arXiv:2310.00363v2 [eess.SY] 15 Mar 2024

Composition of Control Barrier Functions With Differing Relative Degrees for
Safety Under Input Constraints

Pedram Rabiee and Jesse B. Hoagg

Abstract— This paper presents a new approach for guaranteed
safety subject to input constraints (e.g., actuator limits) using
a composition of multiple control barrier functions (CBFs).
First, we present a method for constructing a single CBF from
multiple CBFs, which can have different relative degrees. This
construction relies on a soft minimum function and yields a CBF
whose O-superlevel set is a subset of the union of the O-superlevel
sets of all the CBFs used in the construction. Next, we extend
the approach to systems with input constraints. Specifically,
we introduce control dynamics that allow us to express the
input constraints as CBFs in the closed-loop state (i.e., the
state of the system and the controller). The CBFs constructed
from input constraints do not have the same relative degree
as the safety constraints. Thus, the composite soft-minimum
CBF construction is used to combine the input-constraint CBFs
with the safety-constraint CBFs. Finally, we present a feasible
real-time-optimization control that guarantees that the state
remains in the O-superlevel set of the composite soft-minimum
CBF. We demonstrate these approaches on a nonholonomic
ground robot example.

I. INTRODUCTION

Control barrier functions (CBFs) are a set-theoretic ap-
proach to obtain forward invariance and guarantee that
constraints are satisfied [1]. CBFs are often integrated into
real-time optimization-based control methods (e.g., quadratic
programs) as safety filters [2], [3] and in conjunction with
stability constraints or performance objectives [4]. CBF
methods have been demonstrated in a variety of applications,
including mobile robots [5], unmanned aerial vehicles [6],
and autonomous driving [1], [7]. Nevertheless, verifying a
candidate CBF (i.e., confirming that it satisfies the conditions
to be a CBF) can be challenging [8].

For systems without input constraints (e.g., actuator limits),
a candidate CBF can often be verified provided that it
satisfies certain structural assumptions (e.g., constant relative
degree) [1]. In contrast, verifying a candidate CBF under
input constraints can be challenging, and this challenge is
exacerbated in the case where the desired forward invariant set
(e.g., the safe set) is described using multiple CBFs. Offline
sum-of-squares optimization methods can be used to verify a
candidate CBF [9]-[12].

An online approach to obtain forward invariance (e.g.,
safety) with input constraints is to use a prediction of the
system trajectory into the future under a backup control [13]-
[15]. For example, [14], [15] determine a control forward
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invariant subset of the safe set by using a finite-horizon
prediction of the system under a backup control, and to use
a soft-minimum function to construct a single composite
barrier function from the multiple barrier functions that arise
from using a prediction horizon. In addition, [15] allows for
multiple backup controls, which helps to enlarge the verified
forward-invariant subset of the safe set. However, all of these
methods rely on a prediction of the system trajectories into
the future, which can be computationally intensive.

Another approach to address forward invariance subject to
input constraints is to compose a single CBF from multiple
CBFs. For example, [16] presents a CBF composition that
uses adaptable weights. However, the feasibility of the
composition-weight update law relies on the assumption
that an underlying optimization problem satisfies Slater’s
condition.

This paper presents a new approach for guaranteed safety
subject to input constraints (e.g., actuator limits). The
approach relies on a composite soft-minimum CBF that
combines multiple safety constraints and multiple input
constraints into a single CBF constraint that can be enforced
through a real-time optimization, specifically, a quadratic
program. This paper presents several new contributions. First,
we present a method for constructing a single CBF from
multiple CBFs, where each CBF in the composition can have
different relative degree. The construction relies on a soft
minimum function and yields a CBF whose 0-superlevel set
is a subset of the union of the O-superlevel sets of all the
CBFs used in the construction.

