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Abstract— We consider the problem of designing output
feedback controllers that use measurements from a set of
landmarks to navigate through a cell-decomposable environment
using duality, Control Lyapunov and Barrier Functions (CLF,
CBF), and Linear Programming. We propose two objectives for
navigating in an environment, one to traverse the environment
by making loops and one by converging to a stabilization point
while smoothing the transition between consecutive cells. We
test our algorithms in a simulation environment, evaluating
the robustness of the approach to practical conditions, such as
bearing-only measurements, and measurements acquired with
a camera with a limited field of view.

I. INTRODUCTION

Path planning is a major research domain within mobile
robotics, involved primarily with the finding of a nominal
trajectory from an initial state to a goal, ensuring collision
avoidance. Classical path planning methods focus on finding
a single, nominal paths within a static and pre-known map.
These algorithms often assume that the robotic agent is
equipped with a lower-level state feedback controller, which
enables tracking the nominal path despite the presence of
extrinsic perturbations and inaccuracies in the model. In
contrast, biological systems demonstrate a more flexible
approach. Take, for example, a person navigating through
an unfamiliar room: despite the absence of a detailed layout
of the space and precise self-localization, the individual can
navigate with remarkable reliability and robustness toward
a desired exit. This capability in biological systems stems
from complex processes that are yet to be fully understood.

In this paper, we aim to bridge the gap between algorithmic
path planning and the inherent capabilities observed in
biological systems. We propose the synthesis of output-
feedback controllers that is robust to inexact map awareness.
By focusing on controller synthesis rather than fixed-path
generation, we integrate the high-level path planning with
the low-level control processes. Furthermore, the focus on
controller-based planning allows for the direct utilization of
measurements available to the agent, instead of assuming full
state knowledge; finally, since the controllers depend on the
environment indirectly (through measurements that are taken
online), we empirically show that such controllers are robust
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to (often very significant) changes in the map. In order to
pursue strong theoretical guarantees, in this paper, we assume
agents with controllable linear dynamics, and environments
that admit a polygonal convex cell decomposition (e.g., via
Delaunay triangulations [1] or trapezoidal decompositions
[2]). Methods to address these limitations are planned as part
of our future work (see also the Conclusions section).

Related works. Existing works on path planning can be
roughly classified into two categories: combinatorial path
planning methods, and sample-based path planning methods
[3]. Some of the path planning methods consider a continuous
model for the environment and therefore provide a continuous
path, such as potential fields [4], [5] and navigation functions
[6], while the other group solves the planning problem by
abstracting the environment to a finite representation and find
a discrete path, such as probabilistic roadmaps [7] and cell
decomposition methods [8].

One of the well-known combinatorial path planning algo-
rithms is cell decomposition, where a complex environment is
decomposed into a set of cells, avoiding obstacles by planning
straight paths in individual cells; for each individual step,
traditional methods use midpoints [9]–[11], while more recent
solutions aim to optimize path length [12]. Our work can be
seen as a descendant of previous work that handles the cell
decomposition vis-á-vis the continuous dynamic through a
hybrid system perspective by synthesizing a state-feedback
controller for each cell. Initial work proposed potential-based
controllers [13], while others characterize the theoretical
conditions [14] and closed-form solutions [15] for linear affine
controllers. Although the latter approaches were extended to
nonlinear systems in [16] and uncertain maps [17] (using
intelligent re-planning), they all assume that each cell in the
decomposition is a simplex (a polytope in Rd with d + 1
vertices, e.g., a 2-D triangle). In contrast, our method can
handle arbitrary convex polytopes, and design output-feedback
controllers (instead of state-feedback). In this paper, we only
consider ’reach-avoid’ problems. However, our approach can
be extended for broader spatial-temporal Logic specifications
such as linear temporal logic (LTL). [18]–[20]

Sampling-based planning algorithms, such as rapidly ex-
ploring random trees (RRT), have become popular in the
last few years due to their good practical performance and
their probabilistic completeness [9], [21], [22]. For trajectory
planning that takes into account non-trivial dynamical systems
of the robot, kinodynamic RRT [9], [21] and closed-loop RRT
(CL-RRT, [23]) and CL-RRT# grow the tree by sampling
control inputs and then propagating forward the nonlinear
dynamics (with the optional use of stabilizing controllers and
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tree rewiring to approach optimality). Further, in this line
of work, there has been a relatively smaller amount of work
on algorithms that focus on producing controllers instead of
simple reference trajectories. The safeRRT algorithm [24],
[25] generates a closed-loop trajectory from the initial state to
the desired goal by expanding a tree of local state-feedback
controllers to maximize the volume of corresponding positive
invariant sets while satisfying the input and output constraints.
Based on the same idea and following the RRT approach,
the LQR-tree algorithm [26] creates a tree by sampling
over state space and stabilizes the tree with a linear quadratic
regulator (LQR) feedback. With respect to the present paper,
the common trait among all these works is the use of full-state
feedback (as opposed to output feedback), although they do
not require prior knowledge of the convex cell decomposition
of the environment.

Finally, our work builds upon the real-time synthesis of
point-wise controls that trade off safety and stability for
nonlinear input-affine systems through a Quadratic Program
(QP) formulation [27], [28]. To the best of our knowledge,
our paper is the first to use similar conditions for synthesizing
controls over entire convex regions rather than single points.

Previous work contributions. A preliminary version of this
work was published in [29]. In this work, we proposed a novel
approach to synthesize a set of output-feedback controllers
on a convex cell decomposition of a polygonal environment
via Linear Programming (LP). We defined constraints in
terms of a Control Lyapunov Function (CLF) and Control
Barrier Functions (CBF) to ensure, respectively, stability
and safety (collision avoidance) throughout all the states
in a cell while automatically balancing the two aspects to
maximize robustness. Our formulation results in a linear min-
max optimization problem, which is solved by converting it
to an LP form. The major contributions of that work are:

• We allow a cell to be any generic convex polytope
(instead of a simplex).

