain within the
interval [qmin qmax], considering the admissible and allowable
pitch rate limits depending on the aircraft. However, at this
stage, the nuisance-free criterion has not been addressed, and
the question of whether it is possible to generate nuisance-free
commands by adjusting the gains of κ, i.e., k1 and k2, will be
elaborated in the proceeding section.

A. Nuisance-free Intervention Design

It is clearly observable that the ECBF constraint, given in
Eq. (29), leads to a second-order linear system as presented in
Eq. (31), setting hbuff+hDTED = 0 for the sake of homogeneity.

L2
fb(h) + LgLfb(h)qGCAS︸ ︷︷ ︸

ḧ

+ κηb(h)︸ ︷︷ ︸
k2ḣ+k1h

≥ 0 (31)
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The system also represents the second-order altitude dynam-
ics, and the state-space form of the obtained system is given
in Eq. (32), with a new state vector defined as ξ = [ξ1 ξ2]

T .[
ξ̇1
ξ̇2

]
=

[
0 1

−k1 −k2

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Φ(κ)

[
ξ1
ξ2

]
(32)

where ξ1 = h and ξ2 = ḣ. The obtained second-order linear
system has a clearly observable unique equilibrium point at
the origin. Thereby, the manipulation of the ECBF dynamics
is quite easy by adjusting the gains k1 and k2 in such a way
that sliding manifolds are established over the phase portrait
of the ECBF dynamics. Nevertheless, the main question is
the classification of the equilibrium point, namely whether
it is a node, saddle-node, circle, spiral, or degenerate node.
In this regard, the most appropriate option should definitely
be an attractor point, considering the assurance of stability
regardless of the initial points within the phase space. There-
fore, the saddle-node, circle, and degenerate node options are
eliminated. Moreover, a spiral equilibrium point would likely
result in an Auto-GCAS command that could be regarded
as nuisance, considering Fig. 1, since an oscillatory behavior
would be observable in altitude dynamics. Consequently, the
equilibrium point is preferred to be an attractive node with a
high damping ratio, i.e., ζ ≥ 1. As a final point of concern,
it should be noted that the higher the damping ratio, the
more sluggish the altitude dynamics become. In other words,
a setting of ζ > 1 may result in an untimely intervention.
Therefore, as the final specification, the setting ζ = 1 is
preferred as the most convenient option. The illustration of the
phase portrait of the system defined in Eq. (32) is depicted in
Fig. 3.

Fig. 3: An illustration of the phase portrait of the system in
Eq. (32): representative linear sliding manifolds, σ1 and σ2,
where µ = k1/k2.

Then, the proposition in III.1 must hold for the equilibrium
point to be an attractive node.

Proposition III.1. The equilibrium point at the origin is an
attractive node provided that 2

√
k1 ≤ k2, where k1, k2 ∈ R>0.

Proof. One can easily prove, noticing that Re(λ(Φ(κ))) <
0 and Im(λ(Φ(κ))) = 0, where λ to be the eigenvalues of
κ. QED

Lastly, the proposition in III.2 must hold for the system
dynamics to have a damping ratio ζ = 1.

Proposition III.2. The damping ratio of the system dynamics,
ζ = 1, provided that 2

√
k2 = k1.

Proof. One can easily prove, noticing that the damping ratio is

ζ =
k1

2
√
k2

for a second order linear system given by Eq. (32).

QED

The determination of the characteristics of the equilibrium
point and system dynamics is necessary but not sufficient.
Rapidly varying flight states across a wide spectrum of
operating conditions lead to the need for adaptivity of the
gains k1 and k2 to ensure nuisance-free commands under
any circumstances. Therefore, the sliding manifolds must be
designed adaptively. As observed in Fig. 3, the linear sliding
manifolds are functions of the gains k1 and k2, which then
define an adaptive sliding manifold, as represented in Eq. (33).