Next, we use the composite soft-minimum CBF construc-
tion to address guaranteed safety under input constraints. To
do this, we introduce control dynamics such that the control
signal is an algebraic function of the internal controller states
and the input to the control dynamics is the output of a real-
time optimization. Other methods using control dynamics and
CBFs include [17], [18]. The use of control dynamics allows
us to express the input constraints as CBFs in the closed-loop
state (i.e., the state of the system and the controller). Notably,
the input constraint CBFs do not have the same relative degree
as the safety CBFs. However, this difficult is addressed using
the new composite soft-minimum CBF construction. Then,
we present a real-time-optimization control that minimizes
a quadratic performance cost subject to the constraint that
the state remains in the O-superlevel set of the composite
soft-minimum CBF, which guarantees both safety and the
input constraints are satisfied. Finally, we demonstrate the
method on a simulation of a nonholonomic ground robot
subject to position constraints, speed constraints, and input



constraints—none of which have the same relative degree.

II. NOTATION

The interior, boundary, and closure of the set A C R™ are
denoted by int A, bd A, cl A, respectively. Let P™ denote
the set of symmetric positive-definite matrices in R™*".

Letn: R" — RY, be continuously differentiable. Then,
7 : R® — R is defined as 7/(z) = 8?)—(;). The Lie
derivatives of 7 along the vector fields of f : R™ — R™ and g :
R™ — R™ ™ are defined as L;n(z) £ n'(z) f(z), Lyn(z) =
7' (z)g(x), and for all positive integer d, define L‘fm(x) =
LfL?_ln(x). Throughout this paper, we assume that all
functions are sufficiently smooth such that all derivatives
that we write exist and are continuous.

Let p > 0, and consider the function softmin, : R x --- x
R — R defined by

N
1

softmin,(z1, ..., 2n) L —710gZe_”Z'i7 )
P i=1

which is the soft minimum. The next result relates the soft
minimum to the minimum.

Fact 1. Let z1,...,2zy € R. Then,

log N

L ZN} — T < softmin, (21, . ..

min {z1, .. JZN)

<min{z,...,2n5}.

III. COMPOSITE SOFT-MINIMUM CBF

This section presents a method for constructing a single
CBF from multiple CBFs, which can have different relative
degrees. Next, this section presents a feasible real-time-
optimization control that guarantees safety with respect to all
of the original CBFs.

A. Problem Formulation

Consider

#(t) = f(2(t) + g(x(t))u(d), )

where z(t) € R" is the state, 2(0) = z¢ € R™ is the initial
condition, and u(t) € R™ is the control.

Let hy, ha, ..., he: R™ — R be continuously differentiable,
and define the safe set

S, & {r e R": hy(z) > 0,ha(z) >0...,he(x) >0}. (3)

Unless otherwise stated, all statements in this section that
involve the subscript j are for all j € {1,2,...,¢}. We
assume that there exists a positive integer d; such that:
(Al) For all z € S and all i € {0,1,...,d; — 2},
LgLshj(x) = 0.
(A2) For all & € S, LyLy ™" hy(x) # 0.
Assumptions [(AT)|and [(A2)|imply h; has well-defined relative
degree d; with respect to (2); however, these relative degrees
need not be equal.
Next, consider the cost function J:R™ x R™ — R defined
by
J(x,u) & %uTQ(x)u + c(z) u, )

where ) : R™ — P™ and ¢ : R®™ — R™. The objective is to
design a full-state feedback control u : R™ — R™ such that
forall t > 0, J(x(t),u(t)) is minimized subject to the safety
constraint that z(t) € Ss.

B. Composite Soft-Minimum CBF Construction and Control

For i € {0,...,d; — 2}, let a;;:R — R be an extended
class-KC function, and consider b; ;41 : R — R defined by

b1 () & Lybji(w) + ai(bji()), )
where bj o(x) £ hj(z).
Next, for i € {0,...,d; — 2} define
Cji 2 {x € R" : bj(x) > 0}. (6)
For notational convenience, we define b;(z) = bj 4,1 ().
Then, consider i : R” — R defined by
h(x) £ softmin, (b1 (z), b2(x), . .., be(x)), (7

and define
S {z e R": h(x) > 0}. ®)

The following result is the immediate consequence of Fact [T}
Fact 2. S C {x € R" : by(x) >0,...,be(x) > 0}.