• We consider output feedback based on any affine function
of the state (under the natural assumption that the overall
dynamics is controllable), although, for the sake of
presenting a concrete application, we focus on controls
using measurements of the relative position of the agent
with respect to landmarks in the environment.

• We apply the CLF-CBF to the new framework of control
synthesis.

Contributions of this work. We integrated our solution with
the sample-based method in [30] and introduced Gaussian
noise to measurements in [31]. We extended this approach
for probabilistic measurements with bounded uncertainty in
[32]. In previous works, the environment is decomposed to a
set of convex cells; then, the robot drives through cells by
switching between controllers. The main contributions of this
work are as follows:

• Propose a new cost function that smoothens the transition
between consecutive cells.

• Modify the control synthesize problem to address cases
where the stabilization is in the middle of the cell

• Providing theoretical proof for the stability of this
modified version

• Extending this approach to use only bearing measure-
ments of landmarks

After introducing some preliminary definitions (Section II),
we introduce the problem statement and propose our solution
(Section III, and then we analyze the stability of the solution
mathematically (Section III-D). We conclude the paper
with a few illustrative numerical examples (Section V and
Section VI).

II. NOTATION AND PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we review CLF and CBF constraints in the
context of our application on agents with linear dynamics
and a convex cell decomposition of the environment.

A. System dynamics

We start by considering a control-affine dynamical system1

where x ∈ X ⊂ Rn denotes the state, u ∈ U ⊂ Rm is the
system input, and A ∈ Rn×n, B ∈ Rn×m define the linear
dynamics of the system. We assume that the pair (A,B) is
controllable, and that X and U are polytopic,

X = {x | Axx ≤ bx}, U = {u | Auu ≤ bu}, (1)

and that 0 ∈ U . We assume that the robot has linear dynamics
of the form

ẋ = Ax+Bu, (2)

In our case, X will be a convex cell centered around a sample
in the tree (Section II-C).

Definition 1: We divide the state of systems x into two
parts xp ∈ Rnp , xd ∈ Rnd where xp = Ppx is the position
of the system and xd = Pdx the rest of states (np+nd = n),
where Pp ∈ Rnp×n, Pd ∈ Rnd×n are orthogonal projection
matrices.

Definition 2: We only consider constraints decoupled con-
straints on xp and xd. Thus, we can divide X into to sets
Xp and Xdyn. Where Xp = {x|Apx ≤ bp} and Xdyn =
{x|Adynx ≤ bdyn} contains all constraints only corresponding
for xp and xd respectively.

B. Control Lyapunov and Barrier Functions (CLF, CBF)

In this section, we review the CLF and CBF constraints,
which are differential inequalities that ensure stability and
safety (set invariance) of a control signal u with respect to the
dynamics (2). First, it is necessary to review the following.

Definition 3: The Lie derivative of a differentiable function
h for the dynamics (2) with respect to the vector field Ax and
B is defined as LAxh(x) = ∂h(x(t))

∂x

T
Ax and LBh(X) =

∂h(x(t))
∂x

T
B. The Lie derivative of order r is denoted as Lr

Ax,
and is recursively defined by Lr

Axh(x) = LAx(Lr−1
Ax h(x)),

with L1
Axh(x) = LAxh(x), respectively.

Definition 4: A function h(x) has relative degree r with
respect to the dynamics (2) if LBLi

Axh(x) = 0 for all i ≤ r−

1The CLF-CBF concepts are applicable to input-affine systems, but in this
work, we assume linear time-invariant systems and affine barrier functions.



1 and LBLr
Axh(x) ̸= 0; equivalently, it is the minimum order

of the time derivative of the system, hr(x), that explicitly
depends on the inputs u. Applying this definition to the
system (2) we obtain

hr(x) = Lr
Axh(x) + LBLr−1

Ax h(x)u (3)
We now pass on the definition of the differential constraints.
Consider a continuously differentiable function h(x) :

X → R which defines a safe set C0 such that

C0 = {x ∈ Rn| h(x) ≥ 0},
∂C0 = {x ∈ Rn| h(x) = 0},

Int(C0) = {x ∈ Rn| h(x) > 0}.
(4)

We say that the set C0 is forward invariant (also said positive
invariant [24]) if x(t0) ∈ C0 implies x(t) ∈ C0, for all
t ≥ 0 [33].

Definition 5: We recursively define function ψi as :

ψ0(x) = h(x)

ψ1(x) = ψ̇0(x) + α0ψ0(x) ≥ 0

ψr(x, u) = ψ̇r−1(x) + αr−1ψr−1(x) ≥ 0

(5)

Where α0 . . . αr−1 are positive constants. Set Ci is defined
as Ci = {x|ψi(x) ≥ 0}

Proposition 1 (HCBF, [34]): Consider the control system
(2), and a continuously differentiable function h(x) with
relative degree r ≥ 0 defining a set C0 as in (4). The function
h(x) is a Higher order Control Barrier Function (HCBF) if
a control inputs u ∈ U exist such that

ψr(x, u) ≥ 0,∀x ∈ C0. (6)

Furthermore, (6) implies that the set C0∩C1 . . .∩Cr is forward
invariant.
For simpler notation, (6) can be written as:

ψr(x) = Lr
Axh(x) + Lr−1

Ax LBh(x)u+ cTb ξh(x) ≥ 0 (7)

where ξh contains all lower order derivative of function h(x)

ξh =


h(x)

LAxh(x)
...

Lr−1
Ax h(x)

 cb =


∑
i αi∑

i1,i2 αi1αi2

...∑
i1...ir αi1 . . . αir

 (8)

and the i-th element of cb equals to summation of all possible
permutation of αi1 . . . αir.

