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Abstract— This paper presents a novel conflict resolution
strategy for autonomous surface vehicles (ASVs) to safely
navigate and avoid collisions in a multi-vessel environment
at sea. Collisions between two or more marine vessels must
be avoided by following the International Regulations for
Preventing Collisions at Sea (COLREGs). We propose strategy
a two-phase strategy called as COLREGs Compliant Conflict-
Resolving (COMCORE) strategy, that generates collision-free
trajectories for ASVs while complying with COLREGs. In
phase-1, a shortest path for each agent is determined, while
in phase-2 conflicts are detected and resolved by modifying
the path in compliance with COLREGs. COMCORE solution
optimises vessel trajectories for lower costs while also providing
a safe and collision-free plan for each vessel. Simulation results
are presented to show the applicability of COMCORE for
larger number agents with very low computational requirement
and hence scalable. Further, we experimentally demonstrate
COMCORE for two ASVs in a lake to show its ability to
determine solution and implementation capability in the real-
world.

I. INTRODUCTION

The applications of Autonomous Surface Vehicles (ASVs)
in the maritime domain are increasing day by day. These
ASVs need to operate with other vessels that are manually
driven. Thus, the ship captain/helmsman of the boat antici-
pates that the ASV to follow the very rules that other marine
vessels follow to avoid collisions. Therefore, there is a need
to develop collision avoidance algorithms for ASVs that
adhere to the rules prescribed in International Regulations
for Preventing Collisions at Sea (COLREGs).

There are several collision avoidance approaches de-
veloped in the literature, like velocity obstacles based
methods[1], [2], potential field based methods [3], [4],
navigation function method [5], vector field-based methods
[6], control based frameworks [7], [8], and geometry-based
frameworks [9]. These approaches are not directly applicable
for the marine vessels as they interact with manned marine
vehicles and hence are required to meet deterministic be-
haviours by satisfying the COLREGs rules.

Some of the above approaches have been modified to meet
the COLREGs requirement. A survey of collision avoidance
approaches for ASVs is given in [10]. We review some
of the works that are closely related to our work where
we would like to develop a collision avoidance system for
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ASVs while satisfying COLREGs requirements. In [11],
an RRT-based approach with global and local optimisation
techniques to generate feasible solutions is used. The paths
generated by RRT can be highly sub-optimal. In [12], a
model predictive control approach is developed such that
only certain half-spaces are active for the MPC control
evaluation. The MPC optimizes the control and deviation
from the desired trajectory and hence its performance is
better than the RRT approach. However, the MPC approach
can become computationally heavy and requires model of the
other vehicles. In [13], [14], the reciprocal velocity obstacle
method [1] is modified to meet the COLREGs requirements.
This approach is a reactive which may make the vehicle
deviate more than required.

The collision between two vessels occur when they are
unable to resolve the conflict in their paths. We can think of
collision avoidance as conflict-resolution, where the resolu-
tion is to find alternative paths for either a single vessel or for
both the vessels. The conflict-resolution between two vessels
then can be extended to multiple vessels by taking a pair
of vessels at a time. In this paper, we propose to develop a
collision avoidance and conflict resolution method influenced
by search-based planning [15] approach but are not COL-
REGs complaint. The main contributions of this paper are (i)
to develop a novel COLREGs compliant conflict resolution
strategy (COMCORE) for collision avoidance (ii) Evaluate
the approach on larger of vessels and shows it scalability
properties and (iii) experimentally validate COMCORE on
ASVs in a lake.

II. COLREGS-COMPLIANT COLLISION AVOIDANCE
RULES

The guidelines outlined by COLREGs are spread across
41 rules. In this paper, we focus on Section II, Rules 8 and
13-17 of COLREGs, that occur the most in the maritime
scenarios. These rules specify how to identify possible col-
lision scenarios, and the actions to be taken by the involved
vessels [11]. We define the following two collision situations
that occur in the waters:

Definition 1 (Head-On): The vessels are meeting on a
reciprocal or near-reciprocal course with a risk of collision.
The vessel headings angle are opposite to each other.

