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Abstract

This paper studies the design of controllers for discontinuous dynamics that ensure the safety of non-smooth sets. The safe
set is represented by arbitrarily nested unions and intersections of 0-superlevel sets of differentiable functions. We show that
any optimization-based controller that satisfies only the point-wise active safety constraints is generally un-safe, ruling out the
standard techniques developed for safety of continuous dynamics. This motivates the introduction of the notion of transition
functions, which allow us to incorporate even the inactive safety constraints without falling into unnecessary conservatism.
These functions allow system trajectories to leave a component of the nonsmooth safe set to transition to a different one. The
resulting controller is then defined as the solution to a convex optimization problem, which we show is feasible and continuous
wherever the system dynamics is continuous. We illustrate the effectiveness of the proposed design approach in a multi-agent
reconfiguration control problem.
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1 Introduction

Safety-critical control is a fundamental problem in numer-
ous domains including autonomous driving, power and
transportation systems, robotics, and even mitigation of
epidemic spreading. This paper tackles the synthesis of
easy-to-compute controllers for the objective of safety.
Specifically, we address the problem of safety critical con-
trol to render a desired nonsmooth set safe under the
trajectories of discontinuous dynamics. Discontinuous dy-
namical systems are convenient for modeling a wide range
of behaviors, including motion subject to Coulomb fric-
tion, systems with abrupt changes in forces, and dynamics
of multi-agent systems under connectivity maintenance
or collision avoidance constraints. Likewise, the flexibility
enabled by nonsmooth safe sets allows us to encode safety
requirements that cannot be expressed merely by a differ-
entiable function, such as keeping the system evolution in
or out of a set with nonsmooth boundary, or in some non-
smooth set and out of another simultaneously. Allowing
nonsmoothness is also motivated by the fact that dealing
with multiple constraints, some of which are active in some
regions while different ones are active in others, can be rep-
resented as an overall nonsmooth safety requirement. The
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unique challenge tackled here is constructing an explicit,
provably feasible, sufficiently regular, optimization-based
safe controller for discontinuous systems with general non-
smooth sets defined by nested unions and intersections of
smooth component sets.

Literature review: Safety-critical control is often formulated
mathematically as a control design problem to achieve for-
ward invariance of a desired set of the state space. The
notion of control barrier function (CBF) has gained pop-
ularity as a tool for invariance control due to its versatil-
ity [2, 3, 23]. Broadly speaking, a CBF is a function for
which every system state in its 0-superlevel set admits an
input value that does not allow the dynamics to leave the
superlevel set instantaneously. For convenience, we refer to
this point-wise condition as the CBF condition. Achiev-
ing control invariance via CBFs is a twofold undertaking.
First, one must find a function for which the CBF condi-
tion holds. Second, one must design a controller with ad-
equate regularity properties that keeps the the superlevel
set of the function invariant. These two problems are in
general distinct. Even if a differentiable CBF is available
for continuous dynamics, there might not exist a continu-
ous controller rendering its superlevel set invariant, cf. [1].

In the classical setting, a CBF is a differentiable function
whose 0-superlevel set is made control-invariant by employ-
ing a Lipschitz controller that satisfies the CBF condition
[3]. A widely used technique for constructing such a con-
troller is quadratic programming (QP), constrained by the
CBF condition, which is linear in the input for control-
affine dynamics [2]. The differentiability requirement of the
CBF stems from the use of its gradient in the CBF con-
dition, while the Lipschitz requirement on the dynamics
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and controller ensures existence and uniqueness of solu-
tions for the closed-loop system [13]. This excludes discon-
tinuous dynamics and non-smooth safe sets, which can be
limiting in many applications. However, these two struc-
tural assumptions are not indispensable, and indeed many
works have explored the extension of CBF techniques be-
yond them. In one line of work, safety conditions are de-
veloped for autonomous hybrid systems and non-smooth
barrier functions [15]. These conditions extend to systems
modeled by differential inclusions with control inputs as in
[8, 12]. The work [8] provides general conditions for the ex-
istence of a continuous safe controller but does not provide
an explicit one. Instead, [12] gives an explicit optimization-
based continuous safe controller for non-smooth safe sets
defined as an intersection of superlevel sets of differentiable
functions. The work [9] gives sufficient conditions for safety
of differential inclusions and general non-smooth barrier
functions, and designs an optimization-based controller for
sets defined by the intersection of multiple superlevel sets.
This controller is safe assuming the optimization is feasi-
ble but no conditions are provided for the latter. These
methods have been successfully applied for multi-agent net-
work connectivity [16]. Other works [20] are not limited
to continuous controllers and instead develop Lebesgue-
measurable controllers for non-smooth CBFs whose super-
level sets are given as an intersection of multiple differ-
entiable functions. The works mentioned hitherto give ex-
plicit safe controllers only for non-smooth sets defined as
intersections, that is, conjunctive safety constraints. When
the safe set is given as a union of component sets, the
safety constraint on the controller changes depending on
the component set in which the current state lies, lead-
ing to an optimization with disjunctive constraints. Such
problems are equivalent to mixed-integer optimization pro-
grams [10] and thus are more challenging to deal with. Dis-
junctive safety constraints appear in another line of work,
that of enforcing signal temporal logic (STL) specifications
as barrier functions. The work [14] models conjunctive sig-
nal temporal tasks for Lipschitz dynamics as non-smooth
barrier functions and provides a generally discontinuous
optimization-based controller to enforce such constraints.
The works [22, 24] do the same for logical specifications
including disjunction. Although the STL-induced CBF is
more general than mere time-independent CBFs, the con-
troller developed in those works is generally discontinuous,
even with the assumed Lipschitz dynamics, and is provably
un-safe for discontinuous systems, as we establish later in
the paper.

Contributions: We consider the problem of constructing
an explicit, provably feasible, optimization-based safe con-
troller for discontinuous systems with non-smooth sets de-
fined by nested unions and intersections of smooth sets. We
start by considering the active-component QP controller,
an optimization-based controller satisfying only the point-
wise active safety constraints. We show that this controller
is generally un-safe for discontinuous systems and nons-
mooth safe sets, thereby excluding the possibility of us-
ing the techniques developed for safe control of continu-
ous dynamics in our setting. We leverage our analysis of
the reasons behind this failure to construct a new QP con-
troller that overcomes them. We do this by considering
all safety constraints, even those that are inactive at the
point at which the control is computed, to introduce the

all-components QP controller. The inclusion of all safety
constraints allows the inactive constraints to influence the
control without not limiting for a wide range safe sets be-
cause of the novel concept of transition function, which
modify the standard safety conditions to facilitate their sat-
isfaction for the inactive constraints, thereby avoiding con-
servatism. The inclusion of all safety constraints ensures
safety while enabling the continuity of the optimization-
based controller. Specifically, we show that our proposed
controller is continuous wherever the dynamics are contin-
uous even at points of nonsmoothness of the safe set. We
prove the feasibility of the all-components QP controller
for any safe set given by nested intersections and unions of
smooth sets. Notice that since we allow representing our
safe sets as unions, the safety conditions include disjunctive
constraints. However, instead of solving the problem using
disjunctive optimization, we develop the all-components
QP controller which we show is feasible whenever the dis-
junctive program is. This QP representation of our con-
troller is what deems it continuous even at the points where
the disjunctive safety constraints discontinuously change.
Our last contribution shows how the design parameters of
our all-components QP controller can be chosen adaptively
dependent on the state. This results in the introduction
of the all-components adaptive QP controller. Finally, we
demonstrate the efficacy of our proposed controller by ap-
plying it to control the motion of multi-agents with mixed
safety specifications.