S = {(κ(x), ξ)|σ(κ(x), ξ) = 0} (33)

where sliding manifold σ(κ(x), ξ) is

σ(κ(x), ξ) = ξ2 + µξ1 (34)

where x = [ϕ, θ, VT ] and µ = k1/k2 is the adaptive design
parameter. The given definition of the adaptive sliding mani-
fold implies that the sliding manifolds are principally functions
of the gain κ, and the gain κ is a function of the governing
flight states, i.e. ϕ, θ, and VT . Consequently, the adaptivity
of the gain κ with respect to x = [ϕ, θ, VT ] and µ = k1/k2
directly leads to the adaptivity of sliding manifolds. For this
purpose, the adaptive design of gain κ is performed through an
optimization framework, which is presented in the proceeding
section.

1) Optimization Framework: An optimization problem is
set up to calculate the gain pair k1 and k2 in accordance
with the timely and aggressive intervention requirements. To
obtain the reference command shape, represented in Fig. 1, the
principal objectives are determined as follows: (1) the integral
of the pitch rate command within its applied time interval,
denoted as [t0, tf ], (2) the maximum amplitude of the pitch
rate command within its applied time interval, denoted as
[t0, tf ], and (3) the norm of the difference between the
minimum altitude of the aircraft and the DTED with buffer
height, i.e., hDTED + hbuff. Thereby, the optimization problem
can be described as a multi-objective optimization problem,
where the compact objective function is given by Eq. (35).

JT =W1

[
−

∫ tf

t0

qGCAS(t)dt
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
J1

+W2

[
−max(qGCAS(t))

]︸ ︷︷ ︸
J2

· · ·

· · ·+W3 |min
(
h(t)

)
− (hbuff + hDTED)|︸ ︷︷ ︸
J3

(35)
where W ∆

= {W1, W2, W3} represents the positive weight
coefficients corresponding to each objective element. The first
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element, J1, ensures the continuity of the Auto-GCAS com-
mand, eliminating possible discrete commands that could be
regarded as nuisance, as shown in Fig. 1. The second element,
J2, enhances the aggressiveness of the intervention, while
the third element ensures timeliness, preventing interventions
that are too early or too late. Consequently, minimizing the
compact objective function is expected to produce a timely
and aggressive command that is not regarded as a nuisance.

Remark III.1. If Proposition III.1 and III.2 are substituted,
the optimization problem is reduced to a single variable multi-
objective optimization, where k1 = k22/4 and k1 ∈ [4,∞).

Finally, the optimization set-up is described as given by
Eq. (36).

min
k1,k2∈R>0

3∑
i=1

WiĴi

s.t. k1 − k22/4 = 0

k1 ≥ 4

(36)

where Ĵ represent the normalized objective function between
0 and 1.

Subsequently, the optimization is performed under vari-
ous conditions by meshing ϕ, θ, and VT within the in-
tervals [−150◦, 150◦] with an increment of ∆ϕ = 50◦,
[−60◦, −10◦] with an increment of ∆θ = 10◦, and
[200, 350] with an increment of ∆VT = 30m/s, respectively.
The other flight states are randomly assigned to ensure the
aircraft dives. Finally, the optimization is carried out at each
design point, assuming the ground is flat and at zero level, i.e.,
hDTED = 0m while keeping hbuff = 100 m, and the calculated
gains k1 and k2 are scheduled as functions of ϕ, θ, and VT .

IV. FLIGHT ENVELOPE PROTECTION SYSTEM DESIGN

The flight envelope protection serves as an additional safety
layer to ensure “do no harm” principle. For this purpose, the
protection algorithms for the angle of attack, load factor, and
bank angle are designed using CBF.

A. Angle of Attack/Load Factor Protection

The angle of attack and load factor protection strategy
modifies the pitch rate command from Auto-GCAS, generating
a safe pitch rate command to ensure compliance with the
maximum allowable limits. Then, design a barrier function
as presented in Eq. (37).

b(α) = αlimit − α (37)

where αlimit ∈ R. It is obvious that b(α) > 0,∀α ∈ R<αlimit ,
and b(α) = 0, α = αlimit. Thus, the time derivative of the
barrier function is ḃ(α) = −α̇. For the sake of convenience,
the load factor limit can be described in the form of an angle
of attack limit, as presented in Eq. (38).