Next, define the sets

c; 2 ﬂ Cjir
=0

and it follows that S N C C S;. Furthermore, we note that if
for all z € bd S, Lyh(x) # 0, then SNC is control forward
invariant.

Next, we design a control that for all ¢ > 0, seeks to
minimize J(z(t),u(t)) subject to the constraint that xz(t) €
SNCNSs. Let vy > 0, and let o : R — R be a nondecreasing
function such that «(0) = 0. For all x € R™, the control is
given by

L
cs (¢ cCs,, ©)
j=1

(ul@). o)) 2 argmin J(z, @) +7i (10a)
weR™, LeR

subject to

Lh(z) + Lgh(z)t + a(h(x)) + ith(z) > 0. (10b)

The following result shows that the quadratic program (I0)
is feasible if Lyh(x) # 0 for all z € bd S.

Lemma 1. Assume that for all € bd S, Lyh(x) # 0.
Then, for all z € S, there exists & € R™ and g > 0 such

that is satisfied.

The next theorem is the main result on the control (@), (@),
(7), and (IO that uses the composite soft-minimum CBF h.

Theorem 1. Consider (2), where and are
satisfied, and consider u given by @), (), (7), and (T0).
Assume that for all z € bd S, Lyh(z) # 0. Let 29 € SNC.
Then, for all t > 0, 2(t) e SNC C Ss.

Next, we present an example to demonstrate the control (),
(), (7, and (T0) that uses the composite soft-minimum CBFE.



Example 1. Consider the nonholonomic ground robot
modeled by (2), where

vcos 00 qx
_ |vsinf _ |00 _ay _|w
f(x)_ O ?g<x)_ 1 Oax_ v 7u_|:u2:|7
0 0 1 0

and [gx ¢y]" is the robot’s position in an orthogonal
coordinate system, v is the speed, and 6 is the direction of the
velocity vector (i.e., the angle from [1  0]T to [¢x ¢y ]T).

Consider the map shown in Figure [T} which has 6 obstacles
and a wall. For j € {1,...,6}, the area outside the jth
obstacle is modeled as the O-superlevel set of

_ ‘ |:ax .3 (@x—bx, J)i|
ayj(ay—by ;)
where by j, by j, ax,j, 0y j, Cj,p > 0 specify the location and
dimensions of the jth obstacle. Similarly, the area inside
the wall is modeled as the O-superlevel set of h7(z) =
— H[Z;;;g;]”p, where ay 7,ay7,c7,p > 0 specify the
dimension of the space inside the wall. The bounds on speed
v are modeled as the O-superlevel sets of hg(z) = 9 — v,
ho(z) = v+ 1. The safe set Ss is given by (3) where ¢ =9,
and its projection onto the gy—g, plane is shown in Figure m
Note that for all = € S;, the speed satisfies v € [—1,9].
Let g4 = [gax qay )" € R? be the goal location, that is,

the desired location for [¢, ¢y ]T.
Next, the desired control is

ua(z) 2 [udl (x)] :

g, (7)

where ug,,uq,, 7,1 : R* — R are defined by

— ¢4,
p

Y

ua, (2) 2 — (k1 + k3)v + (1 + kiks)r(2) cos (2)
+ ki (ko (2) + v) sin? ¢(x), (12)
tay () 2 (k n m) sin (z), (13)
r@) e [ ]| (14
P(z) £ atan2(gy — qay, ¢« — Gax) — O+,  (15)

and k1 = 0.2,k; = 1, and k3 = 2. Note that the desired
control is designed using a process similar to [19, pp. 30-31],
and it drives [gx ¢y )" to gq but does not account for safety.

Next, we consider the cost function @), where Q(z) = I
and c(x) = —ugq(x). Thus, for each € R™, the minimizer
of @) is equal to the minimizer of the minimum-intervention
cost ||u — uq(z)|)3.

We note that [(AT)| and [(A2)] are satisfied by dy = dy =

.:d7:2andd8:dg:1.