Notation: For x ∈ Rn, we define Bϵ(x) := {y ∈ Rn | ∥x −
y∥ < ϵ}. For a set S ⊆ Rn, Bϵ(S) :=

⋃
x∈S Bϵ(x). Given a

function s : X ⊆ Rn → R, s ∈ C means s is continuous and
s ∈ Cn means s has a continuous nth derivative. A func-
tion α : (−a, b) → R is a class-κ function if it is strictly in-
creasing and α(0) = 0. The cardinality, boundary, interior,
closure, and convex hull of a set S are denoted by |S|, ∂S,
int(S), cl(S), and co(S), respectively. We write F : S ⇒ S ′

to denote that F maps elements of S to subsets of S ′.

2 Problem Statement

Our goal is to construct computationally-inexpensive con-
trollers that render solutions of possibly discontinuous dy-
namics forward invariant with respect to possibly non-
smooth sets. We consider a system with control-affine dy-
namics:

ẋ = f(x) +G(x)u, (1)

with x ∈ X ⊆ Rn and u ∈ U , where U is a convex set in
Rm. We assume that f : X → Rn and G : X → Rn×m

are piecewise continuous [6], that is, there is a collection of
open, disjoint sets X1, . . . ,Xω ⊆ X with the closure of their
union covering X , and such that (f,G) is continuous on
eachXj . For simplicity, we further assume that, for each j ∈
{1, . . . , ω}, there is a continuous map (fj , Gj) : X → Rn ×
Rn×m such that (f(x), G(x)) = (fj(x), Gj(x)) for all x ∈
Xj . We denote the set of active dynamics by J (x) := {j ∈
{1, . . . , ω} | x ∈ cl(Xj)}. Accordingly, J (x) is a singleton
almost everywhere.

Our assumptions on the system dynamics are not as restric-
tive as assuming the Lipschitzness of the dynamics, and not
as permissive as differential inclusions [6]. Unlike Lipschitz
dynamics, our model can capture systems with Coulomb
friction andmulti-agent systems with discontinuous coordi-
nation algorithms. Our model, however, is more structured
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than a differential inclusion. This additional structure al-
lows for convenient control techniques, as it will become
clear in the paper.

We next describe the types of set that we want to keep
forward invariant under the dynamics. Let hi : X → R,
i ∈ {1, . . . , r} be C1 functions on X with associated 0-
superlevel sets Ci := {x ∈ Rn | hi(x) ≥ 0} ⊆ X . Let

h : X → R (2)

be a piecewise differentiable Lipschitz function. That is, h
is Lipschitz and there are r open, disjoint setsX h1 , . . . ,X hr

with the closure of their union covering X and h(x) = hi(x)
for all x ∈ X hi . We refer to the functions {hi}ri=1 as the
components of h, and denote the set of active components
by I(x) := {i ∈ {1, . . . , r} | x ∈ cl

(
X hi

)
}. Accordingly,

I(x) is a singleton almost everywhere. We denote by C :=
{x ∈ Rn | h(x) ≥ 0} the 0-superlevel set of h.

Our aim is to construct a controller u = k(x) for the dynam-
ics (1) that renders C forward invariant under the closed-
loop solutions of (1). We refer to such a controller as safe.
To formalize this objective, it is necessary to specify the
notion of solution to such discontinuous dynamics with a
possibly discontinuous controller. To do so, we adopt the
widely-used notion of Filippov solution [7].

Given a differential equation ẋ = X(x), where X : X ⊆
Rn → Rn, the Filippov set-valued map for x ∈ X is

F [X](x) :=
⋂
δ>0

⋂
η(S)=0

c̄o{X(Bδ(x) \ S)}, (3)

where c̄o denotes the convex closure and η(S) the Lebesgue
measure of S. A Filippov solution of ẋ = X(x) is an
absolutely continuous map ϕ : [t0, t1] → X that satis-

fies ϕ̇(t) ∈ F [X](ϕ(t)) for almost all t ∈ [t0, t1]. For the
piecewise-continuous control-affine dynamics with a piece-
wise continuous controller k : X → U , the Filippov set-
valued map simplifies to [6]:

F [f +Gk](x) =

co({ lim
µ→∞

(f(xµ) +G(xµ)k(xµ)) | xµ → x, xµ /∈ S}), (4)

where S is the set in which f +Gk is discontinuous. We are
now ready to define what we mean by a safe controller.

Definition 2.1 (Safe Feedback Controller and Set
Invariance). A feedback controller k : X → U for the
general non-autonomous dynamics ẋ = f̄(x, u) is safe with
respect to C ⊆ X if

(i) there exists at least one Filippov solution ϕ to ẋ =
f̄(x, k(x)) starting from any point in C and,

(ii) all Filippov solutions ϕ starting at C remain in C for
all t > 0. •

The set C is (forward) invariant under k or just controlled-
invariant if such a k exists. We use the term safeness when
attributed to the control and the term safety when at-
tributed to the set. We state next precisely the problem
tackled in this work.

Problem 1 Find a controller for (1) that

(i) is continuous wherever the dynamics are continuous,

(ii) is safe with respect to C, and
(iii) solves a feasible convex optimization problem. •
By feasible optimization, we mean that the constraints of
the program can always be satisfied by some control val-
ues. The requirement that the controller solves a convex
optimization problem is motivated by the prevalence of QP
controllers for the simpler case of Lipschitz dynamics with
smooth safe sets, cf. [2, 3]. The light computational effort
required to solve such programs makes them useful for fast
online control computation.

We aim here to enforce safety for the more general case
of discontinuous dynamics and non-smooth sets without
adding computational complexity to the control synthesis.
Also, as seen from the first requirement, we only require
our controller to be continuous when the dynamics are. In
other words, we do not demand from the controller regu-
larity properties that the dynamics does not have. This, we
believe, is a reasonable middle ground between demanding
continuity of the controller for discontinuous dynamics [12]
and allowing discontinuity of the controller with continu-
ous dynamics [20, 22, 24].

3 Sufficient Conditions for Safe Control

We review here the state-of-the-art conditions on any con-
trol that renders a nonsmooth control-affine dynamics of
the form (1) safe with respect to a given set. We employ the
notion of generalized gradient [5] of a Lipschitz function h,

∂h(x) = co({ lim
i→∞

∇h(xi) | xi → x, xi /∈ Ωh}),

where Ωh is the zero-measure set on which h is non-
differentiable. For h that satisfies our description in Sec-
tion 2, we have

∂h(x) = co({∇hi(x) | i ∈ I(x)}). (5)

We also use the notion of generalized Lie derivative [6] of
a Lipschitz function h with respect to a set-valued map
F : S ⇒ Rn,

L̃Fh(x) := {a ∈ R | ∃v ∈ F (x),∀ζ ∈ ∂h(x), a = v⊤ζ}.

The following result, adapted from [9, Thm. 3], gives a
general condition for safeness of a feedback controller.

Theorem 3.1 (Sufficient Condition for Safe Con-
trol). Given ϵ > 0, let k : Bϵ(C) → U be a feedback
controller for the non-autonomous dynamics ẋ = f̄(x, u)
and let F be the Filippov set-valued map associated to the
closed-loop dynamics. Assume that ẋ = f̄(x, k(x)) has a
Filippov solution starting from every point in C. If there
exists a class-κ function α such that

inf L̃F [f̄(·,k(·))]h(x) ≥ −α(h(x)), (6)

in a neighborhood of ∂C, then k is safe with respect to C. More
precisely, if (6) is satisfied in a neighborhood of x̄ ∈ ∂C, then
no Filippov solution of ẋ = f̄(x, k(x)) can leave C from x̄.