Consider a continuously differentiable function V (x) :
X → R, V (x) ≥ 0 for all x ∈ X , with V (x) = 0 for some
x ∈ X .

Proposition 2: The positive definite function V (x) is a
Higher order Control Lyapunov Function (HCLF) [35] with
respect to (2) if there exists positive constant vector cl and
control inputs u ∈ U such that

Lr
AxV (x) + Lr−1

Ax LBV (x)u+ cTl ξV (x) ≤ 0,∀x ∈ X . (9)

Where, ξV (x) contains lower order derivative similar to (8).
Furthermore, (9) implies that limt→∞ V (x(t)) = 0.

C. Convex Decomposition of the Environment
We start with a tree T = (V, E) generated by the traditional

RRT∗ algorithm [22]. Since the number of samples is finite,
the generated tree is not optimal, although it has a large
number of nodes. We simplify the tree to reduce the number
of nodes (while keeping all the samples that are in collision
with obstacles) by following the simplified-RRT∗ algorithm
in [30] and denote it as T = (Vs, Es).

Note that as a consequence of the simplifying steps above, it
is still possible to connect any sample that was discarded from
the original RRT∗ to the simplified tree with a straight line,
suggesting that the simplified tree will be a good road-map
representation [11] of the free configuration space reachable
from the root (up to the effective resolution given by the
original sampling). Given the simplified tree Ts = (Vs, Es),
for each node i ∈ Vs in the tree, we define a convex cell Xi

similar to [30] such that the boundaries of Xi are defined as
the bisectors hyper-plane between node i and other nodes in
the tree except node j which node j is the parent of node i.
The polyhedron Xi is similar to a Voronoi region [2]. Note
that Xi contains all the points closer to i than other vertices
in Ts but also includes the parent j.

We assume the environment P ⊂ Rn, is decomposed in a
finite number of convex cells {Xi}, such that

⋃
i Xi = P , and

set Xi is a polytope defined by linear inequality constraints
of the form AT

xx ≤ bx.
We aim to design a different linear feedback controller u

for each cell Xi. The feedback signal used by the controller
will be based on linear relative measurements for a set of
landmarks.

Definition 6: A landmark is a point l ∈ Rn whose location
is known and fixed in the environment.
For each convex section Xi, we have a finite number of
landmarks, and the landmarks can be any points in the
environment.

D. High-level planning
We consider two overall objectives for the controller design:

(O1) Point stabilization: given the stabilization point (where
ẋ = 0) in the environment and starting from any point,
we aim to converge to the stabilization point (e.g., Fig. 3).

(O2) Patrolling: starting from any point, we aim to patrol the
environment by converging to a path, and then traversing
the same path (e.g., Fig. 4).

First, we decompose the environment into a set of convex
cells by implementing the cell decomposition method in [30]
using the sample-based RRT∗ method (See Section II-C). To
specify the convergence objective for each controller u, we
first abstract the cell decomposition of the environment into a
graph G = (V, E), where each vertex i ∈ V represents a cell
Xi in the partition of P , and an edge (i, j) ∈ E if and only
if cells corresponding to i and j have a face in common.

In the case of the point stabilization objective (O1), the
stabilization point is one of the graph’s vertices. If the
stabilization point is in the middle of the cell, we introduce
new constraints to the problem such that it satisfies the point
stabilization in the middle of the cell.



(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 1: The polygonal environment in Fig .1a is decomposed
to 8 convex sections Fig .1b, blue arrows indicate the exit
direction and green arrows indicate the inverse exit direction
for each cell, the corresponding graph is shown in Fig . 1c

For each cell, we then select one exit edge (a pointer)
such that, when considered together, all such edges provide
a solution in the abstract graph G to the high-level objective.
For instance, in the case of objective (O1), the exit edge
of each cell will point in the direction of the shortest path
toward the vertex of the stabilization point. In the case of
objective (O2), following the exit edges will lead to a cyclic
path in the graph.

To give an example, the polygonal environment in Fig. 1a is
converted to the connected graph in Fig. 1c based on the cell
decomposition of the environment in Fig. 1b. Starting from
the first node in Fig. 1c, shown by the green point, we find
the path from the start node to the equilibrium node indicated
by the red point, through the path planning algorithms (e.g.,
using Dijkstra’s algorithm). Regarding that path, we define
the exit face as the face of the convex section the path moves
through, and based on that, we design the controller.

Definition 7: For each cell Xi in the decomposition of the
environment, we define an exit face Pexit to be the face
corresponding to the exit edge in the abstract graph G. The
inverse exit direction z is an inward-facing normal Pexit.
In this work, we desire to design a controller for each convex
section of the environment that drives the system in the exit
direction toward the exit face or the stabilization point while
avoiding the boundary of the environment.

Overall, thanks to the high-level planning in the abstract
graph G, and the controller design in each cell Xi (explained
in the sections below), the system will traverse a sequence of
cells to reach a given equilibrium point or achieve a periodic
steady state behavior (examples in Section V) according to
the desired objective.

III. PROBLEM SETUP

This section aims to synthesize a robust controller for a
convex cell X (with respect to previous sections, we dropped
the subscript i to simplify the notation). We assume that the
robot can only measure the relative displacements between
the robot’s position xp and the landmarks in the environment,
which corresponds to the output function

y = (L− xp1
T)∨ = L∨ − IPpx = stack (li − xp), (10)

where L ∈ Rn×nl is a matrix of landmark locations, i =
1, . . . , nl that nl is the number of landmarks, A∨ represents

the vectorized version of a matrix A, I = 1nl ⊗ In, and
⊗ is the Kronecker product. Our goal is to find a feedback
controller for the form

u(y, xd) = Kpy +Kdxd +Kb (11)

where Kp ∈ Rm×nnl ,Kd ∈ Rm×nd and Kb ∈ Rm are the
feedback gains that need to be found for each cell X . The
goal is to design u(y, xd) to drive the system toward the
exit direction while avoiding obstacles. Note that, to define a
controller for a cell, the landmarks do not necessarily need to
belong to X , and, in general, each cell could use a different
set of landmarks (see also Section III-E).

