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Robust Control Barrier Function Design for High Relative Degree Systems:
Application to Unknown Moving Obstacle Collision Avoidance

Kwang Hak Kim, Mamadou Diagne, and Miroslav Krsti¢

Abstract—In safety-critical control, managing safety con-
straints with high relative degrees and uncertain obstacle
dynamics pose significant challenges in guaranteeing safety
performance. Robust Control Barrier Functions (RCBFs) offer
a potential solution, but the non-smoothness of the standard
RCBF definition can pose a challenge when dealing with
multiple derivatives in high relative degree problems. As a
result, the definition was extended to the marginally more
conservative smooth Robust Control Barrier Functions (sR-
CBF). Then, by extending the SRCBF framework to the CBF
backstepping method, this paper offers a novel approach to
these problems. Treating obstacle dynamics as disturbances, our
approach reduces the requirement for precise state estimations
of the obstacle to an upper bound on the disturbance, which
simplifies implementation and enhances the robustness and
applicability of CBFs in dynamic and uncertain environments.
Then, we validate our technique through an example problem
in which an agent, modeled using a kinematic unicycle model,
aims to avoid an unknown moving obstacle. The demonstration
shows that the standard CBF backstepping method is not
sufficient in the presence of a moving obstacle, especially
with unknown dynamics. In contrast, the proposed method
successfully prevents the agent from colliding with the obstacle,
proving its effectiveness.

I. INTRODUCTION

A prominent method in safety-critical control for dynami-
cal systems that has gained traction is the concept of Control
Barrier Functions (CBFs) introduced in [1], [2]. CBFs are
a powerful Lyapunov-like tool in which the objective is to
ensure safety. Further, [3], [4], has proposed the use of a
quadratic program (QP) to develop safety filters from CBFs
(CBF-QP) which ensures safety with minimal deviation from
the nominal objective. These works have paved the way
for the incorporation of safety-critical control into many
applications, including multi-agent systems [5], autonomous
driving [3], and robotics [6].

However, implementing CBF-QP safety filters can be chal-
lenging when dealing with high and mixed relative degrees.
When some or all of the control inputs are absent in the
safety constraint’s first derivative, it can lead to very limited
agency in guaranteeing safety. To address the high relative
degree issue, various techniques exist, such as exponential
CBFs [1] and high order CBFs [7]. Another method is the
CBF backstepping technique introduced in [8]—which has
been utilized in Prescribed Time Safety Filters (PTSf) [9] and
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Stefan Model PDEs [10], [11]—that employs smart choices
of initial gains with backstepping to maintain system safety
by enforcing a single target CBF from a chain of CBFs. In the
case of mixed relative degrees, methods such as artificially
increasing the relative degree of lower inputs [12] or holding
them constant [13] have been used.

One significant application area facing these relative de-
gree challenges is in safety problems utilizing the kinematic
unicycle model, particularly when the safety constraint is
defined by positional constraints [13], [14]. This often leads
to the CBF-QP safety filter disregarding the steering input,
thereby relying only on the forward drive input and resulting
in inefficient safety solutions, especially for nonholonomic
models like the unicycle. Solely relying on forward drive
inputs can limit the system’s ability to navigate complex
environments or avoiding obstacles effectively.

Another prevalent challenge is in obstacle avoidance with
uncertain dynamics. Existing approaches to moving obstacle
avoidance using CBFs [15]-[17] typically assume known
obstacle dynamics. While methods that do consider uncertain
dynamics offer strategies for handling unknown dynamics,
they require an estimation of the obstacle dynamics with a
bounded error [18], which may be difficult to achieve in some
applications. In [19], which combined Robust CBFs and high
order CBF techniques, only considered up to relative degree
two and assumed the additive disturbance to be zero for
CBFs with arbitrarily high relative degrees.

In this paper, we introduce an innovative approach to
tackling the high relative degree problem in the presence
of disturbances by integrating the Robust CBF framework
[20] with the CBF backstepping method [8]. Our extended
method addresses worst-case disturbances for arbitrarily high
relative degrees and simplifies the challenge of unknown
obstacle dynamics by treating these dynamics as distur-
bances. However, it is well-known that worst-case robustness
considerations often lead to non-smooth functions, which
can pose challenges when taking multiple derivatives. We
mitigate this by introducing a marginally more conservative
smooth Robust Control Barrier Function (SRCBF) definition
to smoothen the safety constraints of RCBFs.