PROOF. Let ϕ : [t0, t1] → Bϵ(C) be a Filippov solution
of ẋ = f̄(x, k(x)) and ϕ(t0) ∈ C. Suppose by contradiction
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that ϕ leaves C. Thus, without loss of generality, ϕ(t1) /∈ C,
that is, h(ϕ(t1)) < 0. By the absolute continuity of h and
ϕ and the facts that h(ϕ(t0)) ≥ 0 and h(ϕ(t1)) < 0, there
exists t̄ ∈ [t0, t1] for which h(ϕ(t̄)) = 0 and h(ϕ(t)) < 0
for all t ∈ (t̄, t1]. To derive a contradiction, we use the

fact that in a neighborhood of ϕ(t̄), we have inf L̃Fh(x) ≥
−α(h(x)) and assume without loss of generality that ϕ(t1)
is in that neighborhood. Due to absolute continuity, the
time derivative d

dth(ϕ(t)) exists almost everywhere in [t0, t1]

and d
dth(ϕ(t)) ∈ L̃Fh(ϕ(t)) for almost every t ∈ [t0, t1] [4,

Lem. 1]. Thus, d
dth(ϕ(t)) ≥ −α(h(t)) almost everywhere in

the interval [t̄, t1]. This gives

0 > h(ϕ(t1))− h(ϕ(t̄)) =

∫ t1

t̄

d

dt
h(ϕ(t))dt

≥ −
∫ t1

t̄

α(h(ϕ(t)))dt.

Recalling that α(h(ϕ(t))) < 0 on (t̄, t1), as α is a class-κ
function, the last inequality leads to a contradiction. •

Theorem 3.1 is a slight variation of [9, Thm. 3]: the differ-
ence is that condition (6) is required to hold on a neigh-
borhood of ∂C, whereas in [9, Thm. 3] it is required to hold
on a neighborhood of C. The formulation here touches on
whether a trajectory can leave the set from a specific single
point, motivated by our ensuing discussion. Condition (6)
is less strict than the requirement in [8] that ζ⊤v ≥ α(h(x))
for all ζ ∈ F [f̄(x, k(x))] and all v ∈ ∂h(x). Note also that
the safety condition (6) does not require continuity of k.
From these two perspectives, Theorem 3.1 is a generaliza-
tion of the safety conditions in [8].

4 Safe Control of Piece-wise Continuous Control-
Affine Dynamics

Having described a sufficient condition for a feedback con-
troller to be safe, here we tackle the problem of actually
synthesizing the controller. To do so, our approach takes in-
spiration from studying the safety limitations of controllers
developed for continuous settings. We start by considering
a controller that we term active-component QP controller.
It is a direct extension of the controller used in [14, 22, 24]
to verify safety with non-smooth safe sets but with continu-
ous dynamics. We study the extent to which this controller
can yield safety with discontinuities in the dynamics. The
naming of the active-component QP controller emphasizes
the fact that its safety constraints at any state x are only
concerned with the components of h active at that particu-
lar x. We show that this controller actually fails to enforce
safety at points of non-differentiability of h. This motivates
our ensuing control design to overcome these limitations,
termed the all-components QP controller, and establish its
safeness, feasibility, and regularity properties.

4.1 Active-Component QP Controller

Thewidely-usedQP controller [2] for a differentiable CBF h
solves a quadratic program, with the constraint being the
classical CBF condition

∇h(x)⊤(f(x) +G(x)u) + α(h(x)) ≥ 0, (7)

where α is a class-κ function. The constraint is guaranteed
to be feasible because of the definition of CBF. The active-
component QP controller is the analogue of this classical
QP controller, and is given by the following QP:

uact(x) := argmin
u∈U

u⊤Q(x)u+ b(x)⊤u (8)

s.t. ∇hi(x)
⊤(f(x) +G(x)u) + α(hi(x)) ≥ 0, ∀i ∈ I(x)

where Q : X → Rm×m and b : X → Rm are Lipschitz,
Q(x) is positive definite on X , and α is a class-κ func-
tion. This controller can be seen as minimally constrained,
in that it only asks that the safety constraint be satisfied
for the active component of h, that is, hi with i ∈ I(x),
and for the dynamics at x only, hence the name active-
component QP controller. A similar controller is introduced
in works [14, 22, 24] involving STL specifications for set-
tings with continuous dynamics.

Similarly to what is done for the classical QP controller, we
need to make an assumption on the function h to ensure
the constraints in the active-component QP controller are
feasible.

Assumption 1 (Non-smooth Version of CBF Con-
dition). Given the system dynamics (1) with piecewise
continuous structure and a piecewise differentiable func-
tion h, let Ĩ : X ⇒ {1, . . . , r} be a set-valued map such

that I(x) ⊆ Ĩ(x) for all x ∈ X . We assume that for all
x ∈ ∂C, there exists ux ∈ U such that

∇hi(x)
⊤(fj(x) +Gj(x)ux) > 0,

for all i ∈ Ĩ(x) and j ∈ J (x). •
Assumption 1 simply requires that there are control values
that steer the system from the boundary of C to its interior.
It can be shown that the satisfaction of Assumption 1 with
Ĩ(x) = I(x) is all that is needed for the existence of a
safe controller [8, Thm. 1]. However, for our purpose here,
which is deriving an explicit QP controller, we will need
the satisfaction of Assumption 1 with Ĩ(x) that is slightly
larger than I(x) at a few states – this will be made explicit
in our feasibility analysis in Theorem 4.9. The classical
CBF definition [3] is less strict than Assumption 1 in that
it only asks for the existence of a control value that steers
the dynamics to the interior of the safe set or tangentially
to it. The stricter requirement here is intended to remove
difficulties related to regularity and boundedness of the
optimization-based controller [1] that are allowed for by the
classical CBF definition. Note also that the constraint in
(8) is less restrictive than the condition in Assumption 1.
The latter requires the safety condition to be satisfied for all
j ∈ J (x), while the former requires it only for the dynamics
at the state at which the controller is evaluated. As we
show below, the reason for assuming more than the mere
feasibility of the constraint of (8) is to attain regularity
properties for the controller uact.

We now study the extent to which the proposed active-
component QP controller ensures safety in discontinuous
settings. The abrupt changes in the functions defining
the constraints in (8) generally introduce discontinuities
in uact. Despite this, the following result characterizes its
regularity properties under Assumption 1.
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Theorem 4.1 (Regularity Properties of Active-
Components QP controller). If Assumption 1 holds

with Ĩ(x) = I(x), then in a neighborhood N∂C of ∂C, the
active-components controller uact defined by (8) with any
class-κ function α is

(i) feasible,
(ii) single-valued,
(iii) continuous almost everywhere,
(iv) bounded in a bounded neighborhood of every point

in N∂C, and
(v) yields a Filippov solution to (1) with u = uact(x) from

every point in N∂C.

PROOF. We first choose the neighborhood N∂C .
For all x ∈ ∂C and all i ∈ I(x) and j ∈ J (x),
∇hi(y)

⊤(fj(y) + Gj(y)ux) is continuous in y in a neigh-
borhood of x. By Assumption 1, keeping in mind the
continuity of α and that α(hi(x)) = 0 for all i ∈ I(x)
at x ∈ ∂C, there is a neighborhood N i,j

x of x such that
∇hi(y)(fj(y)+Gj(y)ux)+α(hi(y)) > 0 for every y ∈ N i,j

x .
We define then N∂C = ∪x∈∂C(Mx ∩ (∩i,jN i,j

x ))∩X , where
Mx is given by Lemma A.1. We now prove the statements
of the result:

(i) Noting that (f,G) = (fj , Gj) for some j ∈ J (x), the
constraint in (8) is always satisfied by some ux for any
point x in N∂C , proving feasibility.