Remark 1: In general, our framework can handle general
linear output y = Cx +D, but we focus here on the path
planning application.

A. Control Barrier Function

We characterize the safe set C0 with nh linear function hi
as:

hi(x) = Ahix+ bhi (12)

Where each Ahi is derived from either Adyn or Ax by
negating a row while omitting the row corresponding to
the exit face.

Note that (6) only enforces the forward invariance if the
initial condition lies within the

⋂r−1
i Ci Therefore, we assume

that ψi(x) ≥ 0 for all 0 ≤ i ≤ r are initially met. This
assumption leads to the following set of linear constraints:

ψi = AhA
ix+ cTb [0 : i]


Ahx+ bh
AhAx

...
AhA

i−1x

 (13)

Where cb[0 : i] ∈ Ri is a subvector that contains the first i
elements of cb. These constraints (13) adds new constraints
on dynamic states. In order to incorporate them, we define
the restricted dynamical set as Xd = {x|Adx ≤ bd}

B. Control Lyapunov Function

To stabilize the system, we define the Lyapunov function
V (x) for cell X as,

V (x) = zT (x− xe), (14)

where z ∈ Rn is the inverse exit direction for the cell X (see
Definition 7), and xe is an arbitrary point belong to the exit
face Pexit (i.e. Pdxe = 0). Since this is a linear function that
splits the space into two parts such that all V (x) ≥ 0 for
all x ∈ Xi and the function reaches its minimum V (x) = 0
when x is in the exit face. Note that this Lyapunov function
represents the distance d(x,Pexit) between the current system
position and the exit face.

Remark 2: The function V (x) can be defined as a function
of the vertices of the exit face instead of its normal. For
instance, in R2, we have

V (x) = det(
[
v1 − v0 x− v0

]
) (15)



where v0 and v1 are two distinct points (e.g., ver-
tices) in the exit face (with their order determining
the correct sign in V (x)). Based on the same idea, in
R3, V (x) = det(

[
v1 − v0 v2 − v0 xp − v0

]
) Where

v0, v1, v2 are three distinct points in the exit face (e.g., three
vertices of the exit plane), respectively. This concept can be
generalized to any dimension.

C. Finding the Controller by Robust Optimization

Our goal is to find controllers u (more precisely, control
gains (Kp,Kd,Kp)) that maximize the movement of the
robot toward the exit face while avoiding the boundary of
the environment by satisfying the CLF and CBF constraints
respectively. Using the CLF-CBF constraints reviewed in
Section II, we encode our goal in the following feasibility
problem with a heuristic cost to make the transition between
cells smoother :

min
{Kpi,Kdi,Kbi}

∑
ij

φt
ij + φp

ij

subject to:{
CBF: − (Lr

Ax
hiq + Lr−1

Ax LBhiqu+ cTb ξhiq )
}
≤ 0,{

CLF: Lr
AxVi + Lr−1

Ax
LBViu+ cTl ξVi

}
≤ 0,

u ∈ U , ∀xp ∈ Xi,∀xd ∈ Xd,∀q ∈ Nnhi
.∀i ∈ NN

(16)

where (i, j) are two consecutive cells and Ni denotes the
natural numbers less or equal than i. Two terms of the
objective function in (16) are defined as,

φt
ij =

nvd∑
v′=1

nv∑
v=1

|K1i(y
v
ij) +K2ix

v′

dyn +K3i

−K1j(y
v
ij)−K2jx

v
dyn −K3j |

φp
ij =

nvd∑
v′=1

nv∑
v=1

|BPi(K1i(y
v
ij) +K2ix

v′

dyn +K3i)− (yvij − ym)|

yvij = (L− xvij)

ym =
1

nv

nv∑
v=1

yvij

(17)
Where xvij are the vertices of the common face between two
consecutive cells Xi and Xj and xv

′

dyn are the vertices of the
set Xd. Basically, φt

ij computes the difference between two
controllers on all vertices of the common face and Xd and
minimizing φt

ij provides a smooth transition between two
cells. φp

ij computes the difference between the projection of
the controller on the exit face and the vector of the exit face,
and minimizing φp

ij results in a controller that drives the
agent through the center of the exit face. Pi ∈ Rn×n defined
as

Pi = I2 − ηiz
T
i zi, (18)

where 0 ≤ ηi ≤ 1 is a user-defined constant that adjusts the
length of the projection of the controller in the exit face.

In practice, we aim to find a controller that satisfies the
constraints in (16) with some margin. For the CLF constraints,
we use δl margin to achieve finite-time convergence (see

Proposition 3), and for the CBF constraints, we use the δb
margin to achieve minimum distance from the obstacles (see
Proposition 4). We focus on the following robust optimization
problem:

min
Ki,ki,δl,δb

∑
ij

φt
ij + φp

ij + ωT
b δb + ωlδl

subject to:
max

x
CBF ≤ δb,

max
x

CLF ≤ δl,

δl, δb ≤ 0,

∀x ∈ X ,∀xdyn ∈ Xdyn∀u ∈ U

(19)

where weights ωb and ωl are user-defined constants defining
the trade-off between the barrier and Lyapunov function
constraints. Combining (10) and (11) with (2), the constraints
in (19) can be rewritten as
CBF constraints: max

x
γbx

subject to Axix ≤ bxi
Adx ≤ bd

 ≤ Rb (20)

CLF constraint: max
x
γvx

subject to Axix ≤ bxi
Adx ≤ bd

 ≤ Rv (21)

where γb , γv, Rb, Rv and Ru equals to:

