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From Time-Invariant to Uniformly Time-Varying Control Barrier
Functions: A Constructive Approach

Adrian Wiltz and Dimos V. Dimarogonas

Abstract—1In this paper, we define and analyze a subclass
of (time-invariant) Control Barrier Functions (CBF) that have
favorable properties for the construction of uniformly time-
varying CBFs and thereby for the satisfaction of uniformly
time-varying constraints. We call them A-shiftable CBFs where
A states the extent by which the CBF can be varied by adding a
time-varying function. Moreover, we derive sufficient conditions
under which a time-varying CBF can be obtained from a
time-invariant one, and we propose a systematic construction
method. Advantageous about our approach is that a A-shiftable
CBF, once constructed, can be reused for various control
objectives. In the end, we relate the class of A-shiftable CBFs
to Control Lyapunov Functions (CLF), and we illustrate the
application of our results with a relevant simulation example.

I. INTRODUCTION

Control Barrier Functions (CBF) as introduced in [1] are
a well-established and useful tool for ensuring the forward
invariance of sets for dynamical systems. They allow for
constraint satisfaction and the construction of safety fil-
ters [2], [3]. Many works on (zeroing) CBFs focus on zero
super-level sets, which are the set of states where a CBF
takes non-negative values. As zero super-level sets often
represent constraints, they are also referred to as safe set.
However, also on the so often neglected neighborhood of
the zero super-level sets, where the CBF takes negative
values, the CBF possesses appealing properties: it ensures
the asymptotic convergence of states outside of the safe set
back into it [1]; and it gives rise to the construction of time-
varying CBFs from a time-invariant CBF which is the topic
of this paper.

Due to the close link between the construction of CBFs
and reachability analysis [4]-[6], the construction of CBFs
can be computationally expensive. Especially the construc-
tion of CBFs for time-varying constraints is problematic as
this adds another dimension to the state space and the CBF
needs to be computed on a possibly infinitely long time-
interval in order to guarantee constraint satisfaction [4]. This
often does not result in a tractable problem. We aim here at
mitigating this problem by constructing a time-varying CBF
for certain classes of uniformly time-varying constraints on
the basis of a time-invariant CBF.

The problem of ensuring the forward invariance of time-
varying sets occurs in many contexts: continuously time-
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varying constraints may naturally arise from the problem
formulation as transient performance specifications or time-
varying physical limitations, but they may also occur as time-
invariant constraints that only need to be eventually satisfied
after some time. A rather general class of time-varying
constraints are spatio-temporal logic constraints, for example
specified in terms of the STL (Signal Temporal Logic)
formalism [7], which are state and time constraints that are
combined via logic statements with each other. In [8]-[10],
approaches to ensure the satisfaction of broad classes of STL
constraints have been proposed. While the latter work is
based on (fixed time) Control Lyapunov Functions (CLF),
the first two works are based on time-varying CBFs. Indeed,
CBFs and CLFs appear to be suitable tools for ensuring
such types of time-varying constraints as they characterize
the (local) controllability properties of dynamical systems.

In this paper, we construct and analyze a class of time-
varying CBFs for input constrained systems that allow for
the satisfaction of uniformly time-varying constraints. To this
end, we first characterize those time-invariant CBFs b(x)
defined with respect to some given input constrained system,
for which there exists a trajectory A(¢) such that

B)\(.)(t,x) = b(x) + A(t)

constitutes a time-varying CBF with respect to the same
input constrained system. Based on this, we provide suffi-
cient conditions for trajectories A such that By)(t, ) is
guaranteed to be a CBF. The presented results give rise to a
systematic construction of CBFs of the form b(x) + A(t).
Such CBFs allow for the satisfaction of uniformly time-
varying constraints such as

2(t) e H(t) i= {z|h(z) = -A@E)} Vt=0 (1)

where h : R® — R is some Lipschitz-continuous function,
but also of constraints with more general uniformly time-
varying sets H(t) := {z|h(t,x) = 0} where H(t) < H(¢).
Constraints of the form (1) are essential to approaches that
encode STL specifications into CBFs [8], [9]. These works
however only establish under some controllability condition
that By() is a CBF which is not constructive. With our
result, we resolve this problem by providing a constructive
approach to the synthesis of By() as a CBF. Furthermore,
our method allows for the satisfaction of uniformly time-
varying constraints even for systems that cannot be brought
to Byrnes-Isidori form [11] which is in contrast to the high
gain approach presented in [12]. Our results hold irrespec-
tively of the particular form of the underlying dynamics.
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The remainder is structured as follows. Section II in-
troduces preliminaries; Section III introduces a subclass of
CBFs that has favorable properties for the construction of
uniformly time-varying CBFs, and analyzes it in detail;
Section IV relates this class of CBFs to CLFs; Section V
presents some simulation examples, and a conclusion is
drawn in Section VI