(ii) For every x ∈ N∂C , the program (8) has a strictly
convex objective and a nonempty closed constraint
set. Thus the function that equals the objective where
the constraints are satisfied and equals ∞ otherwise
satisfies the premises of [18, Thm. 1.9]. Thus, the set
of minimizers is not empty. By [18, Thm. 2.6] the
minimizer is unique.

(iii) Since I(x) and J (x) are singletons almost every-
where, for almost every x ∈ N∂C , there is a neigh-
borhood Nx of x with Nx ⊆ N∂C such that, for
all y in Nx, (h(y),∇h(y)) = (hi(y),∇hi(y)) (where
i is the only element in I(x)) and (f(y), G(y)) =
(fj(y), Gj(y)) (where j is the only element in J (x)).
Thus,∇h(x)⊤(f(x)+G(x)u)+α(h(x)) is continuous
in both x and u and convex in u for almost every x.
Keeping in mind the convexity of U and the existence
of ux that strictly satisfies the constraint, the set-
valued map N∂C ∋ x 7→ {u | u satisfies (8) at x} ⊂
U , is continuous in a neighborhood of x by [11, Thms.
10 & 12]. Thus for almost every x ∈ N∂C , uact is con-
tinuous at x by [11, Cor. 8.1].

(iv) By definition of N∂C , for all x̄ ∈ N∂C there exists x ∈
∂C such that∇hi(x̄)

⊤(fj(x̄)+Gj(x̄)ux)+α(hi(x̄)) >
0 for all i ∈ I(x̄) and j ∈ J (x̄). By continuity of
∇hi, fi, and Gi there is a neighborhood N of x̄ such
that ∇hi(y)

⊤(fj(y)+Gj(y)ux)+α(hi(y)) > 0 for all
y ∈ N for all i ∈ I(x̄) and j ∈ J (x̄). By Lemma A.1,
the neighborhoodN can be chosen such that the strict
inequality holds for all i ∈ I(y) and j ∈ J (y). Hence,
ux̄ is feasible in program (8) for all y ∈ N , which
implies

uact(y)
⊤Q(y)uact(y) + b(y)⊤uact(y)

≤u⊤
x̄ Q(y)ux̄ + b(y)⊤ux̄.

Thus, invoking the Lipschitzness of Q and b, and the

positive definiteness of Q(·), we deduce that ∥uact∥ is
bounded on a neighborhood of x̄.

(v) By the assumed piecewise continuous structure of the
dynamics (1) and the fact that uact is continuous
almost everywhere and bounded on a neighborhood
of every point, this statement is immediate from [6,
Prop. 1]. •

Next, we study the safeness properties of the active com-
ponent QP controller uact. The following result shows that
trajectories of (1) under uact can be kept from leaving the
set from the points at which h is differentiable.

Theorem 4.2 (Safeness of Active-Components QP
Controller at Points of Smoothness). Under the as-
sumptions of Theorem 4.1, let k : C ∪ N∂C → U be a con-
troller that gives a solution from any initial condition in
C and is such that k(x) = uact(x) for all x ∈ N∂C. Let
ϕ : [t0, t1] → N∂C be a Filippov solution of (1) under
u = k(x) with ϕ(t0) ∈ C. If ϕ(t) /∈ C, for some t > t0 then
there exists t̄ ∈ [t0, t) such that h(ϕ(t̄)) = 0 and I(ϕ(t̄)) is
not a singleton.

PROOF. Since h(ϕ(t0)) ≥ 0 and h(ϕ(t)) < 0 there ex-
ists t̄ ∈ [t0, t) for which h(ϕ(t̄)) = 0 and h(ϕ(t)) < 0 for
all t ∈ (t̄, t). We reason by contradiction and suppose that
I(ϕ(t̄)) is the singleton {i}. Therefore, h is differentiable on
a neighborhood of ϕ(t̄) according to our assumptions on the
structure of h. The gradient of h at ϕ(t̄) is ∇hi(ϕ(t̄)). We

now prove that inf L̃F [f+Gk]h(x) ≥ −α(h(x)) in a neigh-
borhood of ϕ(t̄), which by Theorem 3.1 implies that ϕ does
not leave C from ϕ(t̄) which contradicts the supposition.

For any a ∈ L̃F [f+Gk]h(x) where x is sufficiently close to

ϕ(t̄) there is ζ ∈ F [f + Gk](x) such that a = ∇hi(x)
⊤ζ.

Since ζ ∈ F [f + Gk](x), by (4), there is a finite number
say p, of sequences {{x1

µ}, . . . , {xp
µ}} such that xj

µ → x as

µ → ∞ and ζ =
∑p

j=1 σj limµ→∞(f(xj
µ) + G(xj

µ)k(x
j
µ)),

where σj ’s are the constants of the convex combination.
Thus,

∇h(x)⊤ζ = ∇hi(x)
⊤

p∑
j=1

σj lim
µ→∞

(f(xj
µ) +G(xj

µ)k(x
j
µ))

=

p∑
j=1

σj lim
µ→∞

∇hi(x
j
µ)

⊤(f(xj
µ) +G(xj

µ)uact(x
j
µ))

≥ −
p∑

j=1

σj lim
µ→∞

α(hi(x
j
µ)) = −α(h(x)).

The equality is due to the continuity of∇hi at x and the last
inequality is implied by the constraint in (8) which uact sat-

isfies. Thus in a neighborhood of ϕ(t̄), inf L̃F [f+Gk]h(x) ≥
−α(h(x)). •

A consequence of the previous result is that the active-
component QP controller is good enough when h is differ-
entiable even if the dynamics is discontinuous.

Corollary 4.3 (Active-Components QP Controller
Is Safe for Smooth Set).Under the assumptions of Theo-
rem 4.1, let k : C∪N∂C → U be a feedback controller defined
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as in Theorem 4.2. If I(x) is a singleton for all x ∈ ∂C,
then k is safe with respect to C.
Note that Theorem 4.2 leaves open the possibility of the
closed-loop system under uact being unsafe at points of
nonsmoothness of h. The following example shows that this
is indeed possible.

Example 4.4 (Un-safe Active-Components QP
Controller). On R2, let f(x) = (1, 0), G1(x) = (−2, 1),
G2(x) = (−2,−1) and consider the discontinuous control-
affine dynamics defined by

(f(x), G(x)) =

{
(f(x), G1(x)), x2 < 0,

(f(x), G2(x)), x2 > 0.

Consider the function h(x) = min{h1(x), h2(x)}, where
h1(x) = x2−x1+1 and h2(x) = −x2−x1+1. Note that the
hypotheses of Theorem 4.1 hold. Taking Q(x) = 1, b = 0,
and α(r) = r in (8) gives the following explicit expression
of uact restricted to the region of interest in the state space,
Y = {x | − x1 < x2 < x1}.

uact|Y(x) =

{
− 1

3 (x2 − x1), x2 < 0,
1
3 (x2 + x1), x2 > 0.

The closed-loop dynamics is continuous around x = (1, 0)
except on the set with x2 = 0, and is given in Y by

ẋY =

{
(1, 0) + (2,−1) 13 (x2 − x1), x2 < 0,

(1, 0) + (−2,−1) 13 (x2 + x1), x2 > 0.

By (4), in a neighborhood of (1, 0), the Filippov set-valued
map F [f+Guact](x) is the set of all convex combinations of
the two cases in this expression. One such vector for points
in the neighborhood of (1, 0) with x2 = 0 is

ζ =
1

2

(
f(x) +

1

3
G1(x)x1 + f(x) +

1

3
G2(x)x1

)
=

[
1− 2

3x1

0

]
∈ F [f +Guact](x).