αnz

limit =
nzlimitmg

q̄∞SCzα
(38)

where Czα denotes the z-axis force coefficient derivative with
respect to the angle of attack. The most restrictive limit can

then be selected between αlimit and αnz

limit. The primary limit
for the angle of attack is considered to be the stall angle of
attack, αstall; therefore, the equivalent angle of attack limit can
be expressed as given in Eq. (39).

αlimit = min(αstall, α
nz

limit) (39)

Remember that the angle of attack dynamics (α̇) and the
components (f(α) and g(α)) that reveal the pitch rate are
presented in Eq. (25) and Eq. (27), respectively. Thus, the
CBF constraint for angle of attack and load factor protection
is straightforwardly presented in Eq. (40).

−f(α)− g(α)q︸ ︷︷ ︸
Lf b(α)+Lgb(α)qcmd

+γαb(α) ≥ 0 (40)

where γα ∈ R>0 is the design parameter to be chosen properly.
As a consequence, the final form of the angle of attack and
load factor protection formulation for generating a pitch rate
command is presented in Eq. (41).

min
qcmd∈R

1

2

(
qcmd − qGCAS

)2
s.t. − f(α)− g(α)qcmd + γαb(α) ≥ 0

qmin ≤ qcmd ≤ qmax

(41)

This formulation enables supervision of the Auto-GCAS
pitch rate commands to ensure that the allowable safe limits
are not violated and generates a safe pitch rate command to
the aircraft.

B. Bank Angle Protection

The bank angle protection serves to perform the bank-
to-level maneuver during recovery; therefore, it can also be
regarded as part of the Auto-GCAS structure, with the main
strategy being to redesign the pilot’s roll rate command, ppilot.
Moreover, it is activated only when qpilot − qGCAS ̸= 0,
meaning that if Auto-GCAS generates a pitch rate different
from the pilot’s command, the bank-to-level maneuver is
conducted simultaneously. A barrier function is then designed
as presented in Eq. (42).

b(ϕ) = ϕlimit − |ϕ| (42)

where ϕlimit ∈ R. It is obvious that b(ϕ) > 0,∀ϕ ∈ R<ϕlimit ,
and b(ϕ) = 0, ϕ = ϕlimit. Thus, the time derivative of the
barrier function is ḃ(ϕ) = −sgn(ϕ)ϕ̇. Additionally, since the
main function of the bank angle protection is to conduct a
bank-to-level maneuver, the limit of the bank angle, ϕlimit, is
simply set to 0◦.

At this point, it is necessary to decompose the bank angle
dynamics, introduced in Eq. (6), into the form ϕ̇ = f(ϕ) +
g(ϕ)p to reveal the roll rate. Since the roll rate appears explic-
itly, it is straightforward to describe the necessary components
f(ϕ) and g(ϕ), as presented in Eq. (43).

f(ϕ) = tθ(qsϕ + rcϕ)

g(ϕ) = 1
(43)
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Fig. 4: General framework of the proposed method: (1) Safety layer including GCAS and FEP structures, (2) CAS including
NDI, (3) Control allocation including INCA, and (4) A/C dynamics. The pilot commands ppilot, qpilot, and rpilot, with roll and
pitch rate commands subject to GCAS constraints. The pitch rate command is adjusted by the ECBF constraint, and qGCAS
is generated if needed. This command is also limited by angle of attack and load factor protection, generating qcmd when
required. Bank angle protection initiates a bank-to-level maneuver, generating pGCAS if qpilot −qGCAS ̸= 0, indicating a recovery
maneuver initiated; otherwise, the pilot’s roll rate command, ppilot, is passed through.

Thus, the CBF constraint for the bank angle protection is
straightforwardly presented in Eq. (44).