γb = −(AhiA
r +AhiA

r−1B(−KpiIPp +KdiPd)−
cb

T
[
Ahi AhiA . . . AhiA

r−1
]
)

γv = zTi A
r + zTi A

r−1B(−KpiIPp +KdiPd)+

cl
T
[
zT zTA . . . zTAr−1

]
)

Rb = δhi
+ [cb]0bhi +AhiA

r−1B(KpiL
∨
i +Kbi)

Rv = δli − zTi A
r−1B(KpiL

∨
i +Kbi) + [cl]0z

Txe

Ru = bu −AuK
i
1L

∨ −AuKbi

(22)

and [.]i denotes the ith element of a vector. Moreover, the
control bounds can be captured as:max

x
Au(−KpiIPp +KdiPd)x

subject to Axix ≤ bxi
Adx ≤ bd

 ≤ Ru (23)

Constraints in (20), (21) and (23) are linear in terms of
variable x, so we can write dual forms of the constraints as
CBF dual constraint:

minλbi
λTbibxi

subject to
AT

xiλbi +AT
d λ

′
bi = γb

λbi, λ
′
bi ≥ 0,

 ≤ Rb (24)

CLF dual constraint:
minλl

λTlibxi
subject to

AT
xiλli +AT

d λ
′
li = γv

λli, λ
′
li ≥ 0

 ≤ Rv (25)



Control bounds dual:
minλui

λTuibxi
subject to

AT
xiλui +AT

d λ
′
ui = Au(−KpiIPp +KdiPd)

T

λui, λ
′
ui ≥ 0

 ≤ Ru,

(26)
min

Kpi,Kdi,Kbi,δl,δb

∑
ij

φt
ij + φp

ij + ωT
b δb + ωlδl

subject to min
λb

CBF dual constraint (24),

min
λl

CLF dual constraint (25),

min
λu

Control bounds dual (26),

δb, δl ≤ 0.

(27)

For the purpose of point stabilization objective(O1), if the
stabilization point xe is located at the middle of the cell, then,
instead of the CLF dual constraint (27), we use the following
constraint

Kpi(Li − xe1
T) +Kbi = 02. (28)

Consequently, (19) with the dual constraints becomes:

min
Ki,ki,δb,λb,λl

∑
ij

φt
ij + φp

ij + ωT
b δb

subject to CBF dual constraint (24),
Control bounds dual (26),
Constraint (28) ,
δb ≤ 0.

(29)

In the following, we prove that the feasible optimal solution
for (19) is also the feasible optimal solution for (27).

Remark 3: By strong duality [36, Theorem 4.4] if a linear
programming problem has an optimal solution, so does its
dual, and the respective optimal costs are equal.
This remark allows us to prove the following.

Lemma 1: Optimization problems (19) and the optimiza-
tion problem (27) have the same feasible optimal solution.

Proof: Two optimization problems have the same
objective functions. Constraints in (19) are in the form of LP
optimization problem, and the constraints (27) are the duals.
According to the Remark 3, the optimal cost of constraints in
(19) and (27) are equal and result in the same constraints with
the same objective functions, which imply the optimization
problem (19) and (27) have the same optimal solution.
In section III-D we will proof that the solution of (29) is a
safe and stable controller for system (2).

In the following two propositions, we study the physical
meaning of the slack variables δl and δb:

Proposition 3: For a system with a relative degree order
equal to one, if the solution of (29) results in an optimal δl
that is strictly less than zero, then every trajectory exits each
cell in finite time.

Proof: Define the maximum distance from the exit face
as

dmax = max
x∈X

{V (x)}. (30)

For a first-order system, the CLF constraints in (16) imply

V̇ (x(t)) ≤ δl − clV (x(t)) ≤ δl (31)

where δl < 0. Applying Gromwall’s lemma, the differential
inequality above implies V (x(t)) ≤ V (x0) + δlt. By defini-
tion, the robot is at the exit face when V (x(t)) = 0.Hence,
texit ≤ −dmax

δl
and the controller reaches the exit face in

finite time if −dmax

δl
has a finite value.

Proposition 4: For each cell, define the set Xδb = {x ∈
X : h(x) ≥ −δb} ⊂ X . If the problem (27) or (29) is
feasible with an optimal δb less than zero and the system
relative degree order equals to one, then Xδb is forward-
invariant, and if the robot starts at a distance at least δb from
the walls, then it will never get closer than δb.

Proof: The proof follows the original CBF proof. The
constraint ensures ḣ+ cbh ≥ δb. Let y(t) be the solution of
ẏ+ cby = δb with y(0) = h(x(0)). y(0) ≥ δb by assumption
that x(0) ∈ Xδb . The explicit expression for y(t) is y(t) =
δb
cb

+ ce−cbt where c is a constant. Then by the comparison
lemma [37], h(x(t)) ≥ y(t) ≥ δb. Hence x(t) ∈ Xδb for all
t ≥ 0 and it is forward invariant.

D. Stationary Point

This section demonstrates the stability of our controller
derived from either (27) or (29), and establishes that xe is the
equilibrium. Consider the stabilization objective (O1) defined
in Section II-D, and let xe be the stabilization point in X . In
this section, we provide sufficient conditions showing that the
controllers synthesized with our proposed method introduce
an equilibrium point at xe.

The stabilization objective (O1) is divided into two cases:
first, when the stabilization point is located at the corner of
the cell, and second, when the stabilization point is located
at the middle of the cell. The distinction is due to the fact
that the two cases rely on very different theoretical tools.

1) Stabilization to a Vertex: Before proceeding, we need
the following. We use stack() to denote the operator that
stacks vertically all its matrix arguments.