The paper is structured as follows: Section II and III
provides standard preliminary definitions and outlines the
motivational problem. Section IV reviews the CBF back-
stepping design algorithm and introduces the QP problem
for deriving a minimally intrusive safety filter. Section V
extends the backstepping algorithm to sSRCBFs for systems
with disturbances. Finally, Section VI applies this extended
methodology to a moving obstacle collision avoidance prob-
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lem with simulations.

II. PRELIMINARIES

We start with a preliminary overview of Control Barrier
Functions (CBFs) [1] and Robust Control Barrier Functions
(RCBFs) [20], outlining their definitions and key properties.

Consider the following nonlinear control affine system:

&= f(2) + g(0)u, ()

with z € R™ and u € R™!.

Definition 1: A scalar-valued differentiable function h :
R™ — R with the property that inf,cg» h(z) < 0 and
sup,cpn h(x) > 0, is defined as a Barrier Function (BF)
candidate and the set C = {x € R™ | h(z) > 0} is defined
as the safe set.

Definition 2: A continuously differentiable function h :
R™ — R, is a Control Barrier Function (CBF) if there exists
an extended class o, function @ : R — R such that for
the control system (1):

sgp[th(x) + Lyh(x)u] > —a(h(z)), 2)

where Lyh(x) and Lyh(z) are the Lie-derivatives of h(z)
defined as:

Oh Oh
Lih(a) = 52 f@).  Leh(@) = 5og(@).  ©)
Now, consider another nonlinear control affine system:
&= f(x) + g(x)u + p(z)d, “4)

where d € R™? is the disturbance with an assumption that
it is upper bounded by a positive scalar M (i.e., ||d|| < M).

Definition 3: (Modified from [20]) A continuously dif-
ferentiable function h R™ — R is a Robust Control
Barrier Function (RCBF) if there exists an extended class
K~ function a : R — R such that for the control system

(4):
sup[Lsh(x) + Loh(w)u — [ Lph(2)||M] = —a(h(z)). ()

When taking multiple derivatives, as required by many
high relative degree problems, the non-smoothness of (5)
can be an issue. By noting the following upper bound of the
non-smooth term with a smooth function:

e+ [[Lph(2)[* = [ Lph(2)], ©)

for € > 0, we introduce the following extended definition of
RCBEFs.

Definition 4: A continuously differentiable function h :
R™ — R is a smooth Robust Control Barrier Function
(SRCBF) if there exists an extended class K., function
a : R — R such that for the control system (4):

sgp {th(:zr) + Lgh(z)u

— Mot ||Lph<x>|2] > —a(h@). O
for e > 0.

With the necessary definitions, we now introduce our
motivational problem.

III. MOTIVATIONAL PROBLEM

Consider a safety-critical problem in which an agent must
maintain a safe distance from an obstacle. The agent will be
modeled as a kinematic unicycle system:

T = Uy cos b, (8)
Y = Uy Sin b, 9)
0 = ue, (10)

where [z, 7] are the positional states, @ is the heading angle,
u,, 1s the forward drive input, and ug is the steering input.

Suppose the agent lacks information about the obstacle’s
dynamics. As such, the agent will treat the obstacle dynamics
as unkown disturbances, represented as follows:

(1)
12)

:'Cd = dzv
yd :dya

where [14,74]" denotes the obstacle’s position and d =
[ds, d,] represents disturbances with an upper bound ||d|| <
M, with M € RT.

To avoid collisions with the obstacle, a common choice for
a candidate CBF is the Euclidean distance-based function:

hz,y,2a,ya) = (x — za)® + (y — ya)> — 1°. (13)

Here, » € R specifies the user-defined minimum safety
distance.

This CBF, however, suffers from a mixed relative degree
problem. Specifically, the first derivative of h(x,y, x4, yq)
does not provide direct access to ug. As such, directly ap-
plying the standard CBF approach will result in an inefficient
safety filter which cannot steer to achieve safety.

The approach proposed in this paper addresses this issue
by using an extention of the CBF backstepping technique
in [8] to handle the mixed relative degree problem and the
unknown disturbances effectively. We review this method in
the next section.

IV. QP-BACKSTEPPING CBF DESIGN

As discussed, systems with relative degrees greater than
one necessitate additional control design techniques. This
paper builds on the concept of obtaining a target CBF of
relative degree one through the CBF backstepping method as
introduced in [8]. In this section, we outline the methodology
to obtain the target CBE, translating it into modern CBF ter-
minology, and designing the controller through a Quadratic
Program as first introduced in [3].