Definition 2 (Crossing): The vessels are crossing so as to
involve a risk of collision. In this scenario, the heading angle
of the vessels are orthogonal.

The action taken by both vessels is identical in Head-On
situations. However, in Crossing situations, each of the two
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Fig. 1: Collision Situations and Appropriate Vessel Be-
haviour by Give-way and Stand-on vessels.

involved vessels must first be labeled as Give-way vessel or
Stand-on vessel. The labels are defined as

Definition 3 (Give-way): The vessel which is directed to
keep out of the way of another vessel. According to Rule 15
of COLREGs, in Crossing situations, the vessel which has
the other on her own starboard side is labeled as Give-way.

Definition 4 (Stand-on): The vessel that shall keep her
course and speed based on Rule 15 of COLREGs.
Fig. 1 depicts the collision situations considered in this paper
and the COLREGs appropriate behaviour by each involved
vessel.

III. COLREGS-COMPLIANT CONFLICT-RESOLVING
(COMCORE) STRATEGY

A. Environment

In order to move the vessel from one point to another
the path is defined in terms of waypoints. In this paper, we
consider the path to be a set of waypoints. The workspace
area L×W m2 is decomposed into a grid, where each cell is
of length ℓ×ℓ, and the total number of cell are N. The center
of the cell is called the vextex (or node) vm. We restrict
motion of the vessel from a cell (vm, for some m ∈ N) to
either move forward, right or left. The neighbours of vm,
Nm, are the cells that can be reached from vm. An edge
is the path segment connecting vm to v′m,m′ ∈ Nm. Using
the vextices and edges, we can create a graph G = (V,E).
Note that the vessels move continuous and use the nodes as
the waypoints. Thus, we will use the grid structure of the
environment to determine the conflict resolution path.

We assume that there are k agents a1, a2, . . . , ak with
their initial positions as s1, s2, . . . , sk, sx ∈ R2, and goal
positions g1, g2, . . . , gk on a discrete workspace. For de-
scribing the COMCORE stratergy, we need some additional
definitions that are defined as:

Definition 5 (Path): A path is a set of cells for a single
agent ak from sk to gk.

Definition 6 (Solution): Solution is the set of k conflict
resolved paths for the k agents [15].

Definition 7 (Conflict): A conflict is defined as a tuple
(ai, aj , vm, t, ctype) where agent ai and aj occupy the same
vertex vm at time t. ctype refers to the type of conflict (Head-
on or Crossing).
The ctype field enables the agents to determine the feasible
regions while satisfying the COLREGs.

COMCORE uses a 2-phase decision-making architecture
to resolve conflicts and determine the solution. These process
of these two phases are given below.

B. Phase-1: Path-Finding for Individual Agents

The phase-1 operation of COMCORE finds optimal paths
for each agent from the given start to goal positions. We
use A* [16] to determine the optimal paths. As phase-1 and
phase-2 processes are independent, one can select another
motion planning algorithm to determine the optimal paths
instead of A*.

The Algorithm 1 returns a set of optimal paths for each
agent, and this set of paths becomes the stating point for
phase-2 operation.

Algorithm 1 Phase-1 COMCORE Algorithm

1: Input: k, s1, s2, . . . , sk, g1, g2, . . . , gk, workspace
2: Output: Set S of paths for each agent
3: i← 0
4: while i ≤ k do
5: S[i]← A∗(i, gi, si)
6: end while
7: return S

C. Phase-2: Resolving Conflicts and Making Paths
COLREGs-Compliant

The phase-2 operation of COMCORE identifies conflicts
in a solution and resolves them to make the paths COLREGs-
compliant. It does this by building and growing a solution
list (SL) that stores a solution (a set of k paths) in its every
node. A new node is added every time a conflict is found
and resolved. The new node contains the solution with the
newest conflict having been resolved. A node N in SL is
a goal node when the solution it stores is valid, i.e., all its
paths are free from any conflicts.