Fact 1: Let Ah,exit be the matrix whose rows are the row
vectors in the set {Ah,i : hi(xe) = 0}. Then z belongs to the
proper cone {v : Ah,exitv ≥ 0}.
This fact is intuitively given Definition 7: Ah,exit represents
the normal of the active constraints at the stabilization point,
and z needs to be inward-pointing. Note that the rows or
Ah,exit are a subset of the rows of Ax. We can now state the
main result of this section.

Proposition 5: Assume the pair (A, stack(Ah,exit, z
T)) is

observable and that all hi and V have the same relative
degree r and xe is one of the corners of the cell X . Then,
any solution to the optimization problem (16) (or, equivalently,
the linear program (29)) guarantees that ẋ = 0 when x = xe.

Note that the assumption about having a homogeneous rel-
ative degree is reasonable since zT and Ah,exit all essentially
represent generic planes in the environment.

Proof: We prove this by induction. Suppose that
Aixe = 0 for all i ≤ j− 1. We want to prove that Ajxe = 0.
As discussed above, we have V (xe) = 0 for the Lyapunov



function, and hi(xe) = 0 for the constraints corresponding to
Ah,exit. We have that ψv

j (x) = Lj
AV+

∑j−1
i=1 αiLi

AV+α0V =

zTAjx +
∑j−1

i=1 αiA
ix + α0V ≤ 0. Using the induction

hypothesis that Aixe = 0 for all i ≤ j − 1, we simplify
ψv
j (xe) ≤ 0 to zTAjxe ≤ 0. A similar argument holds for

CBF, and we conclude that Ah,exitA
jxe ≥ 0. From Fact 1,

we have that the sets described by Ah,exitv ≥ 0 and zTv ≤ 0
intersect only at the point v = 0; hence, Ajxe = 0.Therefore
we can conclude that zTAr−1ẋ(xe) = zTAr−1(Axe +
Bu(xe)) ≤ 0 and AT

hA
r−1ẋ(xe) = AT

h (Axe +Bu(xe) ≥ 0.
Thus, based on the Fact1, ẋ(xe) needs to be zero.

Intuitively, the proof shows that the CLF and CBF constraints
fix x to xe.

2) Stabilization to an Inner Point: In this section, we
provide conditions on the feedback control matrix K that are
sufficient to imply asymptotic convergence of a given point
xeq . We first state our results for a generic linear system with
closed-loop dynamics

ẋ = AKx, (32)

and then apply the general result to our case defined by the
dynamics (2) with the output feedback control (10), (11).
Without loss of generality, we assume that the equilibrium
is at the origin, xeq = 0 (if not, the same discussion holds
after a translation of the coordinate system). We claim the
following:

Proposition 6: If there exist a bounded polyhedron X such
that 0 ∈ X and the field ẋ = AKx is inward-pointing on
X (defined as a polytope as in (1)), then xeq = 0 is an
asymptotically stable equilibrium of the system ẋ = AKx.
The important point of this section is that these convergence
conditions on AK are linear, and hence can be easily
incorporated into an LP or QP; this is in contrast to standard
criteria for stability such as Lyapunov-based conditions
(PAK + AT

KP = −Q for positive definite matrices P,Q,
which result in a Semi-Definite Programming problem) or
algebraic conditions (AK is Hurwitz [38]). For completeness,
we formally define the notion of inward-pointing as follows.

Definition 8: Let Axi, bxi denote the i-th row of Ax and
the i-th element of bx, respectively. The vector field ẋ = AKx
is said to be inward-pointing at a point x0 ∈ ∂X if

AxiAKx0 ≤ δl (33)

for all i such that Axix0 = bi and with δl < 0 strictly
negative.

Definition 9: The vector field ẋ = AKx is inward-pointing
on X if it is inward-pointing for every x ∈ ∂X with a
common δl.
Note that, by Nagumo’s theorem [39], Definition 9 implies
that X is forward invariant.

In order to prove Proposition 6, we first need to review
the following fact from linear dynamical system theory:

Fact 2: Assume that xeq = 0 is an equilibrium of the
linear dynamical system ẋ = AKx. Then, the system will
exhibit one of the following behaviors:

1) Globally asymptotically stable: all eigenvalues have a
negative real part.

2) The system is stable, and all trajectories converge to a
linear subspace Sxeq

containing xeq: some eigenvalues
are zero (AK is singular), and the other have a negative
real part.

3) The system converges to a bounded periodic orbit O
that does not contain xeq: some eigenvalues are complex
conjugate with a zero real part, and the others have a
negative real part.

4) The system is unstable: at least one eigenvalue has a
positive real part.

This fact can be easily proven by looking at the closed-
form solution for x(t) (for any arbitrary initial condition
x(0) ∈ Rn) via the classical variation of the constants formula.
Second, the geometry of our setup implies the following:

Lemma 2: Let Xs be a scaled version of X defined as
Xs = {x | Axx ≤ sbx} for a given scale s > 0. Then, the
field ẋ = AKx is inward-pointing on X if and only if it will
also be inward-pointing on Xs.

Proof: The claim follows by applying definition 9 with
sδl.
Finally, we have all the elements necessary for proving the
main claim of this section.

Proof: [Proposition 6] We proceed by contradiction to
exclude all possible behaviors listed in Fact 2 except 1) global
asymptotic convergence.

2) Let x0 be a point in the intersection Sxeq ∩ ∂X . Then
AKx0 = 0, and the point violates the inner-pointing
assumption.

3) Let s1, s2 > 0 be two scales such that Xs1 does not
contain O, Xs1 ∩O = ∅, and Xs2 contains O, O ⊂ Xs2 .
Then, there exists an s such that s1 < s < s2 and
Xs intersects O, Xs ∩ O = x0 for some x0 ∈ O (this
follows from the assumption that Xs is compact, and by
applying the intermediate value theorem to the signed
distance between x0 and the set Xs as a function of s).
Then, the periodic solution escapes Xs at x0, and thus
cannot be inner pointing at that point; by Lemma 2, this
creates a contradiction with the assumption that the field
is inner pointing on X .

