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Abstract
Maintaining energy sufficiency of a battery-powered robot system is a essential for long-term missions. This capability
should be flexible enough to deal with different types of environment and a wide range of missions, while constantly
guaranteeing that the robot does not run out of energy. In this work we present a framework based on Control Barrier
Functions (CBFs) that provides an energy sufficiency layer that can be applied on top of any path planner and provides
guarantees on the robot’s energy consumption during mission execution. In practice, we smooth the output of a generic
path planner using double sigmoid functions and then use CBFs to ensure energy sufficiency along the smoothed
path, for robots described by single integrator and unicycle kinematics. We present results using a physics-based robot
simulator, as well as with real robots with a full localization and mapping stack to show the validity of our approach.
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1 Introduction

Current advances in robotics and its applications play a
key role in extending human abilities and allowing humans
to handle arduous workloads and deal with dangerous and
uncertain environments. For instance, search and rescue
missions (Balta et al. 2017), construction (Yang et al. 2021),
and mining (Thrun et al. 2004) put a strain on the human
body as well as being inherently dangerous. Moreover,
tasks with a high degree of uncertainty like terrestrial (Best
et al. 2022) and extraterrestrial (Bajracharya et al. 2008)
exploration benefit immensely from using robots, especially
with the current quest for planetary exploration and the need
to discover locations to host humans (Cushing et al. 2012;
Titus et al. 2021).

To this end, endowing robots with the ability to recharge
during a mission is of vital importance to enable long
term autonomy and successful execution of missions over
extended periods of time. This gives rise to a crucial need
for methods that guarantee that no robot runs out of energy
mid-mission, i.e. energy sufficiency, while at the same time
having the needed flexibility to adapt to various types of
missions and environments. Many methods exist in literature
to achieve this goal: using static charging stations (Notomista
et al. 2018; Ravankar et al. 2021; Liu et al. 2014; Fouad
and Beltrame 2022), using moving charging stations that do
rendezvous with the robots during their mission (Mathew
et al. 2015; Kundu and Saha 2021; Kamra et al. 2017) or
deposit full batteries along robot’s mission path (Ding et al.
2019). The main shortcomings of these methods are that they
either do not provide formal guarantees on performance, or
they have limited ability to deal with scenarios involving
unstructured and uncertain environments, e.g. in exploration
missions where maps are not known beforehand.

One way to tackle the issue of unstructured environments
in light of energy sufficiency is to perform path planning
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Figure 1. Maintaining energy sufficiency during the exploration
of a corridor environment.

that incorporates energy cost as one of its metrics. As
an examples of this energy-aware path planning, Alizadeh
et al. 2014; Fu and Dong 2019; Schneider et al. 2014
formulate energy sufficiency as a combinatorial optimization
problem with the environment modelled as a weighted
graph encoding energy costs, travel times, and distances.
One issue with these methods is the rapid increase in
computational complexity for large environments. Other
methods emerged to deal with this issue with heuristics like
Genetic Algorithms (GA, Li et al. 2018), Tabu-Search (TS,

Polytechnique Montréal, Canada
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Wang et al. 2008) and Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS
Warsame et al. 2020). However, one fundamental problem
with these methods mentioned so far is their need to know
the map beforehand, which may not be available for missions
with unknown or dynamic environments such as exploration
tasks.

Tackling the issue of unknown and unstructured envi-
ronments calls for the use of exploration planners. Such
planners use the collected sensor information over time
and provide two types of trajectories: exploration paths that
maximize environmental coverage, and homing paths from
robot’s current position to any desired point in the map that
is being incrementally built as the robot keeps exploring.
Several well-designed exploration planners exist in literature,
many of which developed within the scope of the DARPA
SubTerranian Challenge (DARPA 2018): the Graph-Based
exploration planner (GBPlanner, Dang et al. 2019), the
Next-Best-View planner (Bircher et al. 2016), the motion
primitives-based planner (MbPlanner, Dharmadhikari et al.
2020)), the Dual-Stage Viewpoint Planner (Zhu et al. 2021),
and the TARE planner (Cao et al. 2021).

In this work, we present a modular and mission-
agnostic framework that uses a Control Barrier Function
(CBF) (Ames et al. 2019) to guarantee energy sufficiency
when applied alongside an arbitrary exploration planner.
The approach builds upon our previous work (Fouad and
Beltrame 2020, 2022), which provides energy-sufficiency
guarantees for robots in obstacle-free environments. We
thus leverage the ability of an exploration planner to deal
with unstructured and unknown environments and extend
previous formulations to validate guarantees on energy
sufficiency over paths generated by this planner, allowing for
more realistic mission execution. The modular nature of our
framework makes it suitable for a wide range of applications
that employ a path planner, especially the exploration of
unknown subterranean environments (Dang et al. 2019), ans
well a navigation in urban (Mehta et al. 2015; Ramana et al.
2016; Fu et al. 2015), and indoor environments (Zhao and Li
2013).

In essence, the contribution of this paper is a CBF-
based mission-agnostic modular framework that can be
applied in conjunction with any path planner to ensure
energy sufficiency of a robot in unknown and unstructured
environment. The framework applies to robots modelled as
single integrator points or using unicycle kinematics. The
framework is validated through physics-based simulation
and on a physical AgileX Scout Mini rover, with a detailed
description of our hardware setup and software stack (which
is also available as open-source).

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 reviews
the literature around energy sufficiency, energy awareness in
path planning, and some relevant topics to our frameworks
like path smoothing and control barrier functions (CBFs);
Section 3 presents some preliminaries, followed by the
problem statement we are addressing; in Section 4 we lay out
the main building blocks of our framework by addressing a
case in which a robot, modelled as a single integrator point, is
stationary with a non-changing path; in Section 5 we extend
the results of the previous Section to the case of a moving
robot with a varying path due to robot’s motion and path
updates; we then present a method for applying our proposed

framework with robots described by unicycle kinematics in
Section 6; Section 7 shows simulation and hardware results;
then we conclude the paper and provide a discussion along
with future work in Section 8.

2 Related work
Path planning methods for autonomous robots have been
an active area of research for a long time (Souissi et al.
2013; Patle et al. 2019). Different families of path planning
methods can be found in literature that vary in their
purpose (e.g., local planning vs. global planning), the way
they encode the environment (grid maps, visibility graphs,
voronoi diagrams...), the type of systems they plan for
(e.g., holonomic, non holonomic, kinodynamic) and the way
the path is created (sampling the space, graph searching,
potential fields...).

Endowing path planning with energy awareness has been
treated in literature in different forms that vary by purpose.
For example, some works find energy efficient paths within
an environment so as to increase a mission’s life span as
presented by Jaroszek and Trojnacki (2014) for four wheeled
robots and by Gruning et al. (2020) for robots in hilly
terrains. Other works focus on ensuring robot’s ability to
carry out missions within certain energy capacity and return
to a charging station. For example, Wang et al. (2008) use
a graph with nodes representing tasks with energy costs and
edges indicating spatial connectivity with distances, then use
Tabu search to solve a Traveling Salesperson Problem (TSP)
on this graph to minimize cost. Warsame et al. (2020) use
a probabilistic roadmap method to generate a graph with
routes to different goals and charging nodes, then they use
Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS) to create a tour vising
all goals, while having a utility function that diverts the
robot from its tour to recharge when needed. Hao et al.
(2021) proposes something similar by creating an idealized
version of the environment in the form of a MAKLINK
graph, then use the Dijkstra’s algorithm for finding paths
to charging station. Li et al. (2018) consider the problem
of UAV coverage of an area while needing to recharge,
and uses a mix of grid maps and genetic algorithms (GA)
to produce trajectories that minimize mission time and
cost while penalizing energy loss. In the electric vehicle
literature, similar graph representations of environment are
typically used, and an optimization problem is solved over
the graph. Schneider et al. (2014) formulate the problem as
a variation of the vehicle routing problem and use mixed
integer programming to find the optimal paths. Similarly,
Fu and Dong (2019) formulate an integer program that aims
to find the best path with least cost to go from destination
to goal while charging at a station. The problem is then
solved in two stages: building a meta graph of best paths
from destination to goal passing through stations, and the
then using Dijkstra’s algorithm to find the best path of this
meta graph. It is worth noting that these methods typically
do not provide performance guarantees.

The output of sampling based path planners is often in
the form of waypoints. There is often a need to smooth
the resulting piecewise linear paths to reduce the effect
of sharp turns, which gives rise to a significant body of
work pertaining to path smoothing (Ravankar et al. 2018):
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using Bezier curves (Cimurs et al. 2017; Simba et al.
2016), B-splines (Noreen 2020), among many others. Cimurs
et al. (2017) provide a framework for interpolating a set
of waypoints with cubic Bezier segments in a way that
maintains curvature limits and ensures no collision between
obstacles and the interpolated path. Noreen (2020) uses
clamped B-splines to produce C2 continuous paths, and they
provide a scheme for point insertion in segments where there
is collision with obstacles to iteratively rebuild the path till
no collision takes place.