Every node N in the SL has the following member data
and methods to realise the above functionalities:

N.solution The k paths that are stored in the node.
N.validate(): To check the paths in the solution for
conflicts.
N.resolve(): To modify the paths in the solution to make
them COLREGs-compliant at the conflict.

1) Phase-2 Process: We start by initialising the SL with
an empty root node N and calling the phase-1 pathfinder to
find paths for the k agents in the system. This solution is
stored in N . We validate its solution using the N .validate()
function. If the validation process does not yield any conflict,
the node is labeled as a goal node and the algorithm ends.
If a conflict is found, it is passed to the N .resolve() function
to make the paths COLREGs-compliant at the conflict. We
create a child node C of N and initialise it with the modified
solution returned by N .resolve() and repeat the process by
validating the new solution. Algorithm 2 formally describes
this phase-2 COMCORE algorithm.



Vessel Time t− 1 Time t Time t+ 1
i vi,t−1 vi,t vi,t+1

j vj,t−1 vj,t vj,t+1

TABLE I: Collision window for a collision at time t and
vertex v

2) Solution Validation: The validate() method identifies
and returns a conflict in a node’s solution. It simulates the
paths computed for each agent to find an instance of two
agents occupying the same vertex at the same timestep.
When such an instance is found, the conflict is recorded
in a conflict tuple as described in Definition 7. While it is
possible for more than two agents to be involved in colliding
paths, the validation process records only two conflicting
agents at a time. This is to allow the direct application of
COLREGs during the conflict resolution process. Also, the
validation process halts upon finding the first conflict in the
solution. This results in each node in SL being responsible
for identifying and then resolving only one conflict, making
the COMCORE strategy fit for modifications to consider
many unique conflict resolution techniques.

Algorithm 2 Phase-2 COMCORE Algorithm

1: Input: Workspace, k agents, k start positions, k goal
positions, S (from Algorithm 1)

2: Output: Solution List SL
3: procedure PHASE2
4: N ← new Node
5: N.solution← S
6: while True do
7: conf ← N.validate() ▷ Returns conflict
8: if conf == None then
9: return N ▷ N is a goal node

10: else
11: C ← new Node
12: C.solution ←

N.resolve(N.solution, conf)
13: end if
14: N ← C
15: end while
16: end procedure

3) Identifying the Conflict Type: The ctype field in a
conflict tuple stores the type of collision situation that
that conflict would create (Head-on or Crossing). This in-
formation is important to plan the appropriate actions by
each vessel during the conflict resolution process. During
validation, when a collision in paths is identified, we record
the time t and vertex vt of the collision. We then record the
positions of both vessels one time step before and after the
collision. We call this the collision window. Table I depicts
this information in a concise tabular format.

The vertex of each agent at time t − 1 in the collision
window determines the type of collision situation that is
created. We use a 3×3 grid to plot the trajectories of the two
agents in the collision window. We call this grid the collision

(a) Head-on example (b) Crossing example

(c) Head-on cell counting (d) Crossing cell counting

Fig. 2: Example collision grids and cell counting process.
Box marks vertex vt−1 and circle marks vertex vt+1 for both
agents.