Notation: A continuous, strictly increasing function « :
R>o — Rsg with a(0) = 0 is called a class K function,
and if the function is additionally defined on the entire R
such that o : R — R then it is called an extended class &,
function. A trajectory « : R — X is denoted with boldface,
and X, 4,1 denotes the set of all such trajectories defined
on [t1,t2] € R.

II. PRELIMINARIES

Throughout this paper, we consider the input-constrained
dynamical system

T = f(m,u), l‘(O) = To, 2

where z,20 e R", ue Y < R™, and f : R" xU — R"
is Lipschitz-continuous in both of its arguments in order to
ensure the uniqueness of its arguments; forward complete-
ness is assumed. The solution to (2) for an input trajectory
u : Ryg — U is denoted by ¢(t; 2o, u); the first argument ¢
denotes the time at which ¢ is evaluated. Let us now formally
define CBFs.

Definition 1. (CBF, similar to [1, Def. 5]) Consider D < R"
and a continuously differentiable function b : R™ — R such
that C < D < R", where

C:= {a|b(zx) = 0} 3)

is the zero super-level set of b. We call b a Control Barrier
Function (CBF) on D with respect to (2) if there exists an
extended class /. function « such that for all z € D

sup { £2(2) fa,)} > ~a(0(0), @

ueld
Next, let us consider the (time-invariant) state constraint

x(t) e H := {x|h(z) = 0} Vt=0 5)

where h : R™ — R is a Lipschitz-continuous function. A
CBF b can be viewed as a system theoretic characterization
of a dynamical system (2) with respect to a constraint (5)
when it is chosen as b(x) < h(x) for all z € C. Then, C € H
holds for the zero super-level set of the CBF.

We call the set C forward control invariant with respect to
system (2) if there exist u € U[g o) such that (t; zo,u) € C
for all ¢t > 0. Moreover, we call the set C forward invariant
under input u € Ui ) with respect to system (2) if
@(t;xg,u) € C for all ¢ > 0. The following forward
invariance result for CBFs is a corollary of Nagumo’s
theorem [13].

Corollary 1 (Forward invariance via CBFs). Let b be a CBF
to (1) on D < R"™. Then, any locally Lipschitz continuous
control u(z) € Kcpp(z) = {u € U] S—Z(x) flz,u) =
—a(b(x))} renders C < D forward invariant.

III. MAIN RESULTS

Let us introduce a more particular notion of CBFs that
have favorable properties for ensuring the satisfaction of
uniformly time-varying constraints.

A. A-shiftable CBFs

We define this class, which constitutes a subclass of CBFs
according to Definition 1, as follows.

Definition 2. (A-shiftable CBF) A continuously differen-
tiable function b : R™ — Ry¢ is called a A-shiftable CBF
with respect to (2) for some A > 0 if b(z) is a CBF on the
domain

Cari={z|b(z) = —A}

with respect to (2), or equivalently, if there exists an extended
class K, function « such that (4) holds for all x € Cy.

Here, Cp takes the role of D in Definition 1 as domain.
We call such a CBF A-shiftable since b(x)+ A, which is the
by A shifted version of b(x), is still a CBF for any A€ [0, A].

Proposition 2. For A € [0, A], the by A shifted version of
b(x) defined as

By(z) :==b(z) + A (6)

is a CBF on C,. If additionally A < A, then B, is also a
(A —\)-shiftable CBF.

Proof. For the first part of the proposition, we observe that

0B } { ob }
sup{ ——(z)f(x,u) p = supi —(z) f(x,u
sup { 2 @)1 )| = sup oo
)
> —a(b(x)) = —a(b(x) + \) = —a(Bx(x))
for all x € C5. Thus by Definition 1, B is a CBF on Cp.
Since Cp = {z|b(x) = —A} = {z|Ba(z) = —(A = N)},
B, is a (A—))-shiftable CBF if A — A > 0, or equivalently,
A < A, and the second part is also shown. O

Clearly, every A-shiftable CBF is a CBF, but not every

CBEF is A-shiftable. The following is an obvious consequence
of Corollary 1 and the definition of A-shiftable CBFs (Def-
inition 2).
Corollary 3. Let b(z) be a A-shiftable CBF. Then for an
arbitrary A € [0, A], any locally Lipschitz-continuous control
u(@) € Kpp(2) == {u € U] F () f(z,u) > —a(b(z) + N)}
renders Cy := {z|b(z) = —A} forward-invariant.