However, ẋ1 = 1 − 2
3x1, starting from x(0) = (1, 0), has

the solution x1(t) = 3/2 − 1/2e−2t/3, which leaves the 0-
superlevel set of h. Therefore, uact is not safe with respect
to the 0-superlevel set of h. Figure 1 illustrates this. •
Example 4.4 shows that the obvious counterpart of the pop-
ular QP controller is not safe with respect to a non-smooth
set. The reason for this lack of safety, as Example 4.4 shows,
is that the controller enforces a safety constraint only with
respect to the active hi at a specific state and it does not
enforce any constraints with respect to other hi′ ’s no mat-
ter how near the states of their activity are. This might
generate limiting dynamics that are unsafe with respect to
them.

Remark 4.5 (Methods of Safety Enforcement at
Non-Smooth Points). If a controller is to be safe, it
should impose safety constraints with respect to the func-
tions hi′ ’s which are close enough to being active. This can
be done in multiple ways. One way, adopted in [21], is to

−1 −0.5 0 0.5 1 1.5 2
−2

−1

0

1

2

h1(x) ≥ 0

h2(x) ≥ 0

ζ

f +G1uact

f +G2uact

h(x) ≥ 0

x1

x
2

Fig. 1. Illustration for Example 4.4 of the closed-loop dynamics
under the controller uact at the corner point of the safe set. The
controller prevents trajectories from violating safety constraints
at points of smoothness of h, cf. Theorem 4.2, but does not
prevent violating safety from points of non-smoothness.

enforce the constraint of (8) for all i ∈ Ĩ(x), where Ĩ(x)
is chosen to include the indices of all hi′ ’s which are close
enough to being active. Another way, used in [8], is to en-
force a constraint on the Filippov set-valued map rather
than on individual active dynamics and enforce the con-
tinuity of the controller. As shown in [8], under those two
conditions, which are guaranteed to be satisfiable under
Assumption 1, safety is attained. Both of those methods
require online calculations other than those required by a
mere QP: in the former, to find out hi′ ’s which are close
enough to being active, and in the latter to calculate the
generalized Lie derivative for a differential inclusion or
a similar quantity. Moreover, the first method does not
produce a continuous controller with continuous dynam-
ics and the synthesis of a continuous controller using the
second method is not presented explicitly in [8]. In the fol-
lowing section, we propose a safe controller that overcomes
these difficulties. •

4.2 All-Components QP Controller

In this section, we propose a safe controller that does not
require more online calculation than a standard QP and
is continuous when the dynamics is continous. We fur-
ther prove its existence for all safe sets described as nested
unions and intersections of the superlevel sets of the com-
ponents hi’s. The controller is obtained from a program of
the following form

uall(x) := argmin
u∈U

u⊤Q(x)u+ b(x)⊤u (9)

s.t. ∇hi(x)
⊤(f(x) +G(x)u) + α(hi(x)) + βi(H(x)) ≥ 0,

∀i ∈ {1, . . . , r},

with the same conditions on Q, b, and α as those in (8),
where H(x) := (h1(x), . . . , hr(x)) and βi : X → R any
continuous function with the property that βi(H(x)) = 0
when i ∈ I(x). We provide an exact form of βi later when
establishing the feasibility of (9). Notice that, unlike (8),
the constraints in (9) are enforced for all i, and thus the
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terminology all-components QP controller. The idea of en-
forcing safety constraints on all components hi appears also
in [9]. There, however, the structure of the safe set is lim-
ited to an intersection of the superlevel sets of the compo-
nents hi’s and the feasibility of the program is not studied.
Note also that, different from (8) and the controller in [9],
the functions βi appear in the constraints of (9). We refer
to these functions as transition functions and will choose
them later in a manner that facilitates the satisfaction of
the constraints for the inactive hi’s. Our first result estab-
lishes regularity properties of the controller uall if the pro-
gram that defines it is feasible.

Theorem 4.6 (Single Valued-ness and Continuity of
All-Components QP Controller). Assume there exists
a neighborhood N∂C of ∂C where (9) is feasible for some α
and βi’s. Then, uall is single-valued. Furthermore, if f and
G are continuous at x ∈ N∂C where (9) is strictly feasible,
then uall is continuous at x.

PROOF. Proving single valued-ness follows a similar ar-
gument as in the proof of Theorem 4.1(ii). As for continu-
ity, keeping in mind the convexity of U , the strict feasibility
of (9), and the continuity of ∇hi, f , G, α, and β, the set-
valued map defined by the constraints of (9) around x is
continuous by [11, Thms. 10 & 12]. Thus, uall is continuous
at x by [11, Cor. 8.1]. •

Next, we show that uall is safe even at non-smooth points
if the program that defines it is feasible.

Theorem 4.7 (All-Components QP Controller Is
Safe). Assume there exists a neighborhood N∂C of ∂C
where (9) is feasible for some α and βi’s. Then, any con-
troller k : C ∪ N∂C → U for which there exists a Filippov
solution to the closed-loop dynamics from any point in C
and that is equal to uall on N∂C is safe with respect to C.

PROOF. By (4), if ζ ∈ F [f + Guall](x), x ∈ N∂C , then
there exist p sequences {x1

µ}, . . . , {xp
µ} converging to x such

that

ζ =

p∑
j=1

σj lim
µ→∞

(f(xj
µ) +G(xj

µ)uall(x
j
µ)),

where σj ’s are convex combination constants. Thus, using
the continuous differentiability of hi, i ∈ {1, . . . , r},

∇hi(x)
⊤ζ

=

p∑
j=1

σj lim
µ→∞

∇hi(x
j
µ)

⊤(f(xj
µ) +G(xj

µ)uall(x
j
µ)).

Using (9) and taking the limit as µ → ∞, we obtain

∇hi(x
j
µ)

⊤(f(xj
µ)+G(xj

µ)uall(x
j
µ)) ≥ −α(hi(x

j
µ))−βi(H(xj

µ))

=⇒ lim
µ→∞

∇hi(x
j
µ)

⊤(f(xj
µ) +G(xj

µ)uall(x
j
µ))

≥ − lim
µ→∞

(α(hi(x
j
µ)) + βi(H(xj

µ)))

= −α(hi(x))− βi(H(x)).

Therefore, ∇hi(x)
⊤ζ ≥ −α(hi(x)) − βi(H(x)) for

all i ∈ {1, . . . , r}. By (5), for any v ∈ ∂h(x), v =∑
i∈I(x) σ̄i∇hi(x), where σ̄i’s are convex combination con-

stants. Thus v⊤ζ ≥ −
∑

i∈I(x) σ̄i(α(hi(x)) + βi(H(x))).

Recall that βi(H(x)) = 0 when i ∈ I(x) and that
if i, i′ ∈ I(x) then h(x) = hi(x) = hi′(x). Thus,∑

i∈I(x) σ̄i(α(hi(x)) + βi(H(x))) = α(h(x)), so we have

v⊤ζ ≥ −α(h(x)). The application of Theorem 3.1 now
completes the proof. •

We now turn our attention to establishing the feasibility of
the program defining uall. Specifically, we show that, un-
der Assumption 1, there exists a choice of α and βi’s that
makes the program in (9) feasible under widely applicable
conditions. Those conditions are summarized in the follow-
ing assumption.

Assumption 2 (Structure of Safe Set). The set ∂C is
compact and C is given by finitely many (arbitrary) nested
unions and intersections of superlevel sets Ci := {x ∈
Rn | hi(x) ≥ 0} of the continuously differentiable functions
{hi}ri=1. We also assume that hi’s are sufficiently different,
i.e., for any i ̸= i′, hi(x) ̸= hi′(x) for almost all x ∈ X . •
The next result provides a normal form for any safe set that
satisfies Assumption 2.