We implement the control @), (3), (7). and (I0) with
p =10, v = 10*, a1 o(h) = ... = azo(h) = Th, and
a(h(z)) = 0.5h(x). The control is updated at 1 kHz.

Figure [I] shows the closed-loop trajectories for zy =
[-1 -85 0 Z]" with 4 different goal locations gq =
[3 4.5]T, qd — [—7 O]T, qqa = [7 1.5}T, and qa —
[—1 7]T. In all cases, the robot position converges to the
goal location while satisfying safety constraints.

Figures [2] and [3] show the trajectories of the relevant signals
for the case where qq = [3 4.5]". Figure |3 shows that A,
min b; ;, and min h; are positive for all time, which implies
trajectory remains in SN C C S;. A
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Fig. 1. Ss, and closed-loop trajectories for 4 goal locations.
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Fig. 2. g¢x, gy, v, 0, uw and ug for gg = [3 4.5]T.
IV. GUARANTEED SAFETY WITH INPUT CONSTRAINTS
This section uses the composite soft-minimum CBF from
the previous section to address safety with input constraints.
A. Problem Formulation

Consider

2(t) = f(2(1)) + a(@(0)at), (16)



Fig. 3. h, minb;;, and minh; for gg = [3 4.5]T.

where Z(t) € R" is the state, £(0) = o € R™ is the initial
condition, and @(t) € R™ is the control.

Let ¢1,...,¢¢, : R™ — R be continuously differentiable,
and define

UL{aeR™: ¢ (0)>0,..., ¢ (0) >0} CR™, (17)

which we assume is bounded and not empty. Unless otherwise
stated, all statements in this section that involve the subscript
kare forall k € {1,2,...,£;}. We assume that for all & € U,

¢ (@) #0. )
Next, let hq,..., Ay, : R" — R be continuously differen-
tiable, and define the safe set
Se 2 {2 e R™ hy(#) > 0,ha(2) >0..., hy, (&) >0}
(18)

Unless otherwise stated, all statements in this section that

involve the subscript v are for all v € {1:2’ oo lz . We

assume that there exists a positive integer d,, such that:

(A3) For all & € & and all i € {0,1,...,d, — 2},
LQL’fh,,(:ﬁ) =0.

(A4) For all & € &, Lng;v—liLU(:z) £0.

Next, consider the cost function J:R? x R™ — R defined
by )
J(z,0) 2 5aTQ(ae)a + é(@) T,
where Q : R® — P™ and ¢ : R® — R™. The objective is to
design a feedback control such that for all t > 0, J(&(t), u(t))
is minimized subject to the safety constraints z(¢) € Ss and

the input constraint 4(t) € U.

(19)

B. Control for Safety with Input Constraints

To address this problem, we introduce control dynamics.
Specifically, consider a control @ that satisfies

ic(t) = fc(xc(t)) + gc(xc(t))u(t)a
a(t) = he(zc(t)),
where z.(t) € R™, z.(0) = x, € R" is the initial
condition, and u(t) € R™ is the input, which is computed
from a quadratic program presented below.
Define the set

Se & {x. € R™ : he(xe) € U}.

(20)
21

The functions f., g. and h. are selected such that there exist
positive integers d. and ¢ such that the following conditions
hold:
(Cl) For all z. € S. and all ¢ € {0,1,...
Lg L he(xe) = 0.

(C2) For all z. € S, LgCL‘]j{_lhc(mc) is nonsingular.
(C3) For all & € S and all z. € &,
LgLJdg_lh,,(i)Lch?E_lhc(xc) #0.