B. From A-shiftable CBFs to uniformly time-varying CBFs

A A-shiftable CBF b(z) even exhibits favorable properties
when we add a differentiable time-dependent function X :
R>o — [0, A] instead of a constant \ as in (6). Let us denote
the resulting time-varying function by

BA(.)(t, x) :=b(x) + )\(t). (7)

The CBFs constructed in [8], [9] take this form. Given that
b(x) is a A-shiftable CBF, our objective is to design the
trajectory A(t) such that By()(t,x) implicitly becomes a



CBF with respect to dynamics (2) augmented with time. This
ultimately allows us to ensure the forward invariance of the
uniformly time-varying set

Cay (1) = {z | b(z) = —A()}. )

To this end, we impose on A(t) the condition that for all
t = 0 it holds

202 —ar20) ©

where «), is a class C function. The differential inequality (9)
can be interpreted as a uniform lower-bound on the derivative
of A. Intuitively, it implies that the derivative of X\ tends to
zero if the value of A\ tends towards the lower bound of its
range which is zero. Based on this condition, we can now
show that By(.(t,z) is a CBF with respect to dynamics (2)
augmented with time.

Theorem 4. Let By (t,x) := b(z) + A(t) where b(z) is a
A-shiftable CBF with respect to (2) with input constraint u €
U < R™. Moreover, let X : R>o — [0, A] be a continuously
differentiable function that satisfies (9) where «), is an either
convex or concave class K function and it holds a(—§) <
—ax(§) for all £ € [0,A]. Then, Bx((t,z) is a CBF on
Rso x Cx with respect to dynamics (2) augmented by time

R e

Moreover, then there exists an extended class K. function /3
such that for all (¢,2) € R5g x Ca

sup { 528w | 11> —s00) + 20,

ueld
aBA(») R 5B>\(.) aB,\“
where ) = > e B

Remark 1. The condition that o(—§) < —ax(§) must hold
for all £ € [0, A] has an intuitive interpretation. To this end,
note that o (on the left-hand side) characterizes the minimal
possible ascend of the system state on the A-shiftable CBF b,
while a, is bounding the “speed” with which b is shifted.
Consequently, the condition a(—§) < —ax(§) ensures that
the function b is not shifted faster than the system state can
move towards the interior of Cy.).

In order to formally prove Theorem 4, we first need to
derive some intermediate results. In particular, it is crucial
to determine under which conditions there exists an extended
class /C, function § that upper-bounds the sum of « and «y.
More precisely, we first need to provide sufficient conditions
that guarantee the existence of an extended class K. func-
tion B such that

a(ry) + ax(w2) < B(z1 + 22). (10)

Clearly, this holds with equality if « and «) are linear.
However, when such strong assumptions do not hold, more
sophisticated conditions are required. These are stated in the
subsequent lemmas.

Lemma 5 ([14]). Let o7 : R — R be an extended class &,
function, and as : R>g — R a convex class K function such
that oy (—z) < —ae(z) for all = € [0, A] and some finite
A > 0. Then, there exists an extended class /K, function (3
such that for all z; € [—A, ), 25 € [0, A] it holds

011(561) + (12(172) < 5(551 + IQ). (11D

Lemma 6 ([14]). Let o7 : R — R be an extended class &,
function, and as : R>9g — R a concave class K function
such that a1 (—2z) < —ag(z) for all z € [0, A] and A > 0.
Then, there exists an extended class K. function § such that
for all 21 € [—A, ), x5 € [0, A] it holds

ozl(xl) —+ (12(172) < 5(.%1 —+ Ig). (12)

This even holds if A — oo.
Now, we are ready to state the proof of Theorem 4.