Counting from Counting to Counts Type
vi,t−1 vj,t−1 4 Head-on
vj,t−1 vi,t−1 4 Head-on
vi,t−1 vj,t−1 6 Crossing
vi,t−1 vj,t−1 2 Crossing
vj,t−1 vi,t−1 6 Crossing
vj,t−1 vi,t−1 2 Crossing

TABLE II: Conflict type based on counting in collision grid

grid. The collision vertex vt lies in the centre of the collision
grid. As an agent may only travel a single vertex in one time
step, vertices vi,t−1, vj,t−1, vi,t+1 & vj,t+1 must all lie in the
4 outer cells of the collision grid (top, left, bottom, and right).
Figures 2a and 2b show an example of collision grids in the
Head-on and Crossing situations respectively. To identify the
conflict type, we begin counting the number of cells from
the starting vertex vi,t−1 of agent i to the starting vertex
vj,t−1 of agent j and vice versa. We perform this counting
in anti-clockwise order along the 8 outer cells of the grid.
The count value determines the conflict type in the collision.
Figures 2c and 2d demonstrate this counting procedure, and
table II identifies the conflict type based on the count values.

4) Conflict Resolution: The resolve() method takes a
node’s solution and the identified conflict to modify the solu-
tion and avoid collisions based on the conflict information.
Since it is provided only one conflict object, the resolve()
method resolves single conflicts between only two vessels
at a time. The conflict resolution strategy varies based on
the ctype field of the conflict tuple. According to Rules
14-17 of COLREGs, the action by both vessels in Head-
on situations is identical. However, in Crossing situations,
the vessels must first be labeled as Stand-on or Give-way
to decide collision-avoidance actions. After identifying and



labeling the vessels, the resolve() method modifies the paths
in the solution in accordance with COLREGs. The modified
solution is returned at the end, to be used to initialise the
next node in SL.

5) Vessel Labeling: Since the collision avoidance actions
by both vessels are identical in Head-on situations, we do
not need to label the vessels as Stand-on or Give-way.
However, for Crossing situations, the labeling is required.
Given a conflict tuple, we again use a collision window and
its collision grid of the conflict to complete the labeling.
Similar to the validate() method, we count the number of
cells from the starting vertex vi,t−1 of agent i to the starting
vertex vj,t−1 of agent j and vice versa in the collision grid.
Table III demonstrates this labeling for various counts.

Counting from Counting to Counts Agent i Agent j
vi,t−1 vj,t−1 4 - -
vj,t−1 vi,t−1 4 - -
vi,t−1 vj,t−1 6 Stand-on Give-way
vi,t−1 vj,t−1 2 Give-way Stand-on
vj,t−1 vi,t−1 6 Give-way Stand-on
vj,t−1 vi,t−1 2 Stand-on Give-way

TABLE III: Vessel labeling based on counting in collision
grid

6) Modifying the Solution for COLREGs-Compliance:
Once the vessels have been labeled, we use this information
in addition to the conflict tuple to modify the solution paths.
We again make use of the collision window and collision
grid. We replace the 3 vertices in the collision window for
each vessel and insert a list of new vertices in their place to
make the vessels’ paths COLREGs-compliant. We call this
list of new vertices an insertion list (L) The modification
through vertex-insertion for Head-on and Crossing collisions
is given as follows:

• Head-on: Each vessel must start from its start vertex
vt−1 and follow a sequence of cells in anti-clockwise
order along the outer cells of the collision grid until
it reaches its final vertex vt+1. Algorithm 3 gives the
exact procedure to be followed to generate L.

• Crossing: The Stand-on vessel as must follow the same
trajectory as represented in the collision window with
no modifications (vs,t−1 → vs,t → vs,t+1). Hence, we
simply populate L with the same 3 vertices as in the
collision window. The Give-way vessel ag must start
from its start vertex vg,t−1 and follow a continuous
sequence of cells along the collision grid’s outer cells
in anti-clockwise order till it reaches the start vertex
vs,t−1 of the Stand-on vessel as. If vs,t−1 and Give-way
vessel ag’s vg,t−1 are the same, no further insertions are
needed. Otherwise, it must then visit the collision grid
centre vg,t, and then the final vertex vg,t+1. Algorithm
4 shows how to generate L for Give-way vessels in
Crossing situations.