−sgn(ϕ)[f(ϕ) + g(ϕ)p]︸ ︷︷ ︸
Lf b(ϕ)+Lgb(ϕ)pGCAS

+γϕb(ϕ) ≥ 0 (44)

where γϕ ∈ R>0 is the design parameter to be chosen properly.
As a consequence, the final form of the bank angle protection
formulation for generating a roll rate command is presented
in Eq. (45).

min
pGCAS∈R

1

2

(
pGCAS − ppilot

)2
s.t. − sgn(ϕ)[f(ϕ) + g(ϕ)pGCAS] + γϕb(ϕ) ≥ 0

pmin ≤ pGCAS ≤ pmax

(45)

The constructed formulation enables the Auto-GCAS to
generate a roll rate command (pGCAS) that closely follows
the roll rate command of pilot (ppilot) while adhering to the
constraint for ground collision avoidance, i.e. ϕ = 0◦. Addi-
tionally, the generated roll rate command, pGCAS, must remain
within the interval [pmin pmax], considering the admissible and
allowable roll rate limits depending on the aircraft. Since there
does not exist an additional layer for the bank angle protection,
the command pGCAS is equivalent to the command pcmd.

Remark IV.1. It is noteworthy that the bank angle must be
within the interval, −π ≤ ϕ ≤ π, by definition.

The overall proposed architecture is depicted in Fig. 4 for
clarity.

V. RESULTS

The proposed Auto-GCAS design has been evaluated
through three different assessments, (1) terrain collision avoid-
ance scenarios, (2) an authority-sharing scenario, and (3)

Monte Carlo simulations. Note that, for all the assessments,
the buffer height is set to 100 meters.

A. Terrain Collision Avoidance Assessments

Two distinct terrain collision avoidance scenarios are con-
ceptualized: one at low altitude with randomized state vari-
ables and another at high altitude with randomized states
variables. The term “randomized state variables” encompasses
aerodynamic angles, Euler angles, angular rates, and true
velocity, with altitude being explicitly excluded. A default
terrain model, synthesized using MATLAB®’s peaks function,
serves as the basis for scenario generation. Furthermore, it
is assumed that the pilot is incapacitated (e.g. experiencing
blackout), resulting in the absence of control inputs, such that
angular rate commands are maintained at 0◦/s. Finally, it is
important to note that a terrain scan pattern should ideally be
employed, given that the terrain is not flat but mountainous.
However, the design of such a pattern falls beyond the scope
of this study. Consequently, a default rectangular scan pattern
is employed, extending 750 meters in height and 150 meters
to each side (left and right) in width from the nose of the
aircraft.

1) Scenario-1: Low Altitude: In this scenario, the aircraft
begins its flight with randomized state variables at an altitude
of 1000 meters. The relevant state trajectories are depicted in
Fig. 5.

Given the randomized initial conditions, the aircraft’s states
at the start are consistent with these specifications. Subse-
quently, the aircraft stabilizes itself under equilibrium condi-
tions, driven by the 0◦/s angular rate commands. For a certain
period, no intervention from the Auto-GCAS is observed,
indicating that it waits for the most appropriate moment to act.
Following the fourth second of the dive, the Auto-GCAS en-
gages, commanding the aircraft to bank-to-level and execute a
pull-up maneuver. The Auto-GCAS commands are continuous
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Fig. 5: Corresponding state trajectories during recovery
maneuver: “pilot” subscript denotes the pilot command,
“GCAS” subscript denotes the Auto-GCAS command, “cmd”
subscript denotes the overall resultant command, and “A/C”
subscript denotes the aircraft response.

and at maximum amplitude. However, under the supervision
of the FEP algorithm, these commands are subjected to flight
envelope constraints, specifically angle of attack limit αlimit,
and load factor limit nzlimit . To prevent exceeding the allowable
load factor, the commanded pitch rate is reduced accordingly.
Additionally, it is observed that the aircraft accurately tracks
the adjusted pitch rate command. At the onset of Auto-GCAS
intervention, both pitch and roll maneuvers are initiated.
This results in a bank-to-level maneuver, aligning the bank
angle ϕ to 0◦. By the conclusion of the recovery maneuver,
the aircraft clears the buffer height, demonstrating that the
recovery commanded by Auto-GCAS was both timely and
aggressive. Once the recovery is successfully achieved, Auto-
GCAS ceases its commands, and the angular rate commands
return to their original values 0◦/s. The corresponding control
surface deflections and control allocation objective histories
are presented in Fig. 6.