Proof of Theorem 4. As b(x) and A(t) are both continuously
differentiable, also B) is continuously differentiable. Thus,
in order to show that BA(.) is a CBF, it remains to show
that (4) holds with respect to the dynamics (2) augmented by
time. To start with, we recall that for the A-shiftable CBF b
it holds for all x € C, that

sup { £2(2) )} > ~a(0(0),

ueU
By adding —a\ (A(t)) to both sides, where vy is the class K
function specified in the statement of the theorem, and
applying Lemmas 5 and 6, we obtain

sup{ £2(0) (. 1)f - (A(9) > ~a(b(a)) -0 (A(©)

ueld
Lem. 5,6

= —p(x)+A®)). (13)
By further employing (9), we have
b oA
sup { £2(0) fla) } + 510 = ~50() + A0)

ueld ot

and we can finally conclude that for all £ € R>g and x € Cp
it holds

sl s ]} - plEieren+Fol
—spd 2@ e} + 50 E =500 + 20

This is the CBF condition (4) with respect to the dynam-
ics (2) augmented by time, which concludes the proof. [

(14)

As a direct consequence of Corollary 1 and Theorem 4,
we obtain the following forward invariance result.

Corollary 7. Let By(,(t,z) := b(x) + A(t) where b(z) is
a A-shiftable CBF with respect to (2) with input constraint
u el < R™, and let the same assumptions as in Theorem 4

hold. Then, any locally Lipschitz-continuous control
U(t, I) € ICCBF(t, I)
9By 9By
= u t, ,
{ue ‘ o (t,x) f(zu)+ o

<t,x>>—ﬁ<BA(.)<t,x>>}



renders Cy.)(t) forward invariant with respect to the dynam-
ics (2) for all £ = 0.

Proof. By Theorem 4, By(.,)(t, ) is a CBF on R>(xCy with
respect to (2). As furthermore Cy(.)(t) < Cx for all ¢ > 0 and
C>\(-) is the zero super-level set of BA(.), the conditions of
Corollary 1 are satisfied and the result follows directly. [

Remark 2. If X is a continuous and piecewise continuously
differentiable function, then Corollary 7 still holds when we
only require that u(t,x) € Kcpr(t, z) for almost all ¢ > 0.

C. Practical construction of time-varying trajectories X(+)

The capability of a A-shiftable CBF to be shifted by
adding a trajectory A, especially with respect to the “shifting-
speed”, is characterized by the extended class C. function «.
This can be seen from the premises of Theorem 4 as it
requires

oA

g(t) > —ax(A(t)) = a(—=A(t)).
This condition suggests the following construction of a uni-
formly time-varying CBF Bj(.). Given a A-shiftable CBF b,
we propose the following steps:

(1) Find a linear, convex or concave class /C function a
(the latter even works for A — o0) that satisfies ) (£) <
—a(=¢) for all £ € [0,A].

(2) Choose any differentiable trajectory X : R>g — [0, A]
such that 2}(t) > —ax(A(t)) holds for all ¢t > 0.
Intuitively, the smaller the value of A, the smaller must
be its decrease-rate.

(3) The uniformly time-varying CBF is then, according to
Theorem 4, given by Bx(,(t, ) := b(w) + A(t).

Remark 3. There are multiple ways to proceed in step (2).
For example, A can be chosen as a piecewise linear function,
such that 0A/0t becomes piecewise constant and the analytic
verification of the differential inequality becomes straight-
forward. Alternatively, the first-order differential equation
A(t) = —ax(A(t)) can be (numerically) solved.

If it holds for the time-varying zero super-level set of
Ba(t,x) denoted by Cx(.)(t) (cf. (8)) that

Caey(t) S H(t) = {z|h(t,x) =0}  Vt=0,

and if xg € C;L(_)(O), then the satisfaction of the constraint

@(t; xo,u) € H(t) for all ¢ > 0 can be ensured according to

Corollary 7. Clearly, finding a suitable function Bxy(t, )

for a given constraint set #H(¢) is generally not straightfor-

ward. Yet, it can be simplified using the following steps:

(a) At first, an affine function of the form h(z) + A, (¢)
needs to be determined such that

~ ~

h(z) + An(t) < h(t, x) Vt € Rxo, Vo € Ht).

Then, it holds H(t) := {z|h(z) > —An(t)} < H(t)
for all £ > 0.
(b) Determine a CBF b(x) with

C:={z|b(x) =0} < {z|h(z) =0}

on a domain D € R™ such that D > {z|h(z) =
—max;>0 Ap(t)}; the right-hand side corresponds to
Us=o H(t). By Definition 2, b(z) is a A-shiftable CBE.

(c) Determine a trajectory A(t) by following steps (1)-(3)
above such that Cx(.)(t) € H(t) for all t > 0

Remark 4. The affine form in step (a) may directly arise
from the problem formulation. For example when handling
STL tasks as in [8], [9], all time-varying constraints can be
directly defined in affine form.