Lemma 4.8 (Normal Form of Safe Set). Under As-
sumption 2, C can be expressed as a union of intersections
of collections of Ci’s,

C =
⋃
ℓ∈L

⋂
i∈Iℓ

Ci, (10)

with L finite and Iℓ ⊆ {1, . . . , r} for all ℓ ∈ L.

PROOF. Let Pi denote the statement that x ∈ Ci and
P denote that x ∈ C. Let ’∨’ and ’∧’ signify logical dis-
junction and conjunction, respectively. Then the statement
that x ∈ (Ci1 ∪ Ci2) corresponds to Pi1 ∨ Pi2 , while the
statement that x ∈ (Ci1 ∩ Ci2) corresponds to Pi1 ∧ Pi2 .
Thus, by definition, P is equivalent to a statement formed
by nested applications of conjunction and disjunction on
the elementary propositions Pi. From [17, Part C, Central
Thm.], the successive distribution of the conjunction over
disjunction gives a statement that is equivalent to P and
is of the form of disjunction of conjunctions of collections
of Pi’s. This means that P is equivalent to∨

ℓ∈L

∧
i∈Iℓ

Pi,

where |L| is the number of conjunction collections, and
each Iℓ is a subset of {1, . . . , r} containing all i in the jth

collection. •

The previous result is not only an existence result but its
proof also provides guidance on how to explicitly represent
a set C that satisfies Assumption 2 as a union of intersec-
tions. As a consequence of Lemma 4.8, we have that the set
C corresponds to the 0-superlevel set of the function

h(x) = max
ℓ∈L

min
i∈Iℓ

hi(x), (11)

7



where hi is the function that has Ci as its 0-superlevel
set. Next, we establish the feasibility of the program defin-
ing uall.

Theorem 4.9 (Feasibility of All-Components QP
Controller).UnderAssumption 2, let hℓ(x) := mini∈Iℓ hi(x)
and define Li = {ℓ ∈ L | i ∈ Iℓ}. Let Assumption 1 be

satisfied with Ĩ(x) := {i ∈ {1, . . . , r} | ∃ℓ ∈ Li, h(x) =
hℓ(x) = hi(x)}. Then, for any compact set D ⊆ C, there
exist constants α, M ∈ R such that (9) is feasible in a
neighborhood of D with

α(ρ) = αρ,

βi(H(x)) := M
(
h(x)−max

ℓ∈Li

hℓ(x)
)
. (12)

PROOF. We start by noting that, with the above defi-
nition, I(x) ⊆ Ĩ(x) for all x ∈ X , cf. Lemma A.2. Let

D ⊆ C be an arbitrary compact set. For i ∈ Ĩ(x), we have
h(x) = maxℓ∈L hℓ(x) = maxℓ∈Li

hℓ(x). Thus βi(H(x)) = 0

for all i ∈ I(x) ⊆ Ĩ(x), ensuring the property of βi required
in program (9). For convenience, we define β̄ℓ(H(x)) =
M(h(x)− hℓ(x)) for l ∈ L. Next, we show that there exist
α and M such that, for all x ∈ D, there is ux ∈ U with
∇hi(x)

⊤(f(x) + G(x)ux) + α(hi(x)) + β̄ℓ(H(x)) > 0, for
all ℓ ∈ L and all i ∈ Iℓ. This is sufficient for proving the
statement since there exists ℓ ∈ Li such that βi(H(x)) =
β̄ℓ(H(x)). Define first the indices set-valued map L(x) :=
{ℓ ∈ L | h(x) = hℓ(x)}. Our proof has three steps.

Step 1: Here, we prove there exists α ∈ R>0 such that

∀x ∈ D, ∃ux ∈ U with

∇hi(x)
⊤(fj(x) +Gj(x)ux) + αhi(x) > 0,

for all ℓ ∈ L(x), i ∈ Iℓ, and j ∈ J (x). This is sufficient
for the satisfaction of all constraints on hi with i ∈ Iℓ and
ℓ ∈ L(x). It is even stronger than mere feasibility of the
constraint of hi at x since we ask for the constraint to be
satisfied for all j ∈ J (x) (we use this in Step 3 of the proof).
We reason by contradiction. Suppose that this is not the
case. Then, for all n ∈ N, there exists xn ∈ D such that for
all ux ∈ U , there are ℓ ∈ L(xn), i ∈ Iℓ, and j ∈ J (xn) with

∇hi(xn)
⊤(fj(xn) +Gj(xn)ux) + nhi(xn) ≤ 0. (13)

Without loss of generality, due to the compactness ofD, the
sequence {xn} is convergent [19, Thm. 3.6], say to x̄ ∈ D.
Let Ix̄ = {i ∈ {1, . . . , r} | ∃ℓ ∈ L(x̄) s.t. i ∈ Iℓ and hi(x̄) =

0}. Note that Ix̄ ⊆ Ĩ(x̄), since, for ℓ ∈ L(x̄), h(x̄) = hℓ(x̄) =
mini∈Iℓ hi(x) ≥ 0, which gives h(x̄) = hℓ(x̄) = hi(x̄) = 0
for i ∈ Ix̄. Thus, by Assumption 1, there is ux̄ that validates

∇hi(x̄)
⊤(fj(x̄) +Gj(x̄)ux̄) > 0, (14)

for all i ∈ Ix̄ and j ∈ J (x̄). If Ix̄ is empty, take ux̄ as any
finite value in U . By (13), with the choice ux = ux̄, for
every n there is ℓn ∈ L(xn) ⊆ L, in ∈ Iℓn and jn ∈ J (xn)
that validate (13). Since ℓn, in, and jn are in finite sets they
converge without loss of generality [19, Thm. 3.6], say to
ℓ̄, ī, and j̄ respectively. Hence, for n large enough, we have

ℓ̄ ∈ L(xn), ī ∈ I ℓ̄, j̄ ∈ J (xn) and

∇hī(xn)
⊤(fj̄(xn) +Gj̄(xn)ux̄) + nhī(xn) ≤ 0. (15)

Because ℓ̄ ∈ L(xn), h
ℓ̄(xn) = mini∈I ℓ̄ hi(xn) = h(xn) ≥ 0.

Therefore, we deduce hī(xn) ≥ hℓ̄(xn) ≥ 0. The continuity
of ∇hī(·)⊤(fj̄(·) +Gj̄(·)ux̄) in a neighborhood of x̄ implies
that, for sufficiently large n, this expression evaluated at
xn is bounded. This, together with (15) and the fact that
hī(xn) ≥ 0 implies that hī(x̄) = 0. By Lemma A.1, ℓ̄ ∈
L(xn) ⊆ L(x̄) and j̄ ∈ J (xn) ⊆ J (x̄) and thus ī ∈ Ix̄.
Thus (14) with i = ī and j = j̄ contradicts (15).

Step 2: Let α satisfy the statement of Step 1. Here, we
prove that there existsM > 0 such that, for all x ∈ D, there
is ux validating ∇hi(x)

⊤(fj(x) + Gj(x)ux) + α(hi(x)) +
β̄ℓ(H(x)) > 0 for all ℓ ∈ L, i ∈ Iℓ, and j ∈ J (x). We
reason again by contradiction and assume this is not the
case. Then, for all n, there exists xn ∈ D such that, for all
u ∈ U , there are ℓ ∈ L, i ∈ Iℓ, and j ∈ J (xn) with

∇hi(xn)
⊤(fj(xn) +Gj(xn)u) + α(hi(xn))

+ n(h(xn)− hℓ(xn)) ≤ 0. (16)

Again, without loss of generality, the sequence xn con-
verges [19, Thm. 3.6], say to x̄ ∈ D. By Step 1 and the fact
that h(x) ≥ hℓ(x) for all x̄ ∈ D, there exists ux̄ such that,
for all ℓ ∈ L(x̄), i ∈ Iℓ, and j ∈ J (x̄),

∇hi(x̄)
⊤(fj(x̄)+Gj(x̄)ux̄)+α(hi(x̄))+n(h(x̄)−hℓ(x̄)) > 0.