Fig. 6: Corresponding control surface deflections and control
allocation objective, ||ϕu− τc||.

The most significant outcome is the satisfaction of the
control moment coefficients through allocation on the control
surfaces, meaning that the commanded control moment coef-
ficients have been achieved. Finally, a 3D illustration of the
scenario is depicted in Fig. 7.

2) Scenario-2: High Altitude: In this scenario, the aircraft
begins its flight with randomized state variables at an altitude

Fig. 7: 3D illustration of Scenario-1: from XZ plane, YZ plane,
and isometric view.

of 3500 meters. The relevant state trajectories are depicted in
Fig. 8.

Fig. 8: Corresponding state trajectories during recovery
maneuver: “pilot” subscript denotes the pilot command,
“GCAS” subscript denotes the Auto-GCAS command, “cmd”
subscript denotes the overall resultant command, and “A/C”
subscript denotes the aircraft response.

Once again, for a certain amount of time, the intervention
of Auto-GCAS is not observable. Approximately at the 8th

second of the dive, Auto-GCAS intervenes, commanding the
aircraft to bank-to-level and execute a pull-up maneuver.
The Auto-GCAS pitch rate command is nearly continuous
and at maximum amplitude. However, such a high-amplitude
command is not permitted by FEP due to the angle of attack
limit, αlimit, and the load factor limit, nzlimit . It is observable
that, for a certain period, the aircraft achieves maximum
vertical acceleration, but any excess is not allowed. Due
to the simultaneous initiation of both pitching and rolling
during the recovery maneuver, the bank angle is rapidly set
to 0◦. Seemingly, not only is the pitch rate applied at its
maximum amplitude, but also the roll rate. At the end of the
recovery maneuver, the aircraft clears the buffer height for
this scenario as well, indicating that the commanded recovery
maneuver by Auto-GCAS is once again timely and aggressive.
Once the recovery is successfully completed, Auto-GCAS
ceases commanding, and the commanded angular rates return
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to the original values, i.e., 0◦/s. The corresponding control
surface deflections and control allocation objective histories
are presented in Fig. 9.

Fig. 9: Corresponding control surface deflections and control
allocation objective, ||ϕu− τc||.

The history of the control allocation objective indicates that,
once again, the commanded control moment coefficients have
been achieved. Therefore, the baseline flight control law also
works properly and effectively. Finally, a 3D illustration of the
scenario is depicted in Fig. 10.

Fig. 10: 3D illustration of Scenario-2: from XZ plane, YZ
plane, and isometric view.

B. Authority-sharing Assessment

This assessment should be evaluated within a different
context than the previous assessments. In this scenario, the
pilot remains capacitated and commands arbitrary angular
rates at different amplitudes at various time instants over a
certain time period. However, Auto-GCAS remains activated,
and the pilot is not allowed to violate the buffer height. The key
point to consider is the extent to which Auto-GCAS intervenes
with the pilot’s commands and when it ceases the intervention.

In this regard, the scenario is conceptualized as follows: the
aircraft dives under randomized conditions at an altitude of
3500 meters. After losing a certain amount of altitude, the
pilot commands rolling at a specific instant, pitch-roll coupling
at another specific instant, and only pitching at yet another
specific instant. The relevant state trajectories are depicted in
Fig. 11.

Fig. 11: Corresponding state trajectories during recovery
maneuver: “pilot” subscript denotes the pilot command,
“GCAS” subscript denotes the Auto-GCAS command, “cmd”
subscript denotes the overall resultant command, and “A/C”
subscript denotes the aircraft response.