CBF Backstepping Design Algorithm. Consider again the
control affine system (1) with a desired candidate CBF hq (z)
of relative degree n > 1 and with the following assumption:

Assumption 1. The function hi(x) is n-times differentiable
and satisfies
6]11 (ac)
Ox

Vx € C.

#0, (14)



Taking the time derivative of hq(x) yields

hi(z) = Lihi(x),
= —Clhl(I) + Clhl(x) + thl(x)v

hQ(I)

5)
(16)

where ¢; > 0. It follows that if ho(xz) > 0, the inequality
condition (2) is satisfied for hq(z).

This leads to a new candidate CBF given by

hg(,@) = Clhl(fL‘) + thl (ac) (17)

However, we must ensure that the initial condition is within

the safe set of ha(x) (i.e., ha(zo) > 0). To address this, we
make the following assumption:

Assumption 2. hq(zg) > 0.

The assumption hq(zo) > 0 is common in standard CBF
problems; however, it is important to note that we do not
allow the initial condition to be on the boundary of the safe
set C as designing a controller that maintains system safety
when initialized on the boundary can be infeasible.

Given assumption 2, we choose

—Lyhi(zo) } 7

18
T (o) (18)

c1 > max {0,
which, from (17), ensures that ha(zg) > 0.

By iterating this method, we obtain the target CBF through
a backstepping transformation defined as follows:

hl(fL‘) = hl(fL‘), (19)
hz(:c) = Ciflhl;l(.fc) + thz;l(x), (20)
fori ={2,--- ,n} where
) —thi,l(:co)
C;j—1 > max {O, m} . (21)

Quadratic Program (QP). Having obtained the target CBF
hn(x) with a relative degree of one, we design a safety
override controller that adjusts the nominal control input
ug(t) to the system when it is deemed unsafe.

This is accomplished by solving the quadratic program-
ming (QP) problem that minimizes the deviation of the
overridden control from the nominal control while ensuring
the following safety constraint:

Lihp(x) + Lohn(z)u > —cphp(z), (22)
where ¢, > 0, is satisfied [3]. That is, the optimization
problem is formulated as:

(23)
(24)

u = min |ju — ugl|?
u

st. Lihp(x) + Lohn(z)u > —cphy ().

V. QP-BACKSTEPPING ROBUST CBF DESIGN

Now, we introduce an extension to the backstepping
method to systems with additive disturbances. Consider the
control affine system with disturbances as described in (4),
and let hy (x) be a desired candidate CBF with relative degree
n > 1 and satisfies Assumption 1.

By leveraging the sRCBF formulation, we systemati-
cally account for the worst-case effect of disturbances on
the system safety, but avoid any singularities due to non-
smoothness.

For clarity, the following abbreviation will be used from
this point:

ou(2) = ek + [ Lpha (@)1 (25)

with k € N.
We begin again by computing the time derivative of hj(x).

ha(z) = Lihy(x) + Lyh(x)d, (26)
> —cihi(x)
+ Clhl(fL‘) + thl(l') — Mé; (ac) . 27

hg(w)

Subsequently, by following the same reasoning and pro-
cedure outlined in Section IV, we derive a similar chain of
CBFs.

hl (ac) hl (,T),
hl(:v) = ci_lhi_l(:v) + thi—l(l') — M&i_l(ac),

(28)
(29)

with €;,_7 > 0 and

Ci—1 > max {0, —Lyhima(wo) + Mdi-a (o) } , (30

hi—1(zo)
for i« = {2,...,n}. With the target CBF established, we
formulate the QP problem as follows:

u = min |ju — ugl|? (31)
st. Lyhp(z) + Lohn(z)u — Moy (z) > —cphn(z). (32)

where ¢, > 0.

By applying the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) optimality
conditions [21], this QP problem has an explicit solution in
the form:

U, 77(1%“0) Z 07
u = n(z, uo) .
ug — (Lohp(z)) T ——2=2_ otherwise,
A TN ESIE
(33)
where
n(x,up) == Lyhp(x) + Lyhn(z)ug
— M6, (x) + cphn (). (34)

Note, the effect of the worst-case disturbance is evident in
the constraint (32), where, compared to (24), the controller
is required to override the nominal control much earlier
than the boundary and becomes more conservative as the



estimation of M increases. Further, the smoothness factor &
also contributes to the conservativeness and should be chosen
such that the safety filter does not act too conservatively, but
still handle the non-smoothness.