4) Since the system is unstable, at least one trajectory must
escapes X at a point x0; again, this contradicts the
assumption that the field is inner pointing on X .

Definition 10: We define a non-final cell as a cell the agent
passes through to reach the goal point. The final cell is defined
as a cell in which the goal point belongs to that cell.

Theorem 1: If xe is in the interior of a cell, and if the
solution of (final opt problem) implies δb < 0, then the
controllers Ki will stabilize the system to xe.

Proof: The non-final cells do not have an equilibrium
due to Proposition 1. For the final cell, the CBF condition
(20) evaluated after substituting our controller, and at the
boundary of the cell, is equivalent to (33). The CBF dual
constraint (24) then implies that (33) is satisfied for every
point in the final cell. Hence, ẋ produced from our controller



satisfies Definition 9 in the final cell. The claim is then a
consequence of Proposition 6.

E. Control With the Limited Field of View

In the formulation above, it is implicitly assumed that the
controller has access to all the landmarks measurements at
all times. However, in practice, a robot will only be able to
detect a subset of the landmarks due to a limited field of view
or environment occlusions. To tackle this issue, we show in
this section that the controller u (11) can be designed using
multiple landmarks (as in the preceding section) but then
computed using a subset of landmarks.

Proposition 7: Let Kp =
[
KP1, · · · ,KPi, · · · ,KPl

]
be a

partition of the controller matrix conformal with L∨. Without
loss of generality, assume that we see all the landmarks with
i ≤ ı̂, while landmarks ı̂ + 1 ≤ i ≤ l are not visible. Then
the controller (11) can be equivalently written as

u =

ı̂∑
i=1

KPiyi +

l∑
i=ı̂+1

KPjyı̂ + kbias +Kb +Kdxd, (34)

where kbias,i ∈ Rn is a constant vector given by

kbias,i =

l∑
j=ı̂+1

KPj(l̂j − l̂ı̂) (35)

Proof: Using the conformal partition of Kp, we can
expand (11) as

up =
∑
j

Kpj(l̂j − x). (36)

Adding and subtracting
∑l

j=ı̂+1Kpjyı̂ =
∑

j Kpj(l̂ı̂ − x)
(note that Kp and y have different subscripts) and reordering,
we have

up =

ı̂∑
i=1

Kpiyi +

l∑
j=ı̂+1

Kpj(l̂ı̂ − x) +

l∑
j=ı̂+1

Kpj(l̂j − l̂ı̂),

(37)
from which the claim follows.

Note that we could also merge all visible landmarks into
a single virtual landmark, which can be chosen to minimize
(at every time instant) the effect of noise [31].

Using the fact that the global positions of the landmarks are
known during planning, our new Proposition 7 shows that it is
possible to implement the controller u by measuring a single
displacement yi; moreover, since the original controller (11)
is smooth, one can also switch among different landmarks
without introducing discontinuities in the control. Although
we stated our result for a single landmark, it is possible to
prove a similar claim for any subset of landmarks.

IV. CONTROL WITH BEARING MEASUREMENTS

As mentioned in the introduction, in this paper, we consider
a robot equipped with a monocular camera that generally
does not provide the depth of a target object in the image and
instead measures the corresponding relative bearing (Sec. IV-
A). In this section, we only consider a driftless system(i.e.,
A = 0) with a relative degree of one and show that in this

case, it is possible to still use the control synthesis method
of Sec. III after rescaling the bearing measurements, such
that they are similar to the ideal displacement measurements.
We divide the section into two parts. First, we give details on
the rescaling procedure; second, we show that the resulting
bearing controller still solves the path planning problem,
albeit with modified CLF and CBF conditions.

A. Bearing direction measurements

In this work, we assume global compass direction is
available (the bearing directions can be compared in the
same frame of reference) and the robot has only access to
bearing direction measurements (see Fig. 2a). The bearing
direction measurements are defined as

βi = di(x)
−1(li − x), i = {1, . . . , N}, (38)

where N is the number of landmarks and di is the relative
displacement measurement between the position of the robot
and landmark li

di(xp) = ∥li − xp∥. (39)

The location of landmarks li is assumed to be fixed and
known at the planning time. Additionally, we assume at
the implementation time, the robot can measure the bearing
direction βi between its position xp and a set of landmarks
li.

For simplicity, in this section, we consider only 2-D
environments (however, an extension to the 3-D case is
possible with minor modifications). Without loss of generality,
we assume that the robot position x is equal to the zero
vector (if not, all the computations below are still valid after
introducing opportune shifts by x).

The bearings {βi} can be identified with points on a unitary
circle centered at the origin (Fig. 2a).

For the current cell (and hence its associated controller)
we pick a fixed landmark f among those available. We then
define l̃f as the point on the circle corresponding to βf . Our
goal is to rescale all the other bearings i ̸= f such that they
are similar to the full displacements.

For this purpose, we define inter-landmark bearing direc-
tions between landmark f and every other landmarks i ̸= f
as

βf
i = di(lf )

−1(li − lf ); (40)

note that these bearings can be pre-computed from the known
locations of the landmarks on the map. For each landmark,
i ̸= f , let P f

i be the line passing through the fixed landmark
l̃f with direction βf

i , and let Pi be the line passing through
the robot position x with direction βi. We then define the
scaled landmark position l̃i as the intersection between P f

i

and Pi.
Lemma 3: Let s(xp) = df (xP ) be the distance between

landmark f and the robot; then, we have that li − x =
s(xp)(l̃i − xp) for each landmark i.