The states of this scenario should be interpreted in a
different context. Primarily, since the pilot persistently com-
mands the aircraft to dive through the buffer height, the
expected nuisance-free intervention cannot be anticipated.
Consequently, the intervention commands of Auto-GCAS dif-
fer from those depicted in Fig. 1. The initial Auto-GCAS
commands, prior to reaching the buffer height, involve pull-
up and bank-to-level maneuvers. The pilot’s roll command is
adjusted to achieve wings-level, and a pitch-up command is
initiated simultaneously. However, the other safety layer, i.e.
FEP, prevents the load factor from exceeding its limit, thus
modifying the Auto-GCAS command. Nevertheless, a signif-
icant aspect of this response is the chattering-like behavior
in the Auto-GCAS pitch rate commands. It is observable that
the aircraft clears the buffer height due to the initial actions
of Auto-GCAS. However, the pilot continues to command
both push-over and roll. In such a scenario, the primary
responsibility of Auto-GCAS is to protect the aircraft from
a collision, making the expectation of a nuisance-free inter-
vention contrary to the rationale. Furthermore, if the altitude
response of the aircraft is examined in detail, the Auto-GCAS
commands are issued at the correct time and at maximum
amplitude, indicating a timely and aggressive intervention. As
soon as the risk of violating the buffer height is mitigated,
Auto-GCAS ceases its intervention, and the pilot’s commands
are once again permitted. Therefore, a collaboration between
the pilot and Auto-GCAS is evident, provided that safety is
ensured. The corresponding control surface deflections and
control allocation objective histories are presented in Fig. 12.

The history of the control allocation objective indicates that,
once again, the commanded control moment coefficients have
been achieved. Therefore, the baseline flight control law also
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Fig. 12: Corresponding control surface deflections and control
allocation objective, ||ϕu− τc||.

functions properly and effectively for this scenario. Finally, a
3D illustration of the scenario is depicted in Fig. 13.

Fig. 13: 3D illustration of Scenario-2: from XZ plane, YZ
plane, and isometric view.

C. Monte Carlo Simulations

Monte Carlo simulations are conducted under 500 ran-
domized initial conditions to investigate the efficacy of the
proposed method. In this assessment, since the DTED is as-
sumed to be flat and at ground level (0 meters), the previously
mentioned terrain scan pattern has not been utilized. All the
states of the aircraft are randomized, as depicted in Fig. 14.

Fig. 14: Initial condition space for Monte Carlo simulations.

The angle of attack is randomized within the interval
[−10◦, 20◦], sideslip within [−10◦, 10◦], bank angle within

[−150◦, 150◦], pitch angle within [−75◦, −10◦], yaw angle
within [−30◦, 30◦], roll rate within [−120◦/s, 120◦/s], pitch
rate within [−10◦/s, 20◦/s], yaw rate within [−5◦/s, 5◦/s],
true airspeed within [200m/s, 350m/s], and altitude within
[1000m, 5000m]. Understandably, the search space is mean-
ingfully broad. The performance metrics for the evaluation
are the minimum altitude, maximum pitch rate command,
maximum load factor, and the Euclidean distance between
the reference command depicted in Fig. 1 and the applied
pitch rate command. In order to obtain a meaningful Euclidean
distance metric, the applied pitch rate and reference com-
mands are normalized between 0 and 1. Then, the dynamic
time warping method is leveraged to compare the shapes of
the signals, using MATLAB®’s dtw function. Consequently,
the comparison is independent of the application time and
magnitudes. The statistical illustration of the Monte Carlo
simulations are presented in Fig. 15.

Fig. 15: Performance metrics of Monte Carlo simulations:
minimum altitude, maximum pitch rate, maximum load factor,
Euclidean distance between the reference signal and applied
pitch rate.