Another body of work attempts to merge path planning
and smoothing: for example, Elhoseny et al. (2018) propose
a method for finding shortest Bezier paths in a cluttered
environment, where Bezier control points are searched for to
minimize path length using Genetic Algorithms (GA). Satai
et al. (2021) provide a method for smoothing the output of
variants of an A∗ planner by considering the waypoints as
Bezier curve control points and then introducing insertion
points between every two of these control points, then use
quadratic Bezier segments with the inserted points as control
points to produce a smooth path. Wu and Snášel (2014)
describe a method for creating smooth paths in robot soccer,
where the authors use a 4th-order Bezier curve with control
points comprised of the robot’s position and goal as ends, and
the other robots’ positions as rest of control points to produce
a dynamically changing and smooth path.

We use Control Barrier Functions (CBFs, Ames et al.
2019) as the base of our framework. Barrier functions have
been used in optimization problems to penalize solutions
in unwanted regions of the solution space (Forsgren et al.
2002). This concept has been later exploited to certify the
safety of nonlinear systems (Prajna and Jadbabaie 2004), in
the sense that finding such functions guarantees a system’s
state does not to wander to unsafe regions of the state space.
The notion of Control Barrier Function was introduced by
Wieland and Allgöwer (2007) to express values of a system’s
control input that ensures safety for a control affine system,
and Ames et al. (2014) introduced the popular method of
using quadratic programs to merge system tracking, encoded
by a desired system input, and the safe control input dictated
by CBF constraints. Other methods use Control Lyapunov
Barrier Functions (CLBF) (Romdlony and Jayawardhana
2014) to achieve tracking and safety simultaneously.

3 Background

3.1 Control barrier functions
A control barrier function is a tool that has gained much
attention lately as a way of enforcing set forward invariance
to achieve safety in control affine systems of the form

ẋ = f(x) + g(x)u

where u ∈ U ⊂ Rm is the input, U is the set of admissible
control inputs, x ∈ Rn is the state of the system, and f and g
are both Lipschitz continuous. In this context, what is meant
by safety is achieving set forward invariance of some safe
set C, meaning that if the states start in C at t = t0, they
stay within C for all t > t0. This safe set C is defined as the
superlevel set of a continuously differentiable function h(x)

in the following manner (Ames et al. 2019):

C = {x ∈ Rn : h(x) ≥ 0}
∂C = {x ∈ Rn : h(x) = 0}

Int(C) = {x ∈ Rn : h(x) > 0}.
(1)

This condition can be achieved by finding a value of control
input that satisfies ḣ ≥ −α(h), with α(h) being an extended
class K function (Khalil 2002).

Definition 1. (Ames et al. 2019) For a subset W ⊂ C, a
continuously differentiable function h(x) is said to be a
zeroing control barrier function (ZCBF) if there exists a
function α(h) s.t.

sup
u∈U

Lfh+ Lghu ≥ −α(h), ∀x ∈ W (2)

where Lfh and Lgh are the Lie derivatives of h(x) in
direction of f and g respectively.

Supposing that we define the set of all safe inputs
Us = {u ∈ U : Lfh+ Lghu ≥ −α(h)}, then any Lipschitz
continuous controller u ∈ Us guarantees that C is forward
invariant (Ames et al. 2019). Since the nominal control input
unom ∈ U for a mission may not belong to Us, there should
be a way to enforce safety over the nominal mission input.
This could be done by the following quadratic program
(QP) (Ames et al. 2019)

u∗ = min
u

||u− unom||2

s.t. Lfh(x) + Lghu ≥ −α(h)
(3)

noting that u∗ tries to minimize the difference from unom,
as long as safety constraints are not violated.

3.2 Problem definition
We adopt single integrator dynamics to describe the robot’s
position in 2D. Moreover, we consider the energy consumed
by the robot as the integration of its consumed power, which
in turn is a function of the robot’s velocity

ẋ = u

Ė = P(u)
(4)

with x ∈ R2 being the robot’s position , u ∈ U ∈ R2 is
the robot’s velocity control action, E > 0 is the energy
consumed and P(u) > 0 is the power consumed by the robot
as a function of its input velocity. The power consumption
follows the following parabolic relation

P(u) = m0 +m1||u||+m2||u||2 (5)

for m0,m1,m2 > 0. We consider a charging station at xc ∈
R2 and that the robot starts a fast charge or a battery swap
sequence as soon as it is at a distance δ away from xc, i.e.
||x− xc|| ≤ δ.

Assume that there exists a path between a robot and
a charging station described by a set of waypoints W =
{w1, w2, . . . , wnw

}, with wi ∈ R2 and the charging station
at wnw , produced by a path planner every T seconds.
Provided that such robot is carrying out a mission encoded
by a desired control action ud and a nominal energy budget
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Enom, our objective is to ensure energy sufficiency for this
robot, i.e. Enom − E(t) ≥ 0 ∀t > t0, while taking into
account the path defined byW back to the charging station.
Such scenario is relevant in cases where ground robots are
doing missions in complex or unknown environments, or for
flying robots in areas with no fly zones.

In this work we assume that the environment is static, i.e.
obstacles don’t change their positions during the mission.

4 Energy sufficiency over a static Bezier
path

In this section we discuss the foundational ideas of our
approach. We start by considering a static scenario where the
path does not change, and the robot is stationary and lies at
one end of the path, while the charging station lies on the
other end.

Briefly, we construct a continuous parametric representa-
tion of the piecewise linear path described by waypointsW .
We define a reference point along the path that depends on a
path parameter value, then we modify the energy sufficiency
framework in (Fouad and Beltrame 2022) to manipulate the
location of the reference point in a manner proportional to
available energy, and we make the robot follow this reference
point. This way we can generalize the method in (Fouad and
Beltrame 2022) to environments with obstacles.

4.1 Smooth path construction

To ensure that the CBFs we are using are Lipschitz
continuous, we use a smooth parametric description of the
piecewise linear path we receive from a path planner as a set
of waypointsW .

We define p(s) to be a point on the path that corresponds to
a parameter s ∈ [0, 1], such that p(0) = w1 and p(1) = wn,
i.e. s = 0 at the beginning of the path and s = 1 at its end.
Such concept is common for describing parametric splines
like Bezier curves. We seek an expression for p(s) that
closely follows a given piecewise linear path with waypoints
W .

For some point p lying on the path, we define the path
parameter s as being the ratio of the path length from w1

to p to the total path length. Figure 2 shows an illustrative
example of five waypoints. We adopt a smooth representation
for p(s) using double sigmoid activation functions as follows

p(s) =

nw−1∑
i=1

σi(s)w̄i(s) (6)

where w̄i is expressed as

w̄i(s) =
si+1−s
si+1−siwi +

s−si
si+1−siwi+1 (7)

Here si =
Li

L where Li =
∑i−1
k=1 ||wk+1 − wk|| and L =∑nw−1

k=1 ||wk+1 − wk||. We note that the relation between
the path length l(s) from path start (at w1) to point p(s) is
l(s) = Ls (by definition of s).

w1

w2

w3

w4

w5

s1 = 0

s2 =
L1

L

s3 =
L1+L2

L
s4 =

L1+L2+L3

L

s5 = 1

L1

L2

L3

L4

p(s)

Figure 2. Am illustrative example of a path consisting of five
waypoints. For a point p(s) on the path s is defined to be the
ratio of the length of the orange segment to the total path
length. In this illustration L =

∑nw−1
k=1 Lk

In (6), σi(s) is a double sigmoid function defined as

σi(s) = σri (s)σ
f
i (s)

σri (s) =
1

1 + e−β(s−(si−ϵ1))

σfk (s) =
1

1 + eβ(s−(si+1+ϵ2))

ϵ1 =

{
ϵ, i = 1

0, otherwise

ϵ2 =

{
ϵ, i = nw − 1

0, otherwise

(8)

where ϵ > 0 and the superscripts r and f denote rising and
falling edges. The introduction of ϵ1 and ϵ2 to the first
and last segments in the previous relations is to emphasize
that σ1(0) = 1 and σnw−1(1) = 1, thus ensuring that p(0) =
w1 and p(1) = wnw

, otherwise p(0) = p(1) ≈ 0 which is
against the definition of p(s). This idea is illustrated in
Figure 3. We also note that in any transition region around
s = si there are two double sigmoid functions involving
si, namely σi−1(s) and σi(s). Furthermore, the summation
of these functions in the local neighbourhood of s = si is
equal to one, which follows directly from adding σfi−1(s) and
σri (s)

σfi−1 + σri =
2 + eβ(s−si) + e−β(s−si)

2 + eβ(s−si) + e−β(s−si)
= 1 (9)

This idea is highlighted in Figure 3. The derivative ∂p
∂s is

∂p

∂s
=

nw−1∑
i=1

(
σi(s)

(
wi+1 − wi
si+1 − si

)
+βσi(s)(σ

f
i (s)− σ

r
i (s))w̄i(s)

) (10)

We note that the larger the value of β in (8) is the
more closely the smooth path described by (6) follows the
piecewise linear path between waypoints in W . Figure 4
shows examples of paths at different values of β for the same
path depicted in Figure 2.