(C4) For all z. € S; and all i@ € {0,1,...
LQCL?CQSH(hC(mC)) =0.
(CS5) For all z¢ € Se, Ly LS ¢y (he(xc)) # 0.
Note that there exist constructions of f., g., and h.
for which [[CDH(C5)] are satisfied. The following example
provides one such construction.

adc - 2}3

>C - 2}’

Example 2. Let
fc(mc) = Acmm gc(xc) = B, hc(-rc) = chm (22)

where A, € R"X" B. e R**™ C. e R™*" and C.B,
is nonsingular. Thus, L, hc(xz.) = Cc.B, is nonsingular,
which implies that and are satisfied with d. = 1.
Next, since Ly, hc(zc) is nonsingular, it follows from
that is satisfied. Finally, note that Ly ¢, (hc(zc)) =
@ (he(ze)Lg he(xe) = @ (he(2c))CcBe. Since C.B. is
nonsingular and for all z. € S;, ¢ (he(x.)) # 0, it follows
that and are satisfied with ¢ = 1. A

Next, the cascade of (I6), (20), and (ZI) is given by (@),
where

oy 2 [F@O N gy 2 [ 0 ]ae[7],

and n 2 i +ne. Let £ 2 (3 + £, and for j € {1,2,...,¢},
h; is defined as

() A hy(#),
5() {¢j€i(h0(xC))a

if je{1,2,...,0:},
if je{l+1,0:+2,...,0}
(24

Consider the set Sy defined in @) and note that Sg = S’S X
S.. The following result demonstrates that the cascade (23)

satisfies and

Proposition 1. Consider (I6), where and [(A4)] are
satisfied, and consider (20) and (2I), where [[CDH(CS)
are satisfied. Then, f, g, and h; given by (23) and (24)

satisfy [(AT)] and [(A2)] with

N {ch+dC, if je{1,2,...,0},
d; &

25
¢, ifje{ls+1,0;+2,...,0}. (23)

Since Proposition [T] implies that the cascade (23) with the
CBFs (24) satisfy [[AT)|and [(A2)] it follows that the composite
soft-minimum CBF construction from the previous section
can be applied to combine the CBFs (24) that describe a
set Sg = 35 x S, that combines the safe set 35 and the
set of controller states S, that yield control signals in the



admissible set /. In other words, we can apply the composite
soft-minimum CBF construction to enforce safety and input
constraints. To do this, for ¢ € {0,...,d; — 2}, let bj ;11 :
R"™ — R be given by (3). Furthermore, let i : R" — R be
the composite soft-minimum CBF given by (7), and let S be
given by (8).

Next, note that we cannot directly apply the quadratic
program (T0) because the cost J given by (@) is a function of
u, whereas the cost .J given by (19) is a function of . Thus,
we introduce an expression for the cost J that is a surrogate
for the cost .J. In other words, we develop an expression for
J such that minimizing J tends to minimize J.

Consider 14 : R" — R™ defined by

a(z) & —Q(a)e(#),

which is the minimizer of (T9). Next, let 74, = 1, and consider
uq : R™ — R™ defined by

ug(z) é(Lch;lg‘lhc(:vc))*l (iv (L}ad(m)
=0

(26)

~ Ly, hc(wc))> : 27)
where 0,71, ... ,7d.—1 > 0 are selected such that
s% 4 ygem18® T Hygas® TP 4 s+ 0 (28)

has all its roots in the open left-hand complex plane.

The following result considers the closed-loop (I6), (20),
and system under u4. This result demonstrates that
the trajectory of closed-loop system under ugq converges
exponentially to the trajectory of (I6) under the ideal control
Uq, which minimizes J.

Proposition 2. Consider (16), (20), and (2I), where u =
ugq. For all t > 0, define e(t) = a(t) — diq(x(t)). Then, the
following statements hold:

(a) The signal e satisfies (%) 4+~ _jelde=D) f ... fye 4
Ye = 0, and for all z(0) € R", lim; ,oce(t) = 0
exponentially.

(b) Assume that Q() is bounded. Then, for all 2:(0) € R”",

lim [J(@(0), a(t)) — J(@(t), @a((8))] = 0.

t—o00
(c) Let &y € R™. Assume that z.o € R™ is such that for
i€{0,1,...,dc = 1}, L}he(weo) = Liia(zo), where
zo 2 [#F  2L)T. Then, for all t > 0, e(t) = 0.
Proposition [2] implies that u = uq yields an output @
from the control dynamics (20) and 1)) that converges
exponentially to the minimizer 4q of J. Thus, we consider

a cost J that is minimized by uq. Specifically, consider J
given by (@), where

Q(l‘) = I,

Finally, we consider the input signal u to the controller

dynamics (20) and ZI)) given by (I0), where v > 0 and
a : R — R is a nondecreasing function with a(0) = 0.

c(x) = —uq(x). (29)

The following corollary is the main result on the control (@),

©, @, [, @0, 1), @3), @4, @6), 7). and @29) that

uses the composite soft-minimum CBF.