Replacing the vertices in the collision window with a list
of new vertices L generated by the above process resolves
the conflict and makes the involved vessels pass each other
in a safe, COLREGs-compliant fashion. Figure 3 shows an

example implementation of this strategy in Head-on and
Crossing situations.

Algorithm 3 Path modification for vessel in Head-on situa-
tions

1: Input: Collision window, collision grid, conflict tuple
2: Output: Path subsection L
3: L← APPEND(L, vt−1) ▷ Append the starting vertex
4: while L[−1] ̸= vt+1 do
5: vn ← next outer cell in anti-clockwise order
6: L← APPEND(L, vn)
7: end while

Algorithm 4 Path modification for Give-way vessel in
Crossing situations

1: Input: Collision window, collision grid, conflict tuple
2: Output: Path subsection L
3: L← APPEND(L, vg,t−1) ▷ Append the starting vertex
4: while L[−1] ̸= vs,t−1 do
5: vn ← next outer cell in anti-clockwise order
6: L← APPEND(L, vn)
7: end while
8: if L[−1] ̸= vg,t+1 then ▷ If not the final vertex
9: L← APPEND(L, vg,t) ▷ Insert the central vertex

10: L← APPEND(L, vg,t+1) ▷ Insert the final vertex
11: end if

(a) Safe Head-on situation (b) Safe Crossing situation

Fig. 3: Examples of COLREGs situations resolved using
COMCORE strategy.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS
In this section, we demonstrate the validity of the COM-

CORE strategy through simulations and field experiments.

A. Simulation setup

We consider a workspace of 70m × 70m. The workspace
is discretized into cells of 10m length and width respectively.
Thus, the workspace is composed of a 7 × 7 grid. We
consider two agents and different collision conditions to
show the efficacy of the COMCORE to resolve conflicts
while satisfying the COLREGs conditions. We assign the
start and goal position for each vessel in the 7× 7 grid. The
speed of the vehicle is approximately 2 knots. The agents
initiate the COMCORE strategy when they are 3 cells apart.



(a) (b)

Fig. 4: Scenarios for (a) Head-on collision and (b) Crossing.
• is the start location of the vehicle. → represents the
direction of travel and current location of the vessel. + is
the destination of the grid of the vessel.

B. Simulation Results

In this section, we demonstrate the COMCORE strategy
on two common conflict scenarios – (i) head-on collision and
(ii) crossing scenario (shown in Figure 4). The two agents
(red and blue) detect the conflict and execute the COMCORE
strategy independently. The resultant solution generated by
the COMCORE strategy is shown in Figure 5 for both
the scenarios. From the figure, we can see the COMCORE
strategy resolves the conflict with minimal deviation.

Consider the head-on collision scenario as shown in Figure
4(a), where the agents are initialized at ”•” and travel towards
their respective goal locations given by ”+”. The current
location of the agents in given by ”→”. If the agents navigate
along their path towards the goal without any collision
avoidance actions, they would would collide at time step
t = 3s, in the middle of the workspace. However, at time step
t = 2, COMCORE is initiated, which provides a conflict-
free path for each vessel as shown in Figure 5(a). It is also
important to note that the action by the Stand-on and Give-
way vessels differs in the Crossing situation, with the Stand-
on vessel maintaining its course and the Give-way vessel
manoeuvring around it.

Additional scenarios for the head-on and crossing collision
scenarios are shown in Figure 6. In Figure 6(a), the two
vessels may collide one step away, but with COMCORE the
resolved trajectories are shown in Figure 7(a). We can see
that the vessels take evasive action quickly and resolve the
conflict. As similar scenario is shown in Figure 6(b) for the
crossing situation. In this case, the blue vessel takes a de-tour
while the red vessel continues in its pre-assigned trajectory.
Even in this case, we can see that the deviation from the
assigned trajectory towards the goal is minimal.

We now extend the simulation to 10 agents as shown in
Figure 8. The resultant paths clearly show that ability of the
COMCORE strategy to resolve conflicts and scale.