The results indicate a high success rate of the proposed
methodology. The average minimum altitude is 100 meters,
which corresponds to the predetermined buffer height. This
outcome is a clear indication of timely intervention. Addition-
ally, the maximum pitch rate command and maximum load
factor reflect the aggressiveness of the Auto-GCAS interven-
tion. The outcomes that should be elaborated are the failed
case and the Euclidean distance. The initial conditions for
the failed case are 1120.6 meters for the altitude, −64.86◦

for the pitch angle, 96.96◦ for the bank angle, and 330.1m/s
for the true airspeed. These parameters are of concern due
to their significant impact in a dive scenario. Notably, the
altitude is relatively low to protect the aircraft from such
a steep dive (−64.86◦ for the pitch angle) and high speed
(330.1m/s, circa 1 Mach). The histories of this case reveal
that the applied pitch rate corresponds to a 9G pull-up at the
beginning of the dive and it sustained for approximately 6
seconds; however, this recovery maneuver still fails to prevent
a collision. Consequently, this case can be regarded as both
extreme and harsh. Furthermore, the Euclidean distance should
be as close to 0 as possible for a perfect overlap between
the reference signal and the applied pitch rate command. The
average Euclidean distance is approximately 5. To interpret
this value, a comparison is essential. Therefore, the Euclidean
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distances of the pitch rate commands depicted in Fig. 5 and
Fig. 8 are 1.2 and 5.1611, respectively, and can be regarded as
reference values. Thus, it can be interpreted that the applied
pitch rate commands closely resemble the pitch rate shown
in Fig. 8, which is satisfactory in terms of the nuisance-
free criterion. Consequently, it is evident that the proposed
methodology achieves its objectives with a high success rate
of 499 successful collision avoidance out of 500 random cases,
indicating a 99.8% success rate.

VI. CONCLUSION

The challenge of unnecessary and/or untimely interven-
tions by automatic ground collision avoidance systems (Auto-
GCAS), which are often perceived as nuisances by pilots,
presents a significant issue in authority-sharing between the
pilot and the automated system. This study addresses this
challenge by introducing a novel framework designed to
ensure nuisance-free maneuvers that effectively prevent ground
collisions, while eliminating the reliance on computationally
intensive trajectory prediction algorithms. For this purpose,
exponential control barrier functions (ECBFs) are designed
in conjunction with adaptive sliding manifolds. ECBF is
responsible for protecting the aircraft from a ground collision,
whereas adaptive sliding manifolds ensure that interventions
are timely and aggressive, which are scheduled across a range
of flight states, including bank angle, pitch angle, and true
airspeed. The design of adaptive sliding manifolds are formu-
lated through an offline optimization process, wherein the ob-
jective function is constructed to align with the nuisance-free
intervention criteria. Afterwards, the optimization is performed
across various conditions, including pitch angle, bank angle,
and true airspeed, so that the designed sliding manifolds adapt
to changing flight circumstances. Additionally, flight envelope
protection algorithms are designed using CBF for angle of
attack, load factor, and bank angle to provide an additional
layer of safety assessment for Auto-GCAS commands. This
ensures that the Auto-GCAS commands remain within safe
operational limits while maintaining their effectiveness in
collision avoidance.

The efficacy of the overall proposed framework has been
evaluated through three distinct scenarios and Monte Carlo
simulations, conducted under 500 randomized different ini-
tial conditions. In terrain collision avoidance assessments,
timely and aggressive commands are generated by the Auto-
GCAS, providing maximum amplitude pitch rate commands
and maintaining sufficiently close proximity to the buffer
zone. Additionally, an authority-sharing scenario is examined,
with different pilot commands tested at various points in
time. Pilot input is allowed by the Auto-GCAS as long
as the imposed constraints are not violated, ensuring that
unnecessary interventions do not occur. Finally, Monte Carlo
simulations, including 500 different cases, demonstrate that
the proposed framework is highly effective in protecting
the aircraft from ground collisions while generating timely
and aggressive commands. The success is indicated by the
maximum amplitude of commands, load factor, and Euclidean
distance between the generated commands and the reference

nuisance-free command. The proposed system achieved a
remarkable success rate of 99.8% across 500 randomized
Monte Carlo simulations. These results highlight the potential
of the proposed framework to significantly mitigate controlled
flight into terrain incidents, fostering trust and collaboration
between pilots and automation systems.

Future work will focus on refining the optimization of the
ECBF control gain vector in relation to dynamic terrain scan
patterns. Additionally, implementing and testing the frame-
work in real-time on a fixed-wing UAV test-bed will further
validate its operational feasibility and scalability.
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