Proof: The triangles lf , xp, li and l̃f , xp, l̃i are similar
since they have identical internal angles. Moreover, ∥l̃f −
xp∥ = 1 by construction, the ratio between the segments
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Fig. 2: a) Bearing direction measurements. Landmarks are shown by blue circles, and the robot is shown by a black circle.
We assume the robot measures the bearing to landmarks directly and they are shown by blue arrows. The position of
landmarks is known, and bearing direction measurements between landmarks are shown by purple, green, and orange arrows.
b) As bearing measurements are unit vectors, the robot sees all the landmarks within 1 unit from itself. c) modify bearing
measurements by assuming the landmark l2 is fixed.

lf , xp and l̃f , xp is equal to s(xp). Combining these two
facts, we have that the ratio between the segments lf , xp and
l̃f , xp is also s(xp); the claim then follows.

Our proposed solution is then to compute the scale
displacements Ỹ = stack({l̃i − xp}), which are then used
with the pre-computed controller

ũij(x) = KijỸ. (41)

B. Analysis of the Bearing Controller
The following lemma shows that the original displacement-

based controller uij and our proposed bearing-based controller
ũij are essentially equivalent from the point of view of path
planning.

Proposition 8: Assume s(xp) is uniformly upper bounded
(i.e., s(xp) < ∞ for all xp ∈ Xij). The controllers uij in
(11) and ũij in (41) produce the same paths (but traced, in
general, with different speeds) for the driftless system (2)
(i.e., A = 0) when started from the same initial condition.

Proof: Let xp and x̃p be the trajectories of the system
under uij and ũij , respectively. Since both the dynamics
and the controllers are linear, we have that ẋp = s ˙̃xp when
evaluated at the same location. This implies that the two
curves xp and x̃p are the same up to a reparametrization of
the velocity.

In fact, we can also relate the new controller to the
conditions in the synthesis problem (27).

Proposition 9: Assume that smin < s(x) ≤ smax, and
that ũ = KijsY ∈ U for all x ∈ Xij . Then Kij is a feasible
solution for (27) with the modified CLF and CBF conditions:

−(LBhij ũ+ c̃hhij) ≤ 0, (42)
LBVij ũ+ c̃vVij ≤ 0, (43)

where c̃h = s−1
minch and c̃v = s−1

maxcv .
Proof: The claim follows by dividing the original CBF

and CLF conditions by s(x), and then using the bounds smin,
smax.

Note that the bounds on s(x) translate to bounds on the
distance between the cell Xij and the landmarks li

Taken together, Propositions 8 and 9 show that the con-
troller Kij found by assuming a displacement-based controller
can also be used for the bearing-based case. However, the
speed of the resulting trajectories might be more aggressive.

V. NUMERICAL EXAMPLES

To assess the effectiveness of the proposed algorithm, we
run a set of validations using MATLAB simulations. While
the optimization problem guarantees convergence of the robot
to the stabilization point, in these experiments the velocity
control input u has been normalized to achieve constant
velocities along the robot’s trajectory.

The simulated MATLAB environment is presented in Fig. 3
and Fig. 4. The Polygonal environment is decomposed into six
convex cells. Each cell has four vertices. This experiment tests
the effect of the η on the smoothness of the controller when
switching between cells. This experiment also represents the
effect of choosing landmarks. In Fig. 3a, all six cells share the
same set of landmarks, which is a set of all vertices and are
shown by blue markers. In this figure, the robot starts from
the start point and passes through other cells to reach the goal
point. As represented in Fig. 3a, as we increase the η the path
becomes smoother. The non-regularized refers to the case
where the cost function is computed such that the ϕt and ϕp
are eliminated from the cost function, so we do not consider
the smoothness of the path between cells. In Fig. 3b, upper
cells, shown by orange edges, take the measurements from
the red landmarks, and the lower cells, shown by black edges,
take measurements from the blue landmarks. Comparing the
two Fig. 3a and Fig. 3b shows that this approach produces a
smoother path when all cells share the same set of landmarks.
In Fig. 4a and Fig. 4b, the robot moves through the feasible
path to cover the environment. Similar to Fig. 3, we separate
the cases where the cells get inputs from all landmarks and
the cases where different landmarks are assigned to the upper
and lower cells.



(a) Shared landmarks, converging to a point (b) Two set of landmarks, converging to a point

Fig. 3: Converging to a point while changing variable η. The black circle shows the starting point, while the black diamond
represents the converging point. In Fig. 3a, all cells share the same landmarks shown by blue squares. In Fig. 3b, Upper
cells with orange edges use the orange landmarks, and lower cells with black edges use blue landmarks. For both cases,
increasing variable η makes the path smoother.

(a) Shared landmarks,traversing (b) Two set of landmarks, traversing

Fig. 4: Making loops changing variable η. The black circle shows the starting point. In Fig. 4a, all cells share the same set
of landmarks which are shown by blue squares. In Fig. 4b, Upper cells with orange edges use the orange landmarks, and
lower cells with black edges use blue landmarks. For both cases, increasing variable η makes the path smoother.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we proposed a novel approach to synthesize
a set of output feedback controllers on a cell decomposition
of the environment; such decomposition is generated by a
simplified version of the sampling-based RRT∗ method. We
build a robust output feedback controller for each cell; the
controller takes inputs on the relative displacements between
a set of landmarks positions and the robot. The controllers for
all cells are found simultaneously as the solution of a robust
min-max Linear Program. The optimization includes CLF and
CBF constraints to guarantee the stability and safety of the
system and a new regularization term to smooth the transitions
between consecutive cells of the environment. In addition,
we discuss strategies for handling practical problems deriving
from the use of monocular cameras, such as limited fields of
view (in which case the controller can be re-parameterized
without solving a new optimization problem) and bearing
measurements with unknown depths (in which case we
propose a new triangulation approach to scale the bearing
measurements before using them in the output feedback
controller). We test the proposed algorithm in simulations
to evaluate the performance of our approach under different
measurements and the influence of the regularization term

on the shape of the final path.
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