This conservativeness is inevitable when considering
worst-case disturbances. However, approximating an upper
bound on the disturbance is generally easier than estimating
the obstacle dynamics, as shown in [18]. The maximum
velocity of any obstacle can often be directly specified, either
through physical limitations or environmental specifications.
In contrast, estimating the obstacle dynamics may involve an
indeterminate amount of error.

We are now ready to state the main result of this paper.

Theorem 1. Let the states of system (4) be initially within
and not on the boundary of a desired safe set, i.e., hi(xg) >
0, and Assumptions 1-2 hold. Then, the control law (33),
from the chain of CBFs (28)—(29) with initial control gains
(30) and ¢, > O, guarantees hy(xz(t)) > 0 for all t €
[to,00), namely, the system remains safe for all nominal
controls.

Proof. The proof follows similar steps to the proof of
Theorem 1 in [9].

Given h;_1(xg) > 0, the initial gain (30) is designed to
guarantee h;(x¢) > 0. Since we know hq(zo) > 0, the gain
choice

c1 > max {0, —Lyh(o) + Md1 (o) } ) 35)

h,l (Io)

ensures ha(xg) > 0. Thus, by induction, we can conclude
hi(zg) >0 fori={2,--- ,n}.

Then, taking the time derivative of the chain of CBFs (28)—
(29) yields

Dha0) = —eshy al0) + hya(a(), 36)
L hala(®) = Lyha(a(t)

+ Lghy, (z(t))u — Moy (z) (37)

> el (a(1)), a8)

for j = {1,---,n — 1}. Applying the Comparison lemma
in parallel with the variation of constants formula, for ¢ €
[to, 00), results in

hy(@(t)) = hj(a(te))e” o)
+ / i (z(m)e s Nar, (39)
ho(2(8)) > ho(w(to))e™ (710, (40)
forj={1,--- ,n—1}.

As established before, h,, (x(t9)) > 0, which implies from
(40) that h.,(x(t)) > 0 for all t € [tg, c0). Now, substituting

(40) into (39) for j = n — 1 results in
B 1(2(t)) > hp_1((tg))ecn—1(t—t0)

>0

t
+hn(a:(t0))/ e~ (enten ) (E-T)(—t0) g1

to

>0

(41)
Z hn,l(x(to))e (42)

By using backward strong induction with (40) and (42),
one can observe that

ha(2(t)) = ha(x(to))e™ 43)
Thus, hyi(x(t)) > 0 for all ¢ € [tg, 00). O

—en-(t=to) > g,

(t*to) .

With this new approach established, we return to our
motivational problem.

VI. COLLISION AVOIDANCE WITH UNKNOWN OBSTACLE
DyNAMICS

A. Augmented System

Recall our original problem of a unicycle agent with the
goal of avoiding an unknown moving obstacle. First, we
build an augmented system which includes both the agent’s
states whose dynamics are governed by (8)—(10) and the
obstacle states driven by an unknown disturbance defined in
(11)—(12). Furthermore, to avoid mixed relative degrees of
the system (8)—(10) with respect to the positional constraint,
we introduce an additional state v to raise the relative degree
of the input signal u,, essentially modifying the model from
a unicycle to a simplified bicycle model [22], [23]. This
results in a homogeneous relative degree two problem.

The full system is as follows:

T v cos 0 0 0
Y vsin 0 0 0
. v 0 Uy 0
x= 9 o 0 + (27} 0 (44)
T4 0 0 dy
Ud 0 0 dy
f(x) g(x)u  p(x)d

B. Safety Filter Design
Then, consider again the desired candidate CBF:
hi(x) = (z — 2a)” + (y — ya)* — 1 (45)

and we proceed with the CBF backstepping design method.
Taking the time derivative of hj(x),

hi(x) = 2(x — z4)vcos 0 + 2(y — ya)v sin 0

—2(x — xq)dys — 2(y — ya)dy, (46)
> 2(x — xq)v cosb

+2(y — ya)vsinf — Mo (x), 47)
= —c1h1(x)

+ c1hi(x) + Lyhi(x) — Mé1(x), (48)

hz (X)
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Fig. 1: System trajectory of agents in the presence of an
obstacle (black) with unknown dynamics. The agent using
the standard CBF (red) fails to avoid collision, while the
agent considering the worst-case disturbance (blue) remains
safe from the obstacle.