Remark 5. Step (b) requires the construction of a (time-
invariant) CBF which is a classical problem in the CBF
literature that currently receives much attention. However,
not all works on CBF construction are likewise suitable:
some works only consider the construction of CBFs on the
domain D = C. Here, however, we require D > C. Works
that consider the construction of a CBF on D > C are for
example [15]-[17]. Due to the close relation of A-shiftable
CBFs and Control Lyapunov Functions (CLF) [18], [19] as
discussed in the next section, also works on CLF construction
can be considered at this point, see e.g. [20], [21] and
references therein.

D. Discussion

Despite the continued advances in the computation of
CBFs and CLFs, their construction stays non-trivial and can
be computationally expensive. Therefore, it is important that
already computed CBFs and CLFs can be used for various
control objectives. Whereas CBFs are so far often used for
the satisfaction of one particular (time-invariant) constraint,
or CLFs for the synthesis of controllers for stabilizing one
particular equilibrium point (similar for the notion of fixed-
time CLFs [22]), our intention is to show how a single CBF
can be used for various different control objectives. The class
of A-shiftable CBFs gives rise to further CBFs when shifted
by a constant A\ (cf. Proposition 2), but also when shifted by
a time-varying function A(t) (cf. Theorem 4). Thereby, the
satisfaction of a multitude of time-invariant and uniformly
time-varying constraints can be ensured based on a single
CBF (cf. Section III-C).

IV. RELATION OF A-SHIFTABLE CBFs AND CLFsS

A Control Lyapunov Function (CLF) is a value function
that possesses similar properties as a CBF. From an intuitive
point of view, a CBF b ensures that for any point  within
its zero super-level set C (x € C) there exists a control
input u such that b does not decrease faster along ¢(¢; zo, u)
than with some prescribed maximum rate «, see (4). For
points x outside of the zero super-level set, i.e., x € D\ C,
the condition for CBFs is a bit stricter: for such states z,
the existence of a control input w that ensures a certain
prescribed minimum ascend rate on b along ¢(¢; xg,u) is
guaranteed. This leads to asymptotically stabilizing feedback
controllers as known from [1, Prop. 2]. A property similar to
the latter one is also guaranteed to hold for CLFs. However
for a CLF, it must hold in any state z of the domain where the
CLF is defined. In particular, CLFs are defined as follows.



Definition 3 (Control Lyapunov Function (CLF); [23],
Def. 5.7.1). A twice continuously differentiable and positive
definite function V' is called a Control Lyapunov Function
(CLF) on D with respect to (2), where D < R”™ is some
neighborhood of the origin, if V' is proper on D and there
exists a class /C function + such that for all z € D

sup {ZZ@:) f(x,u>} < AWV@). 1)

uel
As we note in the next theorem, CLFs can be directly

transformed into A-shiftable CBFs.

Theorem 8. Let V be a CLF on D < R”" with respect
to (2), and let Ay, be the maximum value of the CLF V
on its largest closed sub-level set in the domain D, that
is Apax = max{A|C{ = {z|V(z) < A} < D}.
Furthermore, consider

b(z) := =V () + be (16)

where b, € [0, Apax) is some constant. Then b(x) is a A-
shiftable CBF for any A € (0, Apax — be] if Amax is finite,
and otherwise for any A € (0,00). Moreover, if D = R",
then b is a A-shiftable CBF with A € (0, c0).

Proof. According to Definition 2, the function b is a A-
shiftable CBF if for all x € C, it holds that

sup { £ @) 2. | @ sup { - 0) 00

ued ued
> —a(=V(z) + b.)

A7)

for some extended class K. function «. Starting with the
left-hand side of the latter equation, we derive

sup {—‘W (x) f(m)} P @) = a(Ve)

7l (18)
> a(V(x) — be)

where « is a suitably constructed extended class K. function

which we choose as a(r) = {_32?@ ii 2= Next, we
note that for this choice of « it holds a(x) = —a(—z).