Lemma 1. For a path described by p(s) in (6), with the
double sigmoid functions as described in (8) and provided
that β ≫ 1 then the following statement holds

nw−1∑
i=1

Σi(s)w̄i(s) ≈ 0
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Figure 3. Example of double sigmoid functions σk(s) for the
set of five waypoints shown in Figure 2. The use of ϵ1 and ϵ2 the
way described in (8) leads to σr

1(−ϵ1) = 0.5 and
σf
nw

(1 + ϵ2) = 0.5, thus ensuring that σ1(0) = 1 and
σnw−1(1) = 1. The red rectangle highlights a transition region,
and it can be shown that the sum of the two sigmoids involved
in this transition is equal to one.
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Figure 4. Demonstration of the effect of changing the value of
β in (8) on how closely (6) follows the original piecewise linear
path.

where Σi(s) = βσi(s)(σ
f
i (s)− σri (s))

Proof. At a waypoint wi we consider the two functions
Σi−1(s) and Σi(s) (both involve s = si in their definition)
and we note that the values of other Σ are equal to zero
by definition. We want to evaluate D = Σi−1(s)w̄i−1 +
Σi(s)w̄i but we do so within a band δs around si, i.e. at
s′ = s+ δs

D = βσi−1(si + δs)(σ
f
i−1(s

′)− σri−1(s
′))w̄i−1(s

′)

+ βσi(si + δs)(σ
f
i−1(s

′)− σri (s′))w̄i(s′)
(11)

then substituting β ≫ 1 in the last equation we get the
following

D =
βδse

−βδs

(1 + e−βδs)
2

(
wi−1

si − si−1
+

wi+1

si+1 − si

)
(12)

If δs = 0 in (12) then D = 0, and otherwise the quotient
βeβδs

(1+eβδs )2
can be made arbitrarily small by choosing large

β. We also note that βeβδs

(1+eβδs )2
= βe−βδs

(1+e−βδs )2
meaning the

same result follows for δs > 0 and δs < 0. The statement of

the lemma follows by applying the same summation for all
values of i.

4.2 Energy sufficiency
We consider the case in which the robot lies at the beginning
of the smooth path (6) and moves along this path back to the
station (at the other end of the path). We assume the path is
static, i.e. not changing.

We define a reference point along the path as in (6)

xr(s) = p(s) =

nw−1∑
i=1

σi(s)
(
si+1−s
si+1−siwi +

s−si
si+1−siwi+1

)
∂xr
∂s

=

nw−1∑
i=1

σi(s)
wi+1 − wi
si+1 − si

(13)

noting that the derivative expression follows from Lemma 1.
We want to control the value of s in a way that makes
the reference point approach the end of path in a manner
commensurate to the robot’s energy content. For this
purpose, we introduce the following dynamics for s

ṡ = η (14)

with η ∈ R and s(0) = 0. The outline of our strategy is as
follows: we introduce constraints that manipulate the value
of s in a way that makes the reference point xr approach
the end of path as the total energy content decreases, and
use an additional constraint to make the robot follow xr. The
candidate CBF for energy sufficiency is

he = Enom − E − P(vr)
vr

(L(1− s)− δ) (15)

where vr is the desired velocity with which the robot moves
along the path, δ is the distance of the boundary of charging
region away from its center, noting that the center of the
charging region is wnw . We note is the expression L(1− s)
expresses the length along the path from point xr(s) till
its end. The constraint ḣe ≥ −α(he) associated with this
candidate CBF is

− P(u) + P(vr)
vr

Lη ≥ −γehe (16)

In (15) the value of s needs to be maintained above zero
(otherwise the value of he can be still positive without having
the reference point xr moving back towards the end of the
path). For this end we introduce a constraint that lower
bounds s with the following candidate CBF

hb = s (17)

with the associated constraint

η ≥ −γbhb (18)

We complement (15) and (17) with another candidate CBF
that aims at making the robot follow xr(s) as it changes, and
is defined as follows

hd =
1
2 (d

2 − ||x− xr(s)||2) (19)
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with 0 < d < δ. The constraint associated with this
candidate CBF is

−(x− xr(s))T (u− ẋr(s)) ≥ −γdhd (20)

where ẋr = ∂xr

∂s η.
In the following lemmas we show that the proposed CBFs

lead the robot back to the charging station with Enom −
E ≥ 0. We note that we are not controlling u in (16) but
rather give this task to (20), thus partially decoupling the
reference point’s movement from the robot’s control action.
In other words, we deliberately make the system respond to
changing energy levels by moving the reference point along
the path without directly changing the robot’s velocity. This
interplay between energy sufficiency and tracking constraints
is highlighted in the next lemma.

Lemma 2. For a robot with dynamics described in (4) and
power consumption as in (5), and has a maximum magnitude
of control action umax, the control barrier functions defined
in (15) and (19) are zeroing control barrier functions (ZCBF)
provided that

v∗r =

√
m0

m2
≤ umax

where ||u|| ≤ umax. Moreover, provided that L(s) > δ, then
E = Enom only at L(1− s) = δ.

Proof. The idea of the proof is to show that there is always a
value of η that satisfies (16) with its P(u) term, and there is
always u to satisfy (20) at the same time. Since η ∈ R means
there is always a value of η that satisfies (16), thus (15) is
a ZCBF. However, the reference point xr could be moving
with a speed too fast for the robot to track depending on the
value of P(u).

We consider the critical case of approaching the boundary
of the safe set for both hd and he, i.e. he ≈ 0 and hd ≈ 0,
in which case we can consider the equality condition of the
constraints (16) and (20) (i.e. near the boundary of the safe
set the safe actions should at least satisfy ḣ = −αh for both
(16) and (20)). The aforementioned constraints become

η =
P(u)
P(vr)

vr
L

(21a)

u =
∂xr
∂s

η =
∂xr
∂s

P(u)
P(vr)

vr
L

(21b)

noting that x− xr ̸= 0 when hd ≈ 0. We also note that

||u|| = P(u)
P(vr)

vr
L

∥∥∥∥∂xr∂s
∥∥∥∥ .

Assuming β ≫ 1, the derivative ∂xr

∂s is as described in (6).
Moreover,

si+1 − si =
∑i
k=1 ℓk −

∑i−1
k=1 ℓk

L
=
||wi+1 − wi||

L
(22)

where ℓk = ||wk+1 − wk|| and consequently ∂xr

∂s can be
expressed as

∂xr

∂s = L

nw−1∑
i=1

σi(s)êi (23)

where êi =
wi+1−wi

||wi+1−wi|| is a unit vector. To estimate
∥∥∂xr

∂s

∥∥ it
suffices to mention that in the range si + ϵm < s < si+1 −
ϵm (for i = 1, . . . , nw − 1 and ϵm = 2

β ) all the double
sigmoid functions in (23) will be almost equal to zero except
for one (by definition) and thus

∥∥∂xr

∂s

∥∥ = L. Moreover,
if si − ϵm < s < si + ϵm, i.e. s is transitioning from one
segment to the next, the sum of the two sigmoid functions
locally around s = si is equal to one as show in (9), meaning
that (23) will be a convex sum of two unit vectors which
will have at most a magnitude equal to one so

∥∥∂xr

∂s

∥∥ ≤ L.
Therefore ||u|| becomes

||u|| = P(u)
P(vr)

vr (24)

which is a root finding problem for a polynomial of the
second degree, since P(u) is a second order polynomial (5).
Solving for the roots we get

λ1 = vr, λ2 =
m0

m2vr
(25)

and these roots are equal when v∗r =
√

m0

m2
. Since we

consider a case where the robot is stationary and the path is
fixed, the robot starts from this stationary state and converges
to ||u|| = min(λ1, λ2) for a given value of vr. This means
that the maximum achievable return velocity is at vr = v∗r
where λ1 = λ2. If v∗r ≤ umax then there is always a control
action u available to satisfy (20), rendering (19) a ZCBF.
If he = 0 then from (15) E = Enom can only happen if
L(1− s) = δ, meaning the remaining length along the path
is equal to delta, which only happens at the boundary of the
charging region.