yields

hQ(X) = Clhl(X) + thl (X) - M51 (X), (49)

where
ILpha ()| = 4(z — 2a)* + 4(y — ya)*.
Now, we choose
—Lsh M6
¢1 > max {0, sha(xo) + 1(x0) } ) 51
ha(x0)
such that ha(x¢) > 0. We have shown in Theorem 1 that
enforcing ha(x) > 0 will ensure that the system will be
safe. Taking the time derivative of hs(x) yields
ho(x) = Lha(x) + Lyha(x)u + Lyhe(x)d, (52)
> thg(x) + thg(x)u — M(SQ(X) (53)
From (31) and (32), our QP problem is formulated as
follows:

(50)

u = min |ju — ugl|? (54)
st. Lyha(x) + Loha(x)u — Mda(x) > —coha(x), (55)

with the explicit solution in the form (33). The detailed
expression for each of the terms is given in the Appendix.

z-position

—— Agent (Robust CBF) |
10 || = Agent (Standard CBF)

y-position

—— Agent (Robust CBF)
—— Agent (Standard CBF)

Forward Velocity

—— Agent (Robust CBF)
—— Agent (Standard CBF)

—— Agent (Robust CBF)
—— Agent (Standard CBF)

Fig. 2: System states of the agents representing the positional
states [z(t), y(t)], forward velocity v(t), and the heading
angle 6(t).

C. Simulations: unknown moving obstacle avoidance

We present a simulation to demonstrate the effectiveness
of the proposed method. The simulation involves two agents:
one agent that uses the standard CBF backstepping method
from [8], while the other employs the new sRCBF-based
CBF backstepping method, which accounts for obstacle
dynamics as unknown disturbances. The agents were both
initialized at [z(0),y(0),v(0),0(0)] = [0,0,0,0] and the
safety distance was chosen to be » = 2 with a smoothness
factor €1 = €5 = 0.01.

The obstacle was modeled as another unicycle model with
the dynamics

= vq4(t) cosbg, (56)

= vq(t) sin by, (57)

60 = wa(t), (58)

and initialized at [24(0),yq(0),04(0)] = [2,-3,F] with

vg(t) =1 and wy(t) = 2cos(2t). Consequently, the provided
upper bound to the agent was M = 1 and the initial control
gain for both agents were chosen to be ¢; =3 and cy = 1.

The nominal control objective for the agents was defined to
move with a heading angle of § = 0 and a constant velocity
of v = 1, i.e., to move to the right. Hence, the nominal
control inputs were defined as u,o = —k1(v — 1) and ugo =
—kof, where k1 = ko = 1.

Fig. 1 presents the resulting system trajectories and Fig.
2 shows the evolution of the agents’ states under the stan-
dard CBF backstepping design and the SRCBF backstepping
design. In Fig. 1, the agent which does not consider the
dynamics of the obstacle violates safety, as seen at ¢t = 3.39s,
resulting in a collision. In contrast, the agent accounting for
the worst-case disturbance first avoided the obstacle around
t = 1.53s, waited for it to clear approximately at ¢ = 5.03s,
and then resumed its nominal task once it was safe after
t = 8.52s. The sRCBF agent initially retreats backwards
and only proceeds when the obstacle was well clear, which
validates our approach.



VII. CONCLUSION

This paper presented a novel method of addressing high
relative degree safety constraints with disturbances by inte-
grating the SRCBF definition to the CBF backstepping tech-
nique. By incorporating the worst-case disturbance effects
directly into the control design, our method simplified the
requirements for uncertain environments. In the context of
avoiding an obstacle with unknown dynamics, our method
provides a safety guarantee with a relatively easy-to-obtain
upper bound of the obstacle velocity. The proposed method
was validated through a simulation, which demonstrated a
successful collision avoidance with an uncertain obstacle.
Future work will explore further applications of this method
as well as further improvements in collision avoidance when
given more detailed information about the obstacle dynamics,
such as the angular velocity.

APPENDIX
Abbreviated expression in the QP constraint (55).

Lha(x) = 2¢1 ((z — z4)veos 0 + (y — ya)vsinh) + 202

4M
e ((z — zq)vcosd + (y — yq)vsinb)
(59)

Loha(x)u = (2(x —xq) cosf + 2(y — yq) sin 9) Uy
+

2(y — ya)v cosl — 2(x — x4)vsin 9) Uy

(60)
aM
Lyho(x)d = <(61 ol 201) (x —xq) —2vcosO |dy
aM
+ <<6l(x) — 201> (y —ya) — 2vsind |d,
(61)
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