Due to continuity, Lemma A.1, and the fact that h(x) ≥
hℓ(x) for all x ∈ D and ℓ ∈ L, there is a neighborhood
Bϵ(x̄) such that

∇hi(y)
⊤(fj(y)+Gj(y)ux̄)+α(hi(y))+n(h(y)−hℓ(y)) > 0,

for all n > 0, y ∈ Bϵ(x̄), ℓ ∈ L(x̄), i ∈ Iℓ, and j ∈ J (y).
Thus, for large enough n, there exists ux̄ that falsifies (16)
for all ℓ ∈ L(x̄), i ∈ Iℓ, and j ∈ J (xn). For ℓ /∈ L(x̄),
n(h(xn)− hℓ(xn)) → ∞. But continuity ensures bounded-
ness of∇hi(y)

⊤(fj(y)+Gj(y)ux̄)+α(hi(y)) for y ∈ Bϵ(x̄).
Therefore, for large enough n, (16) is false for all ℓ /∈ L(x̄),
i ∈ Iℓ, and j ∈ J (xn). Therefore, we have shown that (16)
is falsified for large enough n for all ℓ ∈ L, i ∈ Iℓ, and
j ∈ J (xn), completing the proof of Step 2.

Step 3: In this step, we prove that constraint satisfaction
established in Step 2 with α and M is valid on a neigh-
borhood of D. For all points x ∈ ∂D, Step 2 establishes
the existence of ux that validates the strict inequality con-
straints of the program (9) defining uall for all i ∈ ∪ℓ∈LIℓ

and j ∈ J (x). By continuity and Lemma A.1, there exists
a neighborhood of x in which ux validates the constraints.•

Remark 4.10 (Role of Transition Functions). To un-
derstand the role of the transition function β1, consider the
simple case where the safe set is given by a superlevel set C1
of one differentiable function h1. The standard CBF con-
straint (7) for h1 ensures that h1(x(t)) ≥ 0, and hence the
forward invariance of C1. This constraint is altered in our
proposed design (9) as

∇h1(x)
⊤(f(x) +G(x)u) + α(h1(x)) + β1(x) ≥ 0.
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C1
β1(x) = 0

C2
β1(x) > 0

Fig. 2. Illustration of the role of the transition function. The
safe set is C1 ∪ C2. The continuous function β1 is positive at
the boundary points of C1 only if they are in int(C2), and zero
otherwise in C1. The constraints in the all-components QP con-
troller uall defined in (9) allow trajectories to leave one set only
to the other, while remaining in the safe set.

Note that, under this constraint, system trajectories will
not leave C1 from points x ∈ ∂C1 where β1(x) ≤ 0, cf. The-
orem 3.1, whereas such a guarantee does not exist from
points x ∈ ∂C1 where β1(x) > 0. A nonnegative transi-
tion function therefore makes it easier to satisfy the con-
straint while possibly inducing the violation of the forward
invariance of C1 from boundary points where the function
is strictly positive. This is of course not desired if the goal
is to keep C1 safe. However, if our safety requirement is
keeping a union C1∪C2 safe and β1 is designed to allow the
trajectories to leave C1 from points of the boundary which
are in C2, cf. Figure 2, then the constraint with β1 provides
the flexibility to “transition” from C1 to C2. This idea is ex-
tended in our design (9) to deal with multiple component
sets, where the transition functions are chosen to be pos-
itive where it is desirable to allow the trajectory to leave
one of those component sets to get to another. The idea
of relaxing safety for some parts of a set might be of in-
terest in other contexts, such as prescribed time and space
safety, where trajectories are to be kept in a set for some
time and then allowed to exit only from specific points. In
such cases, the transition functions might depend on time
as well as on space. •
Remark 4.11 (Properties of the Feasibility Set).
From the proof of Theorem 4.9, one can see that if α satis-
fies the statement of Step 1, then any ᾱ > α does too. Sim-
ilarly, if M satisfies Step 2 for some α, then for any ᾱ > α,
there exists M̄ > M satisfying Step 2. Thus, for any pair
(α,M) satisfying Theorem 4.9, there is a pair of greater
numbers (ᾱ, M̄) that do too. We leverage this observation
below in our approach to find appropriate parameters α
andM that ensure feasibility. A larger value of α allows for
faster approaches to the boundary of the safe set [3], while
a larger M enhances the ability to transition from one
component of the safe set to another (cf. Remark 4.10). •

4.3 All-Components Adaptive QP Controller

Our design in this section is motivated by the observation
that Theorem 4.9 is an existence result, but not a con-
structive one, in the sense that it does not provide an ex-
plicit way to construct the functions α and βi’s that en-

sure the feasibility of the program defining uall. We remedy
this difficulty by introducing a controller where α and M
(which in turn defines the functions βi’s) are taken as opti-
mization variables themselves. Namely, using the fact that
h(·) = maxℓ∈L mini∈Iℓ hi(·) (cf. Lemma 4.8), we propose
the following design:

(uadp(x),αadp(x),Madp(x)) :=

argmin
α,M,u∈U

u⊤Q(x)u+ b(x)⊤u+ qαα
2 + qMM2

s.t. M ≥ cM , α ≥ cα (17)

∇hi(x)
⊤(f(x) +G(x)u) + αhi(x)

+M(h(x)− hℓ(x)) ≥ 0, ∀ℓ ∈ L, i ∈ Iℓ,

where cM , cα, qα, qM are positive constants and the rest of
the conditions on the objective function are the same as
in (8). The positive constants qα and qM establish the pos-
itive definiteness of the objective function, which ensures
the uniqueness of the solver of (17). They also penalize
large α and M , and thus establish the existence of an up-
per bound for αadp and Madp in any compact set. This
is needed for establishing control invariance. The positiv-
ity of cα keeps the quantity αadp(x)hi(x) greater than the
class-κ function α(h(x)) = cαhi(x), a fact necessary for es-
tablishing control invariance. The positivity of cM ensures
that Madp(x)(h(x)−hℓ(x)) is positive when h(x) ̸= hℓ(x).
In this way, it promotes violating the safety constraint of
the inactive components of h, which is necessary for transi-
tioning between different components of the safe set. Since
the values of α and M are chosen adaptively in (17) as a
function of the state, we refer to this as the all-components
adaptive QP controller.

Theorem 4.12 (Properties of All-Components
Adaptive QP Controller). Under the assumptions of
Theorem 4.9, in any compact D ⊆ C, the adaptive all-
components QP controller uadp defined by (17) is

(i) feasible,
(ii) single-valued,
(iii) continuous wherever the system dynamics is continu-

ous, and
(iv) safe, i.e., no trajectory can leave C from a point in D.

PROOF. Statement (i) follows from Theorem 4.9 and Re-
mark 4.11. Statement (ii) can be established with the same
argument as in Theorem 4.1(ii) and statement (iii) with
the same argument as in Theorem 4.6. Regarding state-
ment (iv), let M̄ and ᾱ be upper bounds of Madp(x) and
αadp(x) on D. Those upper bounds exist since by Theo-
rem 4.9, finite α and M exist that validate the constraints
for all x ∈ D at once. Now define the class-κ function
α̃(r) = ᾱr for r ≥ 0 and α̃(r) = cαr for r < 0. Then,
uadp satisfies the constraints of (9) with α(r) = α̃(r) and
βi(H(x)) = M̄

(
h(x) −maxℓ∈Li

hℓ(x)
)
, with Li defined in

Theorem 4.9, because, for each x ∈ D,

α̃(h(x)) + M̄
(
h(x)−max

ℓ∈Li

hℓ(x)
)
≥

αadp(x)h(x) +Madp(x)
(
h(x)−max

ℓ∈Li

hℓ(x)
)
.