Remark 1. The previous proof assumes the presence of
a-priori known model for power consumption. However, a
mismatch between the power model P(u) in (5) and the
actual power consumption P̄(u) will lead to a different
solution of (24). We are interested in the case where P̄(u) =
P(u) + ∆p, with ∆p ∈ R. The root finding problem in (24)
becomes

||u|| = P̄(u)
P(vr)

vr (26)

and the roots will be

λ̄1,2 =
m0 +m2v

2
r ±D

2m2vr
(27)

where D =
√

(m0 −m2v2r)
2 − 4m2v2r∆p. When ∆p = 0,

λ̄1,2 = λ1,2 as described in (25). If ∆p > 0, then D <
(m0 −m2v

2
r) and as a result λ̄1 > vr and λ̄2 <

m0

m2vr
. In

other words, the robot will converge to a faster speed in case
the actual power consumption is more than expected, and the
converse is true for ∆p < 0. When

∆p > ∆∗
p =

(
m0−m2v

2
r

2vr
√
m2

)2
(28)

D becomes undefined and there will be no roots for (26),
indicating a point of instability in velocity for power
disturbances beyond ∆∗

p. This idea is illustrated in Figure 5.

Lemma 3. For a robot with dynamics (4), the candidate
CBF (17) is a ZCBF.
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Figure 5. Graphical representation for the roots of (26) for
different values of disturbance power ∆p. The roots are
intersections of the straight line f1(u) = ||u|| in black and the
parabolas f2(u) =

P̄(u)
P(vr)

vr (representing RHS and LHS of (26)
respectively).

Proof. Since η ∈ R then there exist a value of η that satisfies
(18). We need to show that this constraint does not conflict
with (16) when both constraints are on the boundary of their
respective safe sets, i.e. he = hb = 0. From (16)

η ≥ P(u)
P̄(vr)

vr
L

(29)

while (18) becomes η ≥ 0. Since the right hand side of (29)
is always positive, it means there is always a value of η that
satisfies both (29) and (18), thus (17) is a ZCBF.

Although from Lemma 2 we show that E(t) = Enom on
the boundary of the charging region, this is a result that
concerns the reference point’s position xr while the robot’s
actual position tracks xr through enforcing the constraint
(19). This situation implies the possibility of xr reaching a
point where L(s) = δ (boundary of charging region) while
the robot’s position is lagging behind. In other words, we
need the instant where E(t) = Enom to happen inside of the
charging region or at least on its boundary.

Proposition 1. Consider a robot with dynamics (4) and
applying the constraints pertaining to the CBFs (15), (17)
and (19). We define a modified distance threshold δm as

δm ≤ δ − d (30)

then using δm in (15) ensures that E(t) will be at most equal
to Enom.

Proof. From Lemma 2 E = Enom only at L(1− s) = δm,
which is equal to the length of (xc, xr) segment in Figure 6,
i.e. the remaining length along the path from xr to xc. This
implies that ||x− xc|| ≤ δ as demonstrated in Figure 6.

Theorem 1. For a robot with dynamics described by (4)
and maximum magnitude of control action umax, applying
the QP in (3) with constraints (16) (with δ = δm from (30)),
(20) and (18), and with a static piecewise linear path with
waypoints W , then energy sufficiency is maintained , i.e.
E < Enom if ||x− xc|| > δ.

d

δ

xc

xr

x

δm

Figure 6. Demonstration of xr pursuing δm as the boundary of
the charging region in (15) while having a robot following the
reference point xr at a distance d away. Here xr is the
reference point position, xc is the charging station center
position, δ is the charging region’s radius, and δm is a reduced
radius to track as described in (30).

Proof. If we substitute δm from (30) in (15) and (16),
then from lemma 2 E = Enom iff L(1− s) = δm, and from
proposition 1 this implies that ||x− xc|| < δ when E =
Enom, and sinceE is strictly increasing (due to P(u) > 0 by
definition), we conclude that E ≤ Enom in ||x− xc|| > δ.

5 Energy sufficiency over a dynamic path
We extend the results from the previous section to consider
the case in which the path is changing with time due to
robot’s movement and replanning actions.

5.1 Effect of robot’s movement
Assuming that the path is fixed (i.e., there is no replanning),
the main difference from the static case is that the first
waypointw1 ∈ W is the robot’s position, leading to a change
in the total path length L as the robot moves. Additionally,
the values of si at the different waypoints will change
as a result. We therefore consider the following simple
proportional control dynamics for w1:

ẇ1 = ξ = −kw(w1 − x) (31)

where Kw ≫ 0 and ξ ∈ R. The change in total path length
is:

L̇ =
d

dt

(
nw−1∑
i=2

||wi+1 − wi||+ ||w2 − wi||

)

= − (w2 − w1)

||w2 − w1||
ξ,

(32)

noting that all the waypoints other than w1 are fixed. The
change in si is

ṡi =
d

dt

Li
L

=
d

dt

(
1− L̄i

L

)
=
L̄i
L2
L̇ (33)

where L̄i is the length along the path from waypoint wi to
the end of the path and is constant for i = 2, . . . , nw − 1.
The derivative dxr

dt is:

dxr
dt

=
∂xr
∂s

η +
∂xr
∂t

(34)
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where ∂xr

∂t follows from differentiating (6) with respect to
time:

∂xr
∂t

=

nw−1∑
i=1

σi(s) (wi+1 − wi) L̇
L2

L̄i(si+1−s)+L̄i+1(s−si)
(si+1−si)2 .

(35)
Consequently, the energy sufficiency constraint (16)
becomes

− P(u) + P̄(vr)
vr

(Lη − L̇(1− s)) ≥ −γehe (36)

and the tracking constraint (20) now uses ẋr as in (34).
The results from Theorem 1 rely on the fact that the path is

static. To use the same result in the dynamic case we “freeze”
the path when the robot needs to go back to recharge, i.e. we
stop w1 from tracking robot’s position when it needs to go
back to recharge:

Proposition 2. Consider a robot with dynamics (4) apply-
ing the proposed energy sufficiency framework described by
the CBFs (15) and (17). Consider the following dynamics for
w1

ẇ1 = ξ = −kw(w1 − x) (1− ζ(s)) (37)

where ζ is an activation function defined as

ζ(s) =

{
0 s ≤ ϵa
1 otherwise

(38)

with 0 < ϵa ≪ ϵ̄a < 1 and ||w1 − xr(ϵ̄a)|| = d, then (15)
and (19) are ZCBF.

Proof. We start by noting that (37) achieves tracking of
the robot’s position in case s = 0, with an error inversely
proportional to kw, according to the candidate Lyapunov
function

V = 1
2 (x− w1)

T
(x− w1), V̇ = (x− w1)

T
u− kw||x− w1||2 (39)

which has V̇ ≤ 0 under high value of kω (which is
feasible since ξ is an imaginary point with no physical
characteristics). Moreover, since η ∈ R then there is a value
of η capable of satisfying the following inequality

η ≥ 1

L

(
P(u)−γehe

P(vr)
vr + L̇(1− s)

)
. (40)

We need to show that if 0 < s < ϵa (when the reference point
starts moving but the path freezing has not been activated
yet, according to (38)), tracking and energy sufficiency
constraints are not violated as well as that s increases so that
s > ϵa.

To prove the latter, we need to show that the right hand
side of (40) is positive when he ≈ 0, i.e. near the boundary
of energy sufficiency safe set. The term P(u)

P(vr)
vr > 0 by

definition, so the sign of the right hand side of (40) depends
on sign of L̇. It can be shown that the sign of L̇(1− s)
depends on the sign of d

dt ||w1 − w2||, therefore even if
d
dt ||w1 − w2|| < 0, it will be so until ||w1 − w2|| ≈ 0, when
the right hand side of (40) will be positive. Therefore, when
he ≈ 0, η > 0, meaning s will increase even when 0 < s <
ϵa.

As a result, the reference point xr moves along the path
and hd in (19) approaches zero (in the limit case ||w1 −

xr|| = d at s = ϵ̄a). The fact that s(t) is continuous and ϵa ≪
ϵ̄a implies that ẇ1 = 0 before s(t) = ϵ̄a, i.e. the path freezes
while hd > 0, so the path freezing condition (38) does not
violate the tracking CBF hd, nor the energy sufficiency CBF
he, and consequently the result of lemma 2 follows (since
he ≈ 0 and η > 0 implying s > 0 leading to hd ≈ 0).

The full QP problem with the constraints discussed so far
can be expressed as

u∗ = min
u

||u− unom||2

s.t. Au ≥ B
(41)

where

A =

 P(vr)
vr

L 01×2

1 01×2

(x− xr)T ∂xr

∂s −(x− xr)T


B =

−γehe + P(u) + L̇(1− s)
−γbhb
−γdhd


unom =

[
0 unom

]
(42)

Theorem 2. For a robot described by (4) with a set
of ordered waypoints W ∈ Rnw×2, (41) ensures energy
sufficiency.

Proof. Since (15) and (19) are valid ZCBFs from
Proposition 2 and (17) is a valid ZCBF then from Lemma 3,
then from Proposition 1 and Lemma 2 (augmented by
Proposition 2) E(t) = Enom at ||x− xc|| < δ (inside the
charging region), and since E(t) is strictly increasing
it means E(t) < Enom for ||x− xc|| > δ, as shown by
Theorem 1, i.e. energy sufficiency is maintained.

5.2 Effect of path planning
During the course of a mission, the path planner keeps
updating the waypoints back to the charging station every
T seconds, meaning that there are discrete changes in the
number of waypoints and their locations, which can lead to
violating the energy sufficiency constraint. To account for
these changes, we impose some conditions on the output of
the path planner so as not to violate other constraints.

Definition 2. Assuming there is a path W(k−1)T =

{w(k−1)T
1 , . . . , w

(k−1)T
nw } at time (k − 1)T between a robot

at position x(kT ) = w
(k−1)T
1 and the charging station,

Sequential Path Construction (SPC) is the process of
creating a new set of waypointsWkT = {wkT1 , . . . , wkTnw+1}
at time kT provided that ζ(s) = 0, where ζ(s) is defined in
(38), such that

wkT1 = x(kT )
wkT2 = κwkT1 + (1− κ)wkT3
wkTi+1 = w

(k−1)T
i , i = 2, . . . , nw

(43)

where 0≪ κ < 1.

Lemma 4. Sequential Path Construction is path length and
path angle invariant, meaning the following two equations
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are satisfied

nw−1∑
i=1

||w(k−1)T
i − w(k−1)T

i+1 || =
nw∑
i=1

||wkTi − wkTi+1||

nw−1∑
i=2

|ψ(k−1)T
i | =

nw∑
i=2

|ψkTi |

(44)

where

ψi = cos−1 ∆wii−1.∆w
i+1
i

||∆wii−1||.||∆w
i+1
i ||

(45)

and ∆wi+1
i = wi+1 − wi

Proof. The path length at time kT is

LkT =

nw∑
i=1

||wkTi − wkTi+1||

= ||wkT1 − wkT2 ||+ ||wkT2 − wkT3 ||+
nw∑
i=3

||wkTi − wkTi+1||

= ||wkT1 − wkT3 ||+
nw∑
i=2

||w(k−1)T
i − w(k−1)T

i+1 ||

= ||w(k−1)T
1 − w(k−1)T

2 ||+
nw∑
i=2

||w(k−1)T
i − w(k−1)T

i+1 ||

= L(k−1)T .

(46)

By definition we have: ψ(k−1)T
i = ψkTi+1 for i = 2, . . . , nw.

Since wkT3 − wkT2 = (1− κ)(wkT3 − wkT1 ) and wkT2 −
wkT1 = κ(wkT3 − wkT1 ), then cosψkT2 = 1 therefore ψkT2 =

0. In conclusion
∑nw−1
i=2 |ψ(k−1)T

i | =
∑nw

i=2 |ψkTi |.

Proposition 3. Sequential Path Construction does not
violate energy sufficiency, provided unom is Lipschitz.

Proof. We need to show that changing the path with SPC
does not affect the following two inequalities if they are
satisfied for the original path:

he = Enom − E − P(vr)
vr

(L(1− s)− δm) ≥ 0 (47a)

−P(unom) + P(vr)
vr

(
Lηnom − L̇(1− s)

)
≥ −γehe

(47b)
Since ηnom and unom are continuous, then P(unom), E and
s are all continuous with no jumps (i.e., discrete changes).
Since path length is invariant under SPC by virtue of
Lemma 4, then L in (47) does not change as well as L̇,
meaning that (47) is not violated under SPC.

Based on the proposition above, we introduce the Algo-
rithm 1 that admits new paths produced by the path planner
as long as they do not violate (47), and otherwise switches
to SPC. In Algorithm 1, EVALUATE PATH(WkT ,unom) is
a function that takes the candidate path points from the path
planner and evaluates the path length, as well as the value
of he, and SPC PATH(x(kT ),W(k−1)T ) is a function that
updates a path using SPC.

Algorithm 1 Admission of new path at time kT

Require: W(k−1)T ,WkT
candidate, x,unom

L, he ← EVALUATE PATH(WkT
candidate,unom)

if ζ(s) == 0 then
if (47a) == False OR (47b) == False then
WkT ← SPC PATH(x(kT ),W(k−1)T )

else
WkT ←WkT

candidate

end if
end if
returnWkT

Theorem 3. For a robot described by (4) that applies
the control strategy in (41) for an already existing set of
waypoints W(k−1)T at time (k − 1)T , k ∈ N. Suppose a
path planner produces a candidate set of waypoints WkT

at time kT that satisfies the conditions in (47) and provided
that ζ(s) = 0 from (38), then Algorithm 1 ensures energy
sufficiency is maintained.

Proof. If the new set of augmented waypoints satisfies (47a),
then switching from W(k−1)T to WkT does not violate the
energy sufficiency constraint encoded by he. Moreover, if
said switching satisfies (47b), then he > 0 is satisfied with
ηnom at s = 0, meaning that w1 tracks x as outlined in
Proposition 2 and consequently xr tracks the robot’s position
(since s = 0 and w1 tracks robot’s position), thus hd > 0
is not violated as well, which means the sufficiency and
tracking constraints are not violated by the path update.

When s > 0, i.e. ζ(s) ̸= 0, the path is frozen and energy
sufficiency is maintained by virtue of Theorem 2. If
either condition in (47) is violated, the path is updated
using SPC which maintains energy sufficiency as discussed
in Proposition 3. Therefore Algorithm 1 ensures energy
sufficiency and tracking constraints are not violated.

6 Application to unicycle-type robots
The method described so far uses a single integrator model
to describe robot dynamics. Although such model choice is
widely used in robotics and has the advantage of versatility
(Zhao and Sun 2017), applying it directly to more specific
robot models needs proper adaptation, especially considering
the effects of unmodelled modes of motion on power
consumption. In this section we describe a method to apply
the proposed framework on a non-holonomic wheeled robot,
which has the added characteristic of being able to spin.
More specifically we are interested in robots with the
following unicycle kinematic model

ẋ1 = v cos θ

ẋ2 = v sin θ

θ̇ = ω

(48)

where x =
[
x1x2

]T ∈ R2 is robot’s position, θ ∈ R is its
orientation, v ∈ R and ω ∈ R are the linear and angular
speeds respectively which act as inputs. A single integrator
speed u from (41) can be transformed to linear and angular
speeds for a unicycle through the following relation (Ogren
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et al. 2001): [
v
ω

]
=

[
1 0
0 1

ℓ

] [
cos θ sin θ
− sin θ cos θ

]
u (49)

where ℓ > 0 is a distance from the robot’s center to an
imaginary handle point. We also choose to be able to move
backward when the value of v becomes negative by doing the
following

v′ = v

ω′ = ω
v

|v|
(50)

A robot described by (49) consumes additional power due
to its angular speed ω in addition to what is consumed by its
linear speed v, which calls for augmenting (5) with additional
terms

Pu(v, ω) = mu0 +mu1 |v|+mu2 |v|2 +m′
u1
|ω|+m′

u2
|ω|2

(51)

We note that in this power model we assume no direct
coupling effects between linear and angular speeds on power
consumption.

Remark 2. The power model in (51) is different from that in
(5) and we seek to establish a relation between the two. When
a robot is moving in a straight line, then Pu(v, 0) = P(u).
From (49) ||u|| =

√
v2 + (ωℓ)2 so when ω ̸= 0, v decreases

for the same ||u||, meaningPu(v, 0) ≤ Pu(v, ω). In this case
we either have P(u) > Pu(v, ω) meaning that turning has
no contribution to power consumption, or P(u) ≤ Pu(v, ω)
which means turning has significant contribution in power
consumption. We are interested in the latter case and we
consider that

Pu(v, ω) ≤ P(u) + ∆ω (52)

where ∆ω ∈ R is the change in power due to rotation.

Using a power model that only accounts for linear speed
is akin to having the power consumption due to ω as a
disturbance power ∆ω , which may lead to instability as
discussed in Remark 1. A solution to this issue is choosing a
fairly slow return speed value vr so as to increase the stability
margin ∆∗

p in (28), however this may impose undesirable
limitations on performance.

Since the path we are using is essentially a piecewise
linear path with waypoints wi, i = 1, . . . , nw, robot spinning
will be mostly near these waypoints when it is changing its
direction of motion. The idea behind our proposed adaptation
is to add a certain amount of power δ̃ toP(vr) in (26) near the
path’s waypoints so that roots of (26) always exist. In other
words, if we define P̃(vr) = P(vr) + δ̃, we ensure that roots
for the following equation always exist

||u|| = P̄(u)
P̃(vr)

vr =
P(u) + ∆ω

P(vr) + δ̃
vr (53)

We note that choosing δ̃ > ∆ω has the effect of slowing
down the robot (since P̄(u)− P̃(u) < 0, we have a similar
effect of having a negative disturbance power ∆p in (26),
which slows down the robot as discussed in Remark 1).

Therefore, choosing a constant value for δ̃ such that δ̃ > ∆ω

is equivalent to choosing a lower value of vr.
Instead of using a constant value for δ̃, our approach is

to use double sigmoid functions to make the value of δ̃ > 0
only near waypoints wi and zero otherwise, meaning that δ̃
is only activated near waypoints, which can be described as:

δ̃(s) =

nw−1∑
i=1

Piσ̃i(s) (54)

where Pi > 0 is a conservative estimate of power
consumption due to rotation near waypoint wi and σ̃i(s) is
defined as

σ̃i(s) = σ̃ri σ̃
f
i

σ̃ri (s) =
1

1 + e−β̃(s−(si−
1
2ϕ))

σ̃fi (s) =
1

1 + eβ̃(s−(si+
1
2ϕ))

ϕ =
d̃

L

(55)

where β̃ > 0, and is d̃ a distance on the path from the start of
slowing down till its end and L being the path length. The
expression (54) aims to start activating δ̃(s) a distance d̃

2
before waypoint wi along the path, and end this activation
a distance d̃

2 after the waypoint along the path. Figure 7
illustrates this idea for the path example from Figure 4. We
update the energy sufficiency candidate CBF in (15) to be
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Figure 7. An example showing activation regions of δ̃(s). The
path is similar to that illustrated in Figure 4. The red segments
are segments where δ̃(s) is activated. The red dots indicate the
points where s = si − 1

2
ϕ and the green ones are points where

s = si +
1
2
ϕ. In this example we choose d̃ = 15m.

he = Enom − E − P(vr)
vr

(L(1− s)− δm)−
∫ 1

s

δ̃(τ)dτ

(56)
and applying Leibniz rule to the last term the constraint
associated with this candidate CBF is

−P(u)−∆ω + P̄(vr)
vr

(Lη − L̇(1− s)) + δ̃(s)η ≥ −γehe
(57)

We note that the integrand in (56) can be carried out
numerically. Before showing that (56) is a CBF, we need to
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choose appropriate values for Pi in (54) and d̃, both calling
for an estimate for a bound on rotation speed of a robot near
a waypoint.

Lemma 5. For a unicycle type robot with kinematics
described in (48), applying the transformation (49) and (50)
to follow a single integrator control input of a point moving
with a speed vr along the path, the rotation speed at a
waypoint wi is

ωi ≤
vr
ℓ
sinψi (58)

where ψ is defined in (45).

Proof. We start by considering 0 ≤ ψ ≤ π
2 . Without loss

of generality, suppose there is a robot at origin with θ = 0

(aligned with x-axis), and u = vr
[
cosψ sinψ

]T
. From

(49) we have

ω =
vr
ℓ
(cos θ sinψ − sin θ cosψ) =

vr
ℓ
sin(ψ − θ) (59)

Consider the Lyapunov function V = α2 where α = ψ −
θ, then V̇ = −2αθ̇ = −2 vrℓ α sinα ≤ 0 and since V̇ = 0
only at α = 0 then α converges to α = 0 by virtue of
Lasalle’s invariance principle, meaning that α, and hence
ω, monotonically decrease for ψ ≤ π

2 . We are interested in
finding the maximum value of ω, so by differentiating (59)

dω

dθ
= −vr

ℓ
cos(ψ − θ) = 0⇒ θ∗ = ψ − π

2
. (60)

Since we are considering ψ ≤ π
2 , it follows that θ∗ ≤ 0.

However, since we consider that the robot starts at θ = 0 and
that ω monotonically decreases, then we can take θ∗ = 0,
meaning ω is maximum at θ = 0. Thus

ω ≤ ω∗ = vr
ℓ sinψ (61)

If the robot is at waypoint wi pointed to the direction of
vector ∆wii−1 = wi − wi−1, there is always a rotation of
axes from the global axes to new ones where θ = 0 and
translation of axes to place wi at the origin, and we reach
the same result in (61). The lemma follows by choosing
ψ = ψi. We note that the same result holds for −π2 ≤ ψ <
0, but ω changes sign by virtue of (50). For π

2 < ψ <
π, from (49) v < 0 and therefore ω′ = −vrℓ sin(ψ − θ) =
vr
ℓ sin((ψ − π)− θ). Using the same procedure but for angle
(ψ − π) < 0 we get the same result.

We can use the upper bound estimate of rotation speed
near a waypoint wi to estimate an upper bound for the power
consumed during a rotation ∆ω

∆ω = Pu(0, vrℓ sinψ) (62)

In the following we estimate the activation distance d̃ near a
waypoint wi.

Proposition 4. For a robot with model (48) and applying
(49) and (50) to follow a single integrator control input for
a point moving with speed vr along the path, the distance
needed till attenuation of angular speed, i.e. ω ≤ vr

ℓ ϵω with
ϵω being an arbitrarily small number, is

da ≤ ℓ
π

2
log

ψi
ϵω

(63)

Proof. We use the candidate Lyapunov function V = α2 =
(ψi − θ)2, so V̇ = 2vrℓ α sinα. One result of (50) is that α ∈
[−π2 ,

π
2 ] as discussed in proof of Lemma 5. We can prove

exponential stability for the candidate Lyapunov function if
we can find k1, k2, k3 > 0 such that (Khalil 2002)

k1α
2 ≤ V ≤ k2α2

V̇ ≤ −k3α2
(64)

Since V = α2, then k1 = k2 = 1. We can estimate k3 by
letting the parabola f(α) = k3α

2 and g(α) = 2vr
ℓ α sinα

intersect at α = π
2 , which gives k3 = 4vr

ℓπ . By virtue of V
being exponentially stable on α ∈ [−π2 ,

π
2 ], then

α ≤ ψie−
k3
2 t (65)

then at time t̃ the right hand side of the last inequality is equal
to ϵω

ψie
−k32 t̃ = ϵω ⇒ t̃ = 2

k3
log ψi

ϵω
(66)

and we note that α < ϵω at t > t̃. The attenuation distance
then is

da ≤ d̃a = t̃vr = ℓ
π

2
log

ψi
ϵω

(67)

We note that at t = t̃ the angular speed will be

ω ≤ vr
ℓ
sin ϵω ≈

vr
ℓ
ϵω (68)

Theorem 4. For a robot with unicycle kinematics, applying
(49) and (50), and provided that δ̃ in (54) is formed such that

δ̃ ≥ L

vr

(
nw−1∑
i=1

Pu(0, vrℓ sinψi)σ̃(s) + ∆ϵ

)
(69)

and d̃ = 2max{d̃a, d}, where d is the tracking distance from
(19) and ∆ϵ is robot’s power consumption when ω = ϵω , and
if v∗r =

√
m0

m2
≤ umax, with umax > 0 being maximum robot

speed, then he in (56) is a ZCBF. Moreover, if (57) is applied
in (41) instead of (16), energy sufficiency is guaranteed.

Proof. We start by considering when the robot moves on a
straight line and away from waypoints, i.e. si−1 +

ϕ
2 < s <

si − ϕ
2 , in which case the proof is similar to proof of lemma 2

since P(u) = Pu(v, 0) as pointed out in remark 2.
We note that when hd ≈ 0, the robot is following the

reference point xr along a straight line and it starts rotating
after xr passes waypoint wi, i.e. s ≥ si, and since ||x−
xr|| ≈ d it means that the robot will start rotation a distance
d away from wi, but since d̃ = 2max{d̃a, d}, δ̃ will be
activated at a distance greater than or equal d before wi
along the path, i.e. before the robot starts spinning. Also
when si < s ≤ si + ϕ

2 and due to choice of d̃, s = si +
ϕ
2

happens at least a distance d̃a after wi along the path and
at this point ω < vr

ℓ ϵω , i.e. δ̃ will be deactivated after ω has
been attenuated.

When δ̃ is activated, i.e. si − ϕ
2 < s < si +

ϕ
2 , and

considering the critical case where he ≈ 0 and hd ≈ 0,
similar to what we did in the proof of Lemma 2, we consider
the equality of (20) and (57), so from (57) (and noting that
L̇ = 0 when the robot is moving along the path by virtue of
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proposition 2)

η =
P(u) + ∆ω

P(vr) + δ̃ vrL

vr
L

(70)

and doing the same steps to obtain (24)

||u|| = P(u) + ∆ω

P(vr) + δ̃ vrL
vr (71)

which is a similar root finding problem to (24). Since δ̃ ≥
Pu(0, vrℓ sinψi)

L
vr

, then δ̃ vrL ≥ ∆ω , which ensures roots for
(71) exist and that ||u|| will converge to a slower speed than
vr as discussed in Remark 1 (since having δ̃ vrL −∆ω <
0 has a similar effect as having ∆p < 0 in Remark 1).
Moreover, when ω < vr

ℓ ϵω , (71) will become

||u|| = P(u) + ∆ϵ

P(vr) + δ̃ vrL
vr (72)

which is guaranteed to have roots since δ̃ vrL ≥ ∆ϵ. Thus

provided that
√

m0

m2
≤ umax there is always a value of u that

satisfies (57). Since (19) and (56) are ZCBFs and if δ in (56)
is equal to δm from (30) then the robot’s energy satisfies
E(t) = Enom only when ||x− xc|| < δ as discussed in the
proof of Theorem 2, thus ensuring energy sufficiency.

We can apply the same quadratic program in (41), but with
replacing the definition of energy sufficiency CBF, and for
that the A and B matrices in (41) will be

A =

 P(vr)
vr

L+ δ̃ 01×2

1 01×2

(x− xr)T ∂xr

∂s −(x− xr)T


B =

−γehe + P(u) + ∆ω + L̇(1− s)
−γbhb
−γdhd


unom =

[
0 unom

]
(73)

We can follow the same steps as in Theorem 2 to show that
energy sufficiency is maintained solving this QP problem
over a fixed path, with the same path freezing idea as in
Proposition 2.

The treatment thus far concerns a unicycle robot moving
around, with a fixed path back to charging station. A path
planner could be used to update the path in the same manner
discussed in Section 5. We can use a similar sequence as in
Algorithm 1, but we need to show that the SPC method is a
valid backup for the proposed unicycle adaptation.

Proposition 5. Sequential Path Construction does not
violate energy sufficiency for a robot described by (48) when
applying (41) with transformation (49), (50), and withA and
B matrices described in (73).

Proof. Similar to proposition 3, provided that there exists
a value of u = unom and η = ηnom satisfying following
inequalities

he = Enom − E − P(vr)
vr

(L(1− s)− δ)−
∫ 1

s

δ̃(τ)dτ (74a)

−P(u)−∆ω + P̄(vr)
vr

(Lηnom − L̇(1− s)) + δ̃(s)ηnom ≥ −γehe

(74b)

we need to show that (74) is not violated at a path update.
Similar to proof of Proposition 3, provided that nominal
control inputs are continuous and satisfying (74), then there
are no jumps (i.e. instantaneous changes) for E,P(u),∆ω

and vr. Moreover since SPC is path length invariant, L does
not change. Also since SPC is path angle invariant from
Lemma 4, then the increase in power due to the addition of
the new waypoint is equal to zero (because ψ2 for the new
path is equal to zero) and no change occurs for the power
consumption along the path, therefore δ̃ does not jump as
well, meaning (74) is not violated under SPC.

We can apply Algorithm 1 and the same logic in
Theorem 3 to show that energy sufficiency is maintained
under discrete path updates.

Remark 3. The adaptation we are using for the method
based on single integrator dynamics (in Section 5) to
unicycle dynamics is versatile and can go beyond accounting
for excess power consumption near waypoints. This is due
to the fact that the estimated excess power, e.g. (54), is
modelled as a summation of double sigmoid functions,
activated along different segments of the path. Moreover, this
excess in the estimated power consumption is incorporated
in the energy sufficiency CBF (56) through numerical
integration, making it easier to account for different types
of “resistance” along the path. For example, effects like
surface inclinations, variability in friction and increased
processing power, among many others, could be modelled in
a similar way to (54) through identifying ranges of the path
parameter s corresponding to different segments on the path,
each associated with a double sigmoid function multiplied
by the estimated power consumption related to the effect
being modelled. This idea allows to adapt the methods based
on single integrator dynamics to a wide range of scenarios,
environments and robot types.

7 Results

7.1 Simulation Setup
We present the simulation results that highlight the ability
of our proposed framework to ensure energy sufficiency
during an exploration mission. The considered experimental
scenario allows the robots to perform the exploration mission
while ensuring robot’s energy consumption is within the
dedicated energy budget Enom.

We evaluate the approach using a physics-based simula-
tor (Pinciroli et al. 2012). We use a simulated KheperaIV
robot equipped with a 2D lidar with a field of view of 210
degrees and a 4m range as the primary perception sensor. The
architecture of the autonomy software used in simulations
is shown in Figure 8A. The autonomy software allows the
robot to explore and map the environment. Each robot is
equipped with a volumetric mapping system (Oleynikova
et al. 2017, Voxblox) using Truncated Signed Distance Fields
to map the environment. A graph-based exploration planner
(GBPlanner, Dang et al. 2019) uses the mapping system to
plan both the exploration and homing trajectories. We carry
out a path shortening procedure as described in (Cimurs et al.
2017, Algorithm 1) to eliminate redundant and unnecessary
points from the original path planner output, making the
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final path straighter and shorter. Our proposed framework is
implemented as a Buzz (Pinciroli and Beltrame 2016) script
that periodically queries the exploration planner for a path
and applies the required control commands to the robot.

We use the maze map benchmarks from (Sturtevant 2012)
as a blueprint for obstacles in the environment, and each
map is scaled so that it fits a square area of 30× 30 meters.
In each simulation one robot maps the unexplored portions
of the map to maximize its volumetric gain (Dang et al.
2019). We run four groups of experiments for three different
maps from the benchmarking dataset (Sturtevant 2012),
and for each case we run 50 simulations with randomized
configurations to obtain a statistically valid dataset.

We use a polynomial power model to describe power
consumption of the robots in simulation. We derive this
model by collecting power consumption readings from a
physical AgileX Scout Mini (AgileX 2023) robot at different
values of linear and angular speed, then we fit a surface
through these readings to obtain out power model. Figure 10
shows the fitted power model, along with the actual collected
power readings from the robot. We interface the single
integrator output u∗ of (41) to the unicycle model of the
robots using the transformation (49) and the modification
(50). We use the robot’s linear and angular speeds to estimate
the robot’s power according to the following polynomial

Pu(v, ω) = 27.8126||v||2 − 107.7343|ω|2

+ 31.4578||v||+ 179.9095|ω|+ 1.234
(75)

and the power model is depicted in Figure 10. We also add
to this model an additional power of Ppayload = 20W to
account for payload power consumption.

7.2 Simulation Results

Figure 9 shows an example of the robots’ trajectory during
exploration and returning to the charging station for one
simulation run in one of the maze environments (maze-
4). Figure 9 also shows the map built by the robot during
this simulation run. As observed in the trajectory plot, any
given robot’s exploration trajectory is always accompanied
by a homing trajectory to the charging station satisfying the
energy constraints.

For all simulation runs we measure the estimated Total
Area Covered (TAC) and the Energy On Arrival (EOA),
which is the amount of energy consumed by the robot by
the time it arrives back to the station, and we use these
values as metrics for performance. The TAC serves as a
measure of the mission execution quality, and the EOA is
a measure of the extent the available energy budget has been
used. We run all test cases at two desired values of return
speed: a slow speed of vr = 0.1m/s and a faster speed of
vr = 0.5m/s. We highlight the efficacy of our approach by
comparing the aforementioned metrics to the results of a
baseline method in which a robot returns back on the path
when the available energy reaches a certain fixed threshold
percentage of the total nominal energy (as it is a standard
procedure with commercial robots). For the baseline we use
only the tracking CBF (19) in a QP problem similar to
(41) and we change the path parameter s according to the

following relation

ṡ =

{
vr
L , if E

Enom
> τ

0, otherwise
(76)

where 0 < τ < 1 is a threshold return energy ratio, and L is
the total path length at the point when the robot starts moving
back towards the charging station. We show the results of our
comparison for the aggregated values of TAC for different
simulation scenarios in Figure 11a. To highlight the relation
between TAC and EOA we use red dots in Figure 11a to
indicate TAC values corresponding to simulation runs during
which the energy budget is violated, i.e. EOA is less than zero
at least once, indicating the robot’s failure to recharge before
its energy budget is fully consumed. Figure 11b and 11c
show histograms of EOA values distribution for our method
as well as baseline at different values of τ for vr = 0.5m/s
and vr = 0.1m/s respectively. In all simulation runs the total
energy budget is set to be 12kJ.

We note that in Figure 11a for vr = 0.1m/s the area
covered consistently increases with decreasing return energy
threshold percentages, i.e. when a robot starts returning to
recharge at τ = 0.3 it typically covers more area than when
it needs to return at τ = 0.5 as it uses more of its energy
to carry out its mission. Although for this case the area
covered using our proposed method is less than baseline
(box plot median value of 268m2 for τ = 0.3 and 204m2

for ES-CBF, meaning a 24% reduction in TAC in the worst
case), baseline results have significantly more red dots than
ES-CBF, indicating significantly more violations of energy
budget than ES-CBF, so although TAC is more for baseline
the energy budget is violated for most test runs.

For vr = 0.5m/s, Figure 11a shows an overall increase in
TAC for both baseline and ES-CBF compared to the case
where vr = 0.1m/s. Moreover, we notice an increase in TAC
in case of ES-CBF over baseline with τ = 0.5 and τ = 0.6
(5% and 20% increase in TAC respectively), while there is
a decrease of 10% in TAC between baseline with τ = 0.3
and ES-CBF. For baseline cases with τ = 0.5 and τ = 0.6
there are no red dots at vr=0.5m/s in Figure 11a, but there
are numerous violations of energy sufficiency for baseline
with τ = 0.3. Overall, choosing a threshold value to return
to the charging station depends on the map and task at hand,
and does not provide guarantees for either optimal mission
success or return or respecting the energy budget. On the
contrary, our method guarantees that the energy budget is
fully exploited, without affecting mission performance.

It is also worth noting from Figure 11b and 11c that the
distribution of EOA values is very tight around zero, meaning
that robots applying ES-CBF framework arrive to the station
without violating the energy budget allocated and without
wasting energy, i.e. robots do not arrive too late or too early,
which means full utilization of the energy allocated. On the
other hand for the baseline method we can see in Figure 11c
for vr = 0.1 that EOA values are more widely dispersed
around zero, with a significant portion of the values being
positive or negative, indicating robots arriving to station
either too early or too late, which is a direct result of not
considering needed energy to return back to station (e.g. a
robot could reach the return threshold τ when it is relatively
close to the station so it will eventually arrive back with
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Figure 8. Software Architecture used during the simulation study (A) and on the experimental hardware (B).
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Figure 9. A sample result for the trajectories generated by the robot (A) and the map constructed in the same simulation run (B) for
an exploration task in a maze environment (maze-4 from (Sturtevant 2012)), while using our proposed approach to maintain energy
sufficiency.
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Figure 10. Surface plot of the power model used in simulation.
The red dots are the actual measured power values at different
values of linear and angular speeds (v and ω) and is fitted by a
3 dimensional surface to minimize the mean least square error
between the model and the real data points.

a significant amount of energy, and it may reach τ when
it is far away so that the energy budget is fully depleted
on the way back). We also note that for vr = 0.5m/s the
values of EOA are mostly positive for baseline with τ = 0.5
and τ = 0.6 indicating significant non-utilized energy when
the robot returns back to recharge. Therefore for these two

baseline cases the robots utilize less energy for exploration
and this explains the advantage that ES-CBF has in TAC over
these two baseline cases at vr = 0.5m/s.

7.3 Hardware setup
We study the performance of the energy-sufficiency
approach using an AgileX Scout Mini rover equipped with
a mission payload to perform exploration and mapping
missions, shown in Figure 12. The robot has an Ouster
OS0-64 lidar as the primary perception sensor and a
high-performance Inertial Measurement Unit (IMU) from
VectorNav. A mesh communication router implements
IEEE802.11s to communicate with the base station.

Figure 8B shows the software architecture deployed on
the Nvidia Jetson AGX Xavier of the rover. We implement a
full stack Simultaneous Localization And Mapping (SLAM)
system, mesh communication system, and a local planner
for collision avoidance. Unlike the simulation, the rover
performs a full-stack 3D localization and mapping using
a variant of LVI SAM (Shan et al. 2021) with a front-
end generating pose graphs and a back-end performing
map optimization. The mapping (Oleynikova et al. 2017,
Voxblox) and planning (Gbplanner modules and controller
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Figure 11. Comparison between baseline method for three different threshold percentages τ and our CBF-based approach for
energy sufficiency, denoted ES-CBF. Simulation data for total area covered and energy values upon arrival to charging station is
collected for three test environments and two different desired return speeds (vr = 0.5m/s and vr = 0.1m/s), each run for 50
instances with different random seeds. The red dots in Figure 11a indicate area values corresponding to simulation instances
where the energy budget is violated at least once, while green dots indicate no violation of energy budget. Histograms 11b and
11c show distribution of energy on arrival (EOA) values for vr = 0.5m/s and vr = 0.1m/s respectively.

were the same for both simulation and hardware. We apply
the path shortening procedure in (Cimurs et al. 2017,
Algorithm 1) on the output of the path planner, as we do in
the simulation setup.

We estimate the robot’s power consumption using voltage
and electric current values. Upon arrival to charging region
the robot executes a simple docking manoeuvre to enter the
charging region and carries out a simulated battery swap
operation to replenish the robot’s energy. We point out that
such setup does not affect the validity of the experiment and

could be justified by the fact that the energy consumed by the
robot is consistent, meaning that the power needed to move
the robot at a certain speed does not depend on the battery,
but rather depends on the robot’s mechanical properties and
the environment which are both static.

7.4 Hardware results
We apply the proposed method on our experimental setup
and we show the results in Figure 13, as well as the point
cloud map for the experimental run in Figure 1. In this
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Figure 12. Experimental setup we use to perform the
exploration mission while maintaining energy sufficiency. It
consists of an AgileX Scout Mini rover with a mission payload
mounted on top as demonstrated above.

experiment the robot is tasked with exploring and mapping
a set of corridors and hallways while returning back to a
charging spot. The map generated by the robot and the
trajectories taken by the robot during an experimental run
are shown in Figure 1.

For this experiment the allocated energy budget is 7kJ and
the desired return speed was set to vr = 0.2m/s. We note
from Figure 13b that the robot consumes the energy budget
fully by the time it arrives back to recharge, which shows
the ability of our proposed approach to maintain energy
sufficiency in cluttered environments. From Figure 13c the
path parameter value is equal to zero as long as the energy
sufficiency constraint (16) is not violated, then when he ≈ 0
(in Figure 13a, indicating energy sufficiency being close to
the boundary of its safe set) it starts to increase and drive
the robot back towards the station along the path. Figure 1
shows examples of paths taken by the robot while exploring
its environment.

8 Conclusions

In this work we present a CBF based method that provides
guarantees on energy sufficiency of a ground robot in an
unknown and unstructured environment. Our approach is to
augment a sampling based path planner (like GBplanner,
Dang et al. 2019) by a CBF layer, extending our work (Fouad
and Beltrame 2022) to endow a robot with the ability to
move along a path in an energy aware manner such that
the total energy consumed does not exceed a predefined
threshold. We described a continuous representation for
piecewise continuous paths produced by a path planner. We
define a reference point that slides along this continuous
path depending on robot’s energy. We show the relationship
between the constraints for controlling both the reference
point and robot’s position and show conditions for these
constraints to complement each other. We demonstrate how
these ideas are valid for dynamic cases in which the path
planner updates the path frequently and the robot is carrying

out a mission. Finally we demonstrate a method for adapting
our framework, based on a single integrator model, to
a unicycle model. We highlight through simulation and
experimental results the ability of our method to deal with
unknown and unstructured environments while maintaining
energy sufficiency.

Our proposed framework has the advantage of flexibility
and adaptability to different types of robot models and
environments. Such framework can be useful in many
application where long term autonomy is needed, e.g.
underground and cave exploration, robot reinforcement
learning, self driving cars in urban environments, and many
others.

As a future work we plan to extend our framework to
be able to handle coordination between multiple robots to
share a charging station in the same spirit as Fouad and
Beltrame 2022, while being able to deal with unstructured
and complex environments. Another direction could be
using online estimation and learning techniques to handle
power models that are variable by nature and need constant
adaptation, such as wind fields, snowy conditions, etc.
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