C. Physical Experimental Results

We evaluate the complete functionality of the COMCORE
strategy through real-world demonstrations on an ASV. The
experiment was carried out in the Bhopal Lower Lake,
Bhopal, India. We have developed an in-house ASV based

(a) (b)

Fig. 5: COMCORE-resolved (a) Head-on situation (b) Cross-
ing situation

(a) (b)

Fig. 6: Some more COLREGs scenarios for (a) Head-on and
(b) Crossing situations.

on a single hull kayak hull (called “Dolphin”). The Figure 9
shows the vessel navigating in the water autonomously.

1) Dolphin vessel: The vessel is a single hull kayak of
length 2400mm made from plastic. The width of the vessel
is 700mm and hull weight is 13Kg with a payload capacity
of 75Kg. The vehicle is equipped with T200 thrusters that
create a differential drive mechanism. It has a Pixhawk
2.1 Cube autopilot with ArduRover firmware. We built an
external frame using aluminium extrusions weighing about
10Kg to mount the various components on the vessel. These
components also add approximately 8Kg to the payload. The
onboard computer is a Jetson Nano. For communication to
the base station, RFD 868 radio modems are used and a
Ubiquity Rocket M5 with an onmi-directional antenna is
used for communication with other vessels. The maximum
speed of Dolphin is 4 knots.

The ASV broadcasts its global location to all nearby
vessels. When two independently-navigating vessels come
closer than a threshold distance, they switch to planning
using COMCORE and computing a collision-free path to
their target. Currently, due to lack of time, we were able
to build only one ASV and hence we demonstrate the
COMCORE strategy on Dolphin while we simulate the other
vehicle’s trajectory in real-time on-board the vessel. The
resolved trajectories enable us to validate the performance
of COMCORE for generating COLREGs-compliant manoeu-
vres.

2) Experiment: We consider an area of 70m × 70m in
the lake. The area is discretized into 7 × 7 cells, each



(a) (b)

Fig. 7: Some more COLREGs-compliant paths for (a) Head-
on and (b) Crossing situations.

Fig. 8: Multi-agent COLREGs-compliant paths using COM-
CORE.

cell having a 10m width and length. Initially, the vessels
are located at the start location and move towards the goal
location. When the vessels are 30m (3 cells) apart, they check
for potential collisions and the COMCORE algorithm is
invoked by Dolphin and the simulated vessel simultaneously.
The resultant generated solution is shown in Figure 10. The
conflict-avoidance actions follow the prescribed actions in
COLREGs. Figure 10(a) is a tricky Head-on situation, and
the vessels each take action. The vessels consider the COM-
CORE solution as a set of waypoints and follow this new
plan executing the conflict resolution. Figure 10(b) shows the
GPS trajectories of the two vessels. The trajectories shown
in the Figure are the actual GPS trajectories.

Further, we demonstrate the crossing scenario using the
ASV as shown in Figure 10(c) and (d).

From the simulations and real-world experiments, we have
demonstrated that the COMCORE strategy can successfully
generate conflict free paths satisfying COLREG requirements
for ASVs.

Fig. 9: ASV “Dolphin” at Lower Lake, Bhopal, India.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Fig. 10: Computed paths in a discrete workspace vs actual
experimental ASV trajectories.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have presented a path planning strategy
for ASVs using a conflict-resolution approach. We have
provided details of the algorithms and demonstrated its
capabilities through simulation and real-world experiments
on an ASV. Our simulation and experimental tests validated
the utility of the COMCORE strategy in real-life scenarios,
and provided insights into the application of discrete conflict
resolution algorithms in practical situations.

The present work can be extended in terms of determining
the theoretical properties of COMCORE and extend towards
analyzing the effect of communication lags while determin-
ing the solution. Another extended version of the problem
can consider the currents and winds while determining the
paths. The efficacy of the proposed approach against existing
approaches needs to be analyzed.
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