Thus, we further obtain for the right-hand side of (18) that
a(V(z)—b.) = —a(—V(z)+b.). Substituting this into (18)
yields (17). As (15) only holds on D, the largest closed super-
level set of b where the CBF gradient condition (17) holds
is then given by Cp,. b, = {z|b(z) = —Amax + bc} if
Amax is finite, and otherwise by limp_,, Cy = R™. Thus,
we conclude that b is A-shiftable for any A € (0, Apax — be]
if Amax is finite, and otherwise for any A € (0, o). O

V. SIMULATION

In order to illustrate the application of our results, let us
reconsider an example by Sontag [23, Example 5.7.5] in
a slightly modified form. In particular, let us consider the
pendulum @ = f(x,u), z = [z, z2]7 € R?, detailed as

j?lzl‘g

To = —% sin (z1) + dpm(22) + u

1

Fig. 1: Level sets of b and phase plot for ¢ € [0, 20].
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Fig. 2: Simulation results over time.

where 1 = 0 and 25 = 6 are the excitation angle and
velocity, respectively, v € U < R is the control input,
dpm(z2) = blxg is some destabilizing momentum, and we
choose g =9.81 and [ = 1.

As in [23], we consider the CLF V () = 222 + 23 +22;15.
It can be shown that for some v € U = [—20,20] and all
with V' (z) < 2 it holds

_w
ox

> A(V(x)) = {V@

(z) f(z,u) = max{2V (), 223}

for V(z)<0.03

0.03+2(V(x)—0.03) otherwise

where v : R>¢p — Ry is a class K function. By Theorem 8,
we know that b(z) := —V(x) is a A-shiftable CBF with
A = 2; its level sets are depicted in Figure 1. The extended
class K. function « corresponding to V' is constructed from ~y
as in the proof of Theorem 8. As y is convex, we can choose
the class IC function ay as ax(§) = —ax (=€) = y(§) for
all £ € [0, A] (Sec. III-C, step 1).

Now, we are ready for the construction of A (Sec. III-
C, step 2). We construct A as a continuous and piecewise
continuously differentiable trajectory such that (9) holds for
all t > 0; the resulting trajectory A is depicted in Figure 2.
In particular for ¢ € [t1,t2], we construct A such that (9)
holds with equality, which requires to solve a differential



equation. This yields the fastest possible decreasing A such
that (9) still holds. On the other intervals, we construct A as
linear functions which allows to easily verify (9) (e.g., for ¢ €
[t5,t6], A is such that A(t) = ay(A(ts)) = const.). Finally
according to Theorem 4, the uniformly time-varying CBF is
given as By(.y(t,z) := b(z) + A(t) (Sec. III-C, step 3).

Next, let us apply the feedback controller

u(t, ) = argmin |u|

uel (19)

oA

(t,2) flz,u) + =2 (t) = =B(Ba (t, 2))

where [ is constructed as in the proofs of Theorem 4
and Lemma 5. Note that u(t,z) is Lipschitz-continuous
by [1, Theorem 3]. Thus by Corollary 7, Cx(.)(t) is forward
invariant. The simulation results for z(0) = [1.3, —1.8] are
depicted in Figure 1 (phase plot) and Figure 2. As By,
stays positive for all times, Cy(.) is also rendered forward
invariant in the simulation. Moreover, we note that the for-
ward invariance of Cx(.)(t) implies that the state constraints
|6(¢)| < 0.45 and |0(t)| < 0.225 are satisfied for ¢ € [to, 3]
and t > t7, respectively, and that it holds |6(¢)| < 1.42 for
all times ¢t > 0. More formally, in accordance with [8], the
above construction of the uniformly time-varying set Cy(.)
encodes the STL-specification

¢ = g[t2,t3](|9( )| < 0.45) A Gltr,00) (‘9( )
A Go,0)(10(2)] < 1.42)

where G denotes the always-operator and A the logic AND
(conjunction). In contrast to [8], our method guarantees the
existence of control inputs u satisfying u € U even after the
addition of the time-varying function A to the CBF b. This
is due to the following reasons: b is not only a CBF but it
even satisfies the stronger properties of a A-shiftable CBF,
and A satisfies the differential inequality (9).

9Bx(

< 0.225)

VI. CONCLUSION

The subclass of CBFs, that we defined as A-shiftable
CBFs, has favorable properties for the satisfaction of
uniformly time-varying constraints: starting from a time-
invariant A-shiftable CBF, various uniformly time-varying
CBFs can be constructed. These can be used for the sat-
isfaction of uniformly time-varying constraints as they for
example occur in the literature on handling STL specifica-
tions. Advantageous about our approach is that a A-shiftable
CBF, once constructed, can be reused for various control
objectives and it is not necessary to construct a new CBF
for each change in the control objective.
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