With the argument as in Step 3 in the proof of Theorem 4.9,
we deduce that the constraints are satisfied with α̃ and
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M̄ on a neighborhood of D. Hence, the same reasoning
employed to show Theorem 4.7 ensures uadp is safe. •

The all-components QP controller uall and its adaptive ver-
sion uadp provide solutions to Problem 1. Given discon-
tinuous dynamics and safety constraints defined by multi-
ple components, we provide controllers that are safe, com-
putable online, and continuous wherever the dynamics is
continuous, under standard safety assumptions. We illus-
trate the versatility of the proposed designs in amulti-agent
reconfiguration problem in Section 5 below.

5 Application to Multi-Agent Reconfiguration
Control Problem

In this section, we demonstrate the efficacy of our con-
trol design in a multi-agent scenario inspired by [9]. We
consider 5 robot agents with positions xi = (xi,1, xi,2),
i ∈ {1, . . . , 5}, and first-order dynamics ẋi = ui. Define
the full state as x = (x1, . . . , x5). We require our agents
to travel from start points to end points with the safety
requirements of staying in the obstacle-free space and not
colliding with each other. Taking δ to be the agents’ radius,
we define the obstacle-free space by the requirement that

either xi,1 − δ ≥ 0 or xi,2 + δ ≤ 0,

for all i ∈ {1, . . . , 5}. Agents i and j are not in collision
so long as h̄i,j(xi, xj) = ∥xi − xj∥2 − (2δ)2 ≥ 0. Denot-
ing Ci,1 = {x = (x1, x2) | hi,1(x) = xi,1 − δ ≥ 0}, Ci,2 =
{x | hi,2(x) = −xi,2 − δ ≥ 0}, and C̄i,j = {x | h̄i,j(x) ≥ 0},
the safe set is given by C = (∩i(Ci,1∪Ci,2))∩ (∩i ̸=j C̄i,j). By
the algebraic manipulation employed in Lemma 4.8, C can
be put in the form of a union of intersections ∩ℓ∈L∪i∈IℓAi,
where each A is either Ci,1, Ci,2 or C̄i,j . We omit the details
of this transformation in the interest of brevity. This rep-
resentation allows us to apply the adaptive all-components
QP controller (17). Since we want the agents to travel from
start point xs to final point xf , we use ∥u − unom(x)∥2
for the objective function in (17), with nominal controller
unom(x) = xf − x. Figure 3 shows the agents’ trajectories
under uadp with the choices δ = 0.5, cα = 1, cM = 100, and
qα = qM = 0.1. The plots show that agents travel safely
from the initial positions to the ending positions. The large
value of cM enhances the ability of the agents to transition
from the componets Ci,2, where they start, to the compo-
nents Ci,1, where they end. Small values of cM might re-
sult in agents not leaving their respective Ci,2’s, i.e., safety
would still be ensured but not the control objective of get-
ting the agents to their final destinations.

6 Conclusions

We designed controllers that render discontinuous dynam-
ics forward invariant with respect to non-smooth sets. The
safe set is represented by arbitrarily nested unions and in-
tersections of 0-superlevel sets, termed components, of dif-
ferentiable functions, resulting in a nonsmooth CBF. We
showed that the satisfaction of the safety condition for the
active components of the non-smooth CBF does not render
the discontinuous dynamics safe. We remediated this prob-
lem by enforcing a novel version of the safety constraints
for all the components of the non-smooth CBF that incor-
porates transition functions. These functions allow system

trajectories to leave a component of the safe set to tran-
sition to a different one. The resulting all-components QP
controller is feasible, safe, and continuous wherever the sys-
tem dynamics is continuous. To enhance its implementabil-
ity, we proposed an extension termed all-components adap-
tive QP controller which determines important design pa-
rameters in an adaptive fashion. Our results suggest the
possibility of combining multiple safe set design methods
to achieve control objectives that might not be achievable
with onemethod alone. Future work will identify conditions
to ensure that the assumption about the existence of safe
control actions holds for general system classes, extend our
controller design method to deal with time-varying safety
requirements, and exploit the flexibility of transitioning be-
tween components of the safe set to allow richer specifica-
tions combining safety, motion planning, and control.
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A Upper Semi-continuity of Activity Set-Valued
Maps

Here we prove the upper semi-continuity of the activity
set-valued maps I and J defined in Section 2.

Lemma A.1 (Upper Semi-continuity of Activity
Set-Valued Maps). Consider the structure of the dynam-
ics (1) and the function h in (2).

(a) For all x ∈ X , there is a neighborhood Mx such that
I(y) ⊆ I(x) and J (y) ⊆ J (x), for all y ∈ Mx.

(b) Given the normal form of h in (11), let L(x) := {ℓ ∈
L | h(x) = hℓ(x)}. Then, the neighborhood Mx can be
taken such that L(y) ⊂ L(x) for all y ∈ Mx.

PROOF. Let x ∈ X .

(a) If i′ /∈ I(x), then x /∈ cl
(
X hi′

)
by definition.

Thus, there exists a neighborhood Bϵ(x) such that
y /∈ cl

(
X hi′

)
for all y ∈ Bϵ(x). An analogous argument

shows that if j′ /∈ J (x), then there exists a neighbor-
hood Bϵ′(x) such that y /∈ cl(Xj) for all y ∈ Bϵ′(x).
Taking Mx as the finite intersection of these neigh-
borhoods for all i′ /∈ I(x) and j′ /∈ J (x) proves the
statement.

(b) If ℓ /∈ L(x), then hℓ(x) ̸= h(x). By continuity of h and
hℓ, there exists a neighborhood where h(y) ̸= hℓ(y) for
every point y in that neighborhood. Taking the inter-
section of this finite number of neighborhoods for all
ℓ /∈ L(x) proves the statement. •

Lemma A.2 (Upper Approximation of Activity
Set). Under Assumpion 2, defining the set-valued map

Ĩ(x) as in Theorem 4.9 yields I(x) ⊆ Ĩ(x) for all x ∈ X .

PROOF. We reason by contradiction. Assume there ex-
ists x ∈ X and i′ ∈ {1, . . . , r} such that i′ ∈ I(x) and

i′ /∈ Ĩ(x). Thus, hi′(x) = h(x) and for all ℓ′ ∈ Li′ , h
ℓ′(x) ̸=

h(x). By continuity, there exists a neighborhood Bϵ(x)

where hℓ′(y) ̸= h(y) for all y ∈ Bϵ(x) and all ℓ′ ∈ Li′ . Since
x ∈ cl

(
X hi′

)
,Bϵ(x)∩X hi′ is not empty and open (since it is

an intersection of two open sets), and thus has positive mea-
sure. Since for each y ∈ Bϵ(x)∩X hi′ , h(y) = hℓ(y) for some
ℓ /∈ Li′ , there is i ̸= i′ such that h(y) = hi(y). At the same
time, by definition of X hi′ , h(y) = hi′(y) in Bϵ(x) ∩ X hi′ .
Consequently, and given that the set {1, . . . , r} is finite,
there exists i ̸= i′ such that hi(y) = hi′(y) on a set of pos-
itive measure. This contradicts Assumption 2.
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