Corollary 1. Consider (I6), where [(A3)] and [(A4)] are
satisfied. Furthermore, consider the control @ is given by (20)

and (21)), where (C5)| are satisfied, and u is given by
@, @), @, (M), 23), @4), @6), @7), and (29). Assume
that for all x € bd S, Lyh(x) # 0. Let zp € S NC. Then,
for all t > 0, z(t) € SNC, &(t) € S, and u(t) € U.

Next, we present an example that demonstrates the com-
posite soft-minimum CBF approach for safety with input
constraints.

Example 3. We revisit the nonholonomic ground robot
from Example [T] and include not only safety constraints
but also input constraints. The nonholonomic ground robot
modeled by (T6), where

v cos 0 0 Qx
sy |osin@| . .o |0 0| . lay| . |Wa
f(x)_ O 7g(x)_ 1 0 y = v 7u_|:,&2:|a
0 0 1 0

and ¢y, gy, v, 0 are the same as in Example

Consider the map shown in Figure 4 which is the same
map considered in Example [1} For j € {1,...,9}, consider
izj(:ﬁ) given by the expression for h;(x) in Example [1| The
safe set S, is given by (I8), and its projection onto the ¢x—
gy plane is shown in Figure E} The bounds on input 4 are
modeled as the 0-superlevel sets of

$1(0) =4 — 1y, $o() = 11 + 4,
¢3() = 1 — G, pa(tt) = U + 1,

and U is given by (T7).

Let ¢ga = [qax qdyy}T € R? be the goal location, that
is, the desired location for [gx ¢y ]T. Next, we consider a
desired control 4q (%) that is the same as uq(x) considered in
Example 1. Specifically, g4, iq,, and g, are given by @)—
(]E[), where uq4, ug, and ug, are replaced by g4, ﬁd} and g, .
Thus, we consider the cost function (T9), where Q(z) = I»
and ¢(z) = —aq4(x).

We consider the controller dynamics (20)—(22), where
AC = —IQ, BC = Ig, CC = IQ, u = [’U,l U2]T.

Let f and g be given by (23). We note that and
are satisfied by dy = de = ... =dy = 3, ds = dyg = 2,
dio=di1 =dip=diz=1,d.=1, (=1

We implement the control @), @), (), (I0), 20), €I),
@3). @4, @26), @7), and @29) with p = 10, v = 100,
al’o(h) =...= a670(h) = ]., O[lyl(h) =...= ag,l(h) =
25h, Oézo(h) = 6, a7’1(h) = 1, agyo(h) = Oég,o(h) = 10h,
a =0, and y; = 1. The control is updated at 1 kHz.

Figure [] shows the closed-loop trajectories for zo =

[-1 -85 0 5 0 0 |T with 4 different goal locations
qd = [3 4'5]T’ (Id = [_7 0]T9 Qd = [7 1'5}’1" and
qga =[—1 7]T. In all cases, the robot position converges to

the goal location while satisfying safety and input constraints.
Figures [5]and [f] show the trajectories of the relevant signals



for the case where qq = [3 4.5]T. Figure |§| shows that h,
min b;;, and min h; are positive for all time, which implies

that & remains in Ss and @ remains in /. A
— S8, —Trajectories +
# Goal x )
10 | F j
5 .
. [ ]
0 L
5k
-10 L - - - J
-10 -5 0 5 10

ax

Fig. 4. Ss and closed-loop trajectories for 4 goal locations.
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Fig. 5. g¢x, gy, v, 0, 4, Gq4, e, u and ug for gg = [3 4.5]T.
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Fig. 6. h, minb; ;, and min h; for g4 = [3 4